ENC 1102 Peer Review Checklist: Researched Write-Up

This peer review sheet serves as a checklist related to the Researched Write-Up assignment guidelines and rubric. Use it to guide the kinds of feedback you might give your peer review partners on their Researched Write-Up rough drafts, following Richard Straub’s guidelines for providing effective feedback.


First impressions:

· Flip through the essay. Does the document seem well-organized? Does it make use of headers to break up main ideas? Are there any sections of the text that seem overwhelming?

· Does the document contain a Works Cited or References page? Is it on a new page (separate from the rest of the essay)? Make sure that the annotations from the Annotated Bibliography are not included with the citations – there should just be a normal Works Cited/References page for this assignment.

· Does the document conform to the page formatting specifications with a cover page and running head (APA citation style) or heading in the upper left-hand corner (MLA includes student’s name, professor’s name, course name, date), page numbers (with last name) in the upper right-hand corner, 1” margins, 12-point Times New Roman font, and double-spaced text?

· Is there a creative title? (“Researched Write-Up” or “Final Paper” are super boring and don’t reflect anything about the writing.)


Global-level (big picture, higher-order) concerns:

For the Introduction / Literature Review section of the rubric:  


· Look for Move 1 of Swales’ CARS Model, establishing a territory, in the beginning of the paper and identify the following:

· How does the writer claim centrality (Step 1)?

· How does the writer make topic generalizations (Step 2)? Is there a drive-by citation citing the multiple sources that contribute to this topic generalization?

· How does the writer introduce findings from their secondary research (Step 3)? Provide commentary on your experience reading through their synthesis of the individual contributions of each source from the topic generalization.


· Provide at least one suggestion or comment for improving this move.


· Look for Move 2, establishing a niche, following Move 1:

· How do they identify a niche in the research, or way to enter the conversation (i.e. counterclaiming, establishing a gap, raising questions, and/or continuing a tradition)? What do they say to make this move?

· Provide at least one suggestion or comment for improving this move.


· Look for Move 3, establishing a niche, following Move 2:

· How do they state the purpose of their research and/or preview their findings?

· Provide a suggestion or comment for improving this move:


· What did you learn about their research subject from the introduction? 

· What more background information would you be interested in knowing?

· What important terms and concepts are introduced, and how are they defined or explained? 

If any pieces of information are missing or need elaboration, identify them on the paper and offer suggestions about how they can be incorporated or improved. 


For the Methods section of the rubric: 

· HOW did they collect their data? (What were their primary sources? What genres did they collect? What rhetoric did they observe? How did they conduct interviews? Etc. Make sure all who, what, where, when, and why questions are covered.) 

· HOW did they analyze their data? (What were they looking for? What were their initial codes, and where did they come from/how do they make sense based on their research question? What terms or concepts from secondary sources helped them to develop their coding scheme to understand their data and make claims? Etc.) 

· HOW did they use this data? (What did they do with their interview/survey responses, observation notes, collected genres, etc. to provide insight into their research question?)


If any pieces of information are missing or need elaboration, list them here and offer suggestions about how they can be incorporated or improved (in particular, make sure they have justifications/reasons behind their method choices): 


For the Findings/Analysis section of the rubric: 

· What framing concept(s) from secondary source(s)—such as rhetoric concepts from Downs or genre concepts from Bazerman—are used to analyze/make sense of their data?

· Did the writer include in-text citations of the reading(s) they cite and explain the theme/concept?

· What pieces of data are being analyzed? Is there a match between these pieces of data and the focus of their analytical framework? (For example, if using Downs’ concept of knowledge making, they should analyze how rhetoric is used to send a particular message to the intended audience).

· When discussing interview/observation/genre data, where did the writer provide direct quotes/specific examples/descriptions as evidence for their supporting points? Where is this missing?

· What are their supporting arguments made as a result of their analysis? How do these help them to answer their research question? 

As a reader, what other information do you need to know in order to understand their data or conclusions? 


 For the Discussion / Conclusion section of the rubric: 

· How does the writer summarize their findings? 

· Where did the writer make a claim (thesis statement)? Then, include suggestions for how the discussion / conclusion can be improved.

· Is this claim specific enough? 

· Is this claim debatable?

· Does this claim seem to match the data the writer included in the rest of the paper? 

· Does the claim seem to answer the writer’s research question(s)/purpose of their research stated in the introduction?


· How does the writer answer the “so what?” question by telling us why their findings matter or what we can do with this information? 


· By the end of the paper, does the writer answer their research question? Make sure their claim connects back to their research question/Move 3 of the CARS Model in the introduction – did they do what they said they were going to do? 

· What suggestions does the writer make for further research?


What aspects of this paper need improvement? Be specific about “global”-level or “higher order” concerns, such as organization, support, and so on. 


Local-level (details, lower-order) concerns

· Is the writer’s use of tone, word choice, and sentence structures appropriate for this audience? Describe the tone with examples from the text. 

· Are there any obvious (or recurring) grammar, punctuation, or spelling errors? What are they? What advice can you give the writer for fixing them?

· Has the writer chosen one citation style and stayed consistent with it throughout their citations (e.g. if it’s MLA, then all author first names are included, but if it’s APA, initials are used instead of first names)?


· Has the writer used correct MLA/APA format for citations (e.g. alphabetical order, hanging indents, etc.)? If not, where are changes needed?


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Do any of the citations seem a little off or seem to be missing some publication information? If you’re not sure how to correct them, at least point these citations out so they can double check them with Easy Writer.





