CHE-255

Peer Evaluation Form

Please use the following form to guide the evaluation of your colleague’s long laboratory report.  You should read the report at least twice in order to complete this evaluation.  During the first read, try to focus on the more global aspects of the report (overall flow, clarity, readability, connection between the introduction, results, and discussion, etc), rather than specific mechanical and technical details (grammar, spelling, calculations, etc) using questions 1-3 as a guide.  During your 2nd (or 3rd) read, please address the section-specific issues raised in questions 4-10, making your comments as specific and constructive as possible.  The comments need not all be negative, a good reviewer will accentuate both the effective and ineffective components of the report.  Please conclude your evaluation by answering questions 11-14.  (If it will help to write notes on the manuscript as you are reading it, please do so.)  

1.) How was the overall flow/writing quality of the report (clarity, completeness, concise, etc)?  Was the report easy to read or difficult due to lack of overall focus, awkward transitions, etc.?  Explain.

2.) Did the author state their experimental objective clearly in the introduction and support that objective throughout their results and discussion?  Explain.

3.) Did the author convince you that he/she had a clear understanding of the techniques performed and the biochemistry behind the work?  Explain.

Abstract

4.) Was the abstract an entity in of itself?  Could you read the abstract and know the study objective, major results, and significance of the work?  Describe.

Introduction

5.) Is the author’s discussion of background material appropriate (and enough) to support and understand the results of the work?  Did the author state the objective and significance of the work clearly?  Explain.

Materials and Methods

6.) Could you repeat the experiment with the amount of detail that was provided by the author?  Is the information accurate?  Was too much detail provided?  Explain.

Results

7.) Does the narrative describe all of the major results, with clear reference to the appropriate figure or table, in a clear and coherent manner?  Explain.

Figures and Tables

8.) Are the figures and tables informative, clear and complete?  Were units included and symbols/lines labeled appropriately?   Are any figures missing that would help in your understanding the study?  Do the legends explain the figure/table and results derived from the figure/table clearly and concisely?  Explain.  

Discussion

9.) Did the author address the questions in the laboratory manual?  Explain.

10.) Did the author analyze the results as a whole and discuss some sources of error (if appropriate) and future directions for the project?  Explain.

Overall

11.)
Describe the mechanics of the report (grammar, spelling, punctuation, etc).  Did mechanical errors within the report keep you from focusing on the actual content?  Explain

12.)  
What is the major strength of this report?  

13.)
What is the major weakness of this report?

14.)
Please list three things the author should concentrate on during the revision process.

