Peer Review Rubric #1

Criteria Expected Level of Peer Review Moving Toward Expected Level Not Acceptable

Feedback [IStatements in peer review are [IStatements in peer review are [IStatements in peer review are
significant and substantive (per moderate (per Peer Review non-substantive (per Peer Review
Peer Review Guidelines and Guidelines and Examples). Guidelines and Examples).
Examples).

Areas of [IAddresses all areas of the [JAddresses some areas the [1Does not addresses challenge

Improvement submission (both challenge submission (either challenge materials or reflection. Student

materials and reflection) and
justifies suggested revisions by
providing specific examples.
Student explains suggestions with
accurate explanations, reasons, or
evidence.

materials or reflection) and
justifies most of suggested
revisions. Student sometimes
gives general feedback with little
explanation or reasoning.

struggles to provide ideas or
support for ideas. When provided,
ideas are extremely limited or hard
to understand.

Professionalism

[JStudent consistently
communicates respectfully by
using professional communication
and appropriate language. Gives
constructive criticism by
addressing both weaknesses and
strengths (comments are not
resistant or defensive).

[JStudent generally demonstrates
professional communication and
appropriate language but is
inconsistent. Comments are
neutral or non-encouraging.

[IStudent exhibits disrespectful
behavior and is publically critical of
other students work. Comments
might be interpreted as insulting or
belittling.

POINTS

(5-4 Points)

(3-2 Points)

(1-0 Point)

*developed by Holly Fiock

Additional comments:

Holly Fiock
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Peer Review Rubric #2

Criteria Expected Level of Peer Review Moving Toward Expected Level Not Acceptable
Artifact Section | [JAddresses challenge materials and LJAddresses some aspects of [IDoes not address challenge
justifies suggested revisions by challenge materials and justifies most | materials. Student struggles to
providing specific examples. Student of suggested revisions. Student provide ideas or support for ideas.
explains suggestions with accurate sometimes gives general feedback When provided, ideas are extremely
explanations, reasons, or evidence. with little explanation or reasoning. limited or hard to understand.
Evidence checklist is completed. Evidence checklist is partially Evidence checklist is partially
completed. completed or not completed.
Reflection [JAddresses reflection and justifies [JAddresses some aspects of [1Does not address reflection.
Section suggested revisions by providing reflection and justifies most of Student struggles to provide ideas or
specific examples. Student explains suggested revisions. Student support for ideas. When provided,
suggestions with accurate sometimes gives general feedback ideas are extremely limited or hard
explanations, reasons, or evidence. with little explanation or reasoning. to understand. Reflection checklist
Reflection checklist is completed. Reflection checklist is partially is either partially completed or not
completed. completed.
General [JStatements in peer review are [IStatements in peer review are [IStatements in peer review are
Feedback significant and substantive (per Peer moderate (per Peer Review Guidelines | non-substantive (per Peer Review

Review Guidelines and Examples).

and Examples).

Guidelines and Examples).

Presentation of
Submission

[1Addresses overall submission’s
presentation or look. If the submission
can be more professional, (portfolio
worthy) specific examples are provided
to improve the overall look of the
submission. Student explains
suggestions with accurate
explanations, reasons, or evidence.

[JAddresses overall submission’s
presentation or look. If the
submission can be more professional,
(portfolio worthy) examples are
provided to improve the overall look
of the submission. Student
sometimes gives general feedback
with little explanation or reasoning.

[IDid not address overall
submission’s presentation or look.
Student struggles to provide ideas or
support for ideas. When provided,
ideas are extremely limited or hard
to understand.

Professionalism

[JStudent consistently communicates
respectfully by using professional
communication and appropriate
language. Gives constructive criticism
by addressing both weaknesses and
strengths (comments are not resistant
or defensive).

[JStudent generally demonstrates
professional communication and
appropriate language but is
inconsistent. Comments are neutral
or non-encouraging.

[JStudent exhibits disrespectful
behavior and is publically critical of
other students work. Comments
might be interpreted as insulting or
belittling.

POINTS

(3 Points)

(2 Points)

(1 Point)

*developed by Holly Fiock

Additional comments:

Holly Fiock
Purdue University, Learning Design and Technology, 2017




Peer Review Rubric #3

Criteria Expected Level of Peer Review

Moving Toward Expected Level

Not Acceptable

Artifact Section [JAddresses challenge materials and
justifies suggested revisions by
providing specific examples. Student
explains suggestions with accurate
explanations, reasons, or evidence.
Statements in peer review are
significant and substantive (per Peer
Review Guidelines and Examples).

[JAddresses some aspects of
challenge materials and justifies
most of suggested revisions.
Student sometimes gives general
feedback with little explanation or
reasoning. Statements in peer
review are moderate (per Peer
Review Guidelines and Examples).

[IDoes not address challenge materials.
Student struggles to provide ideas or support
for ideas. When provided, ideas are
extremely limited or hard to understand.
Statements in peer review are non-
substantive (per Peer Review Guidelines and
Examples).

Evidence Checklist [JEvidence checklist is completed.

[IEvidence checklist is partially
completed.

[JEvidence checklist is partially completed or
not completed.

Reflection Section [JAddresses reflection and justifies
suggested revisions by providing
specific examples. Student explains
suggestions with accurate
explanations, reasons, or evidence.
Statements in peer review are
significant and substantive (per Peer

Review Guidelines and Examples).

[JAddresses some aspects of
reflection and justifies most of
suggested revisions. Student
sometimes gives general feedback
with little explanation or reasoning.
Statements in peer review are
moderate (per Peer Review
Guidelines and Examples).

[JDoes not address reflection. Student
struggles to provide ideas or support for
ideas. When provided, ideas are extremely
limited or hard to understand. Statements in
peer review are non-substantive (per Peer
Review Guidelines and Examples).

Reflection Checklist [IReflection checklist is completed.

[JReflection checklist is partially
completed.

[JReflection checklist is either partially
completed or not completed.

Request for
Clarification (if
applicable)

[JStudent explains why the
requirements have not been meet
with detailed explanations, reasons,
or questions.

[IStudent gives limited or hard to
understand explanation as to why
the requirements have not been
meet.

[IStudent does not explain why the
requirements have not been meet. Does not
give reasoning as to why reflection and
challenge materials do not align with
competency.

[JAddresses overall submission’s
presentation or look. If the
submission can be more professional,
(portfolio worthy) specific examples
are provided to improve the overall
look of the submission. Student
explains suggestions with accurate
explanations, reasons, or evidence.

Presentation of
Submission

[JAddresses overall submission’s
presentation or look. If the
submission can be more
professional, (portfolio worthy)
examples are provided to improve
the overall look of the submission.
Student sometimes gives general
feedback with little explanation or
reasoning.

[1Did not address overall submission’s
presentation or look. Student struggles to
provide ideas or support for ideas. When
provided, ideas are extremely limited or hard
to understand.

Professionalism [IStudent consistently
communicates respectfully by using
professional communication and
appropriate language. Gives
constructive criticism by addressing
both weaknesses and strengths
(comments are not resistant or

defensive).

[IStudent generally demonstrates
professional communication and
appropriate language but is
inconsistent. Comments are neutral
or non-encouraging.

[IStudent exhibits disrespectful behavior and
is publically critical of other students work.
Comments might be interpreted as insulting
or belittling.

*developed by Holly Fiock

Holly Fiock

Purdue University, Learning Design and Technology, 2017




Peer Review Guidelines & Examples
Overview

Peer Review documents should be considerable — helping each other to review and produce the best
work possible for individual growth. Peer review has a lot of beneficial parts; including, but not limited
to:

e Revision and editing skills

e Addressing specific evaluation criteria

e Preparing to receive constructive comments

e Suggesting a different perspective or interpretation

Helpful Hints

e Itis essential to treat your peer’s work as seriously as you would treat your own.

e When reviewing, it is always important to note a reflection’s strengths, so that the author will
not lose these in the process of revision.

e Make sure comments are honest and fair — especially when dealing with parts that may have
issues or concerns.

e Avoid postings that are limited to 'l agree' or 'great idea’, etc. If you agree (or disagree) with a
peer review, then say why you agree by supporting your statement, or including a suggestion or
a notion to improve the author’s work.

e Be impartial — use sound judgment, good communication skills, and objectivity when reviewing
your peers’ work, refraining from hostile or inflammatory tones.

Samples

Peer reviews will require deeper and more critical thought about the content your peers are producing.
Also, please understand that this is not an exact science and we realize not all of you are experts in the
field. You will have to make some judgment calls and justify your decisions and suggestions for each
peer review (this is part of the process). The examples that follow will help clarify this process. The
examples are a mix of actual posted comments and sample comments from previous LDT courses.

Holly Fiock
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Non-Substantive Review Statements
Examples of “non-substantive” review statements: They may indicate agreement or disagreement with
a submission, but they are too general to help the author revise their artifact or reflection.

Example 1 - “Good idea for your artifact. It shows judging whether people know what to do. | think this
matches the challenge well.”

Example 1 is a "non-substantive" peer review statement because it’s simply a compliment to
the student’s original work -it doesn’t provide information to help the author advance his or her
work or demonstrate reasoning why the artifact works for the challenge.

Example 2 — “I disagree with your reflection. Your artifact does not align with the challenge you are
submitting for. Can you please revise?”

Example 2 is a "non-substantive" peer review statement because, although the student
disagrees, he doesn’t expand on his reasoning giving the author no direction or guidance. What
needs to be revised: the content, the style of artifact, etc.?

Moderate Review Statements

Examples of "moderate" review statements: These messages provide more detailed feedback but still
does not break down individual thoughts, ideas, or guidance for the author to create something new or
criticize an idea based on new thoughts.

Example 3 — “It is clear you worked hard to string content related to Learning Theories in LDT. | liked
how you hit on all of the learning theories we covered in class. Your presentation is well rounded and
includes good audio, image selection, as well as a transcript. However, it seems to be missing that
certain something that sets it apart.”

Example 3 is a "moderate" peer review because the student displays knowledge of learning
theories and is able to provide some feedback. However, no additional guidance or idea is given
to help the author add that “certain something that sets it apart”.

Example 4 — “] wanted to ask about your final paper artifact. Though the paper is interesting and well-
written, you just mentioned the solution and didn’t go any farther. Maybe you could describe the
problem a little bit more, along with the potential solution and the process you took to get the solution
you proposed. By the time | got to your solution/concluding thoughts section, I did not feel the paper as
a whole aligned with the challenge: Identify the learning processes and outcomes to be measured.”

Example 4 is a "moderate” peer review statement because the critique noted why the paper
was not strongly written and what could be done to correct the paper. However, the feedback
about the artifact alignment was vague and did not help the author know what could be done to
resolve this issue.

Significant Review Statements
Examples of "significant" messages. These messages add to the discussion by identifying important
relationships, putting ideas together in some unique way, or offering a critique as a point of discussion.

Holly Fiock
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Example 5 — “It is apparent you worked hard, both individually and in a group, to put together a string of
content related to the contributors, concepts, and implementation of Behavioral Learning Theory from a
multitude of perspectives. | think the only thing that could make this a bit more solid, is if the readers
could see the references listed for the content provided. | realize this was a project from another course
that likely didn’t require references, but it’s a small touch that would make the presentation more
professional for your online portfolio-especially if you will be using this artifact as one of your main
samples of work.”

Example 5 is a "significant" peer review statement because the student is combining ideas
learned from various courses, instructional design dos and don’ts, and personal experiences to
makes suggestions for the author to improve their work (adding references, using artifact as
part of online portfolio, etc.).

Example 6 — “Although the transcript is proof that you took the foundational courses for analysis
techniques from another Master’s program and the research paper you included describes an analysis
process, | would like to see an actual analysis document that has been completed. The challenge
requires demonstration of an actual analysis, not just a paper describing what you would do in a
situation. | believe we need to submit artifacts that show we have put the competencies into practice. In
this case, | would think the design document we created for EDCI572 would be a perfect example of
utilizing different analysis techniques for instructional content. In order for a clearer connection to be
made (for me) in this submission, | would like to see an artifact that puts the analysis into practice
(whether that is the design document from EDCI 572 or another course). | believe that anyone can take
classes and achieve good grades, but that doesn’t necessarily mean they have the skills necessary to
conduct an analysis. Your research paper provides a good foundational background of analysis
knowledge; therefore, | can only image your design document would fit nicely in this challenge.”

Example 6 is a "significant" message because the student is disagreeing on the alignment of the
artifacts with the challenge submission. Based on the challenge criteria, the individual provides
suggestions to improve the authors submission and explains their reasoning why.

Do's" and "Don't's of Peer Evaluations

Peer Evaluations: Some "Do's"
1. Do treat the writer with courtesy and respect.
2. Do comment on the reflection and artifacts, not the person.
3. Do focus on how the argument is supported (or not).
4. Do aim for balance and completeness in pointing out strengths and problem areas (using
specific examples for reference).
5. Do aim to help the writer see how to improve future work as well as the current draft.

Peer Evaluations: Some "Don't's"
1. Don't use snippy marginal comments such as "So what?" or "What's your point?"
2. Don't argue with the writer. Raise objections or ask for explanations only to clarify and suggest
ways of strengthening the argument.
3. Don't confine your comments to mechanical details.
4. Don't make vague, global comments.
5. Don't rewrite for the writer.
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