
Example 1: Subject-specific projects: peer reviews via 
the Forum feature 
 

Students share their works and reviews as file attachments to forum posts. 

 

Number of course participants: >50 

Number of course instructors: ~2 

  

Type of peer review: Low-stakes (introduced mid-process) or high-stakes (introduced before the final 
assignment submission). 

Focus: Subject-specific content. 

Goals: 

• To raise the quality of students’ final works. 

• To exercise students’ ability to think critically. 

 

How: 

• Works and reviews are both set up as graded assignments (P/F). 

• Forum feature is used as an outlet for students to share their works, claim the works for 
review, and to share their reviews with others. The process can be set up as follows: 

1. Students can participate as a group or individually. 

2. Group representatives or individual students create a new post in which they share their 
work as a file attachment (pdf or doc). 

3. Other groups or students can claim this work for review by commenting below the post. 
Each work can have one reviewer only (a group or an individual student), and each student 
should get to review something (as part of a group or individually). 

4. Reviews are shared in a comment in the same thread as a file attachment. 

Pros: 

• Students’ works and their reviews are visible to all course participants, which contributes to 
knowledge sharing. 

• The structured process helps to avoid possible mix-ups and uneven distribution of reviews 
per work. 

Cons:  



• If the pace of work is set up to be flexible, those groups who are far ahead or well behind 
might not get their feedback in time (to help this, consider introducing soft deadlines, or 
allow students who don’t get anything to review their own work). 

 

Example 2: Subject-specific projects: peer reviews via 
the File Sharing feature 
 

Teachers share all submitted works and reviews on the course’s web page after the assignment 
submission deadline (e.g. in a compressed folder). 

 

Number of course participants: <20 

Number of course instructors: ~2 

  

Type of peer review: Low-stakes (introduced mid-process) or high-stakes (introduced before the final 
assignment submission). 

Focus: Subject-specific content. 

Goals: 

• To boost peer learning process. 

• To raise the quality of students’ work and final submissions. 

• To exercise students’ ability to think critically. 

How: 

• Works and reviews are both set up as graded assignments (P/F). 

• The course’s web page is used as an outlet for the course instructors to share the works and 
the reviews the students submit. The process can be set up as follows: 

1. Students submit their works as a regular assignment. 

2. After the submission deadline, the course instructor collects all the works that have been 
submitted and uploads them on the course’s web page (e.g. in a compressed folder). The 
works are available for download to all course participants. 

3. The course instructor creates a schedule of who reviews whom based on how many works 
have been submitted (e.g. one student gets to review two works and is to receive two 
reviews) 

4. Students submit their reviews as a regular assignment. 



5. After the reviewing deadline, the course instructor collects all the reviews that have been 
submitted and uploads them on the course’s web page (e.g. in a compressed folder). The 
reviews are available for download to all course participants. 

Pros: 

• All submitted works and reviews are visible to all course participants, which contributes to 
knowledge sharing. 

• The structured process helps to avoid possible mix-ups and uneven distribution of reviews 
per work. 

Cons: 

• The delay in the process: those students who work at a quicker pace have to wait for the 
deadline and then for the teacher to share the files before they can start reviewing. 

 

Example 3: Research reports: peer reviews via the 
Forum feature 
 

Number of course participants: >250 

Number of instructors: >5 

 

Focus: research methodology, structure, content, and scientific writing 

Type of peer review: low-stakes (introduced several times in the process) and high-stakes 
(introduced before the final submission)  

Goals: 

• To improve the quality of research reports 

• To provide the knowledge of how other research methods are applied by peers 

How: 

Peer reviews can be set as graded assignments (P/F) or in a way of partial fulfillment of credits in the 
course (e.g. 1HP for completing the peer reviews). The number of reviews depends on the size of the 
research report. The process can be set up as follows (Athena, iLearn2):  

• Submission and peer reviews are visible to all students in the course: 

o An assignment submission forum page is created with respect to each milestone in 
the report (e.g. creation of research questions, methods, results and analysis, 
conclusions).   

o Students submit a draft of the research report as a new thread in the assignment 
submission forum.  



o After the deadline, other students can review the draft as a reply to the news feed. 

o Course instructor can assign which peer drafts students get to review, or, if the 
number of students is large, forum can be configured to disable the reply feature 
after the number of replies in the thread reaches a certain number. 

• Submission and peer reviews are visible to members of a student group only: 

o Student groups (3-4 students per group) are created using the group function. 

o An assignment submission forum page is created as in the example above. 

o Course instructor restricts the access to the forum: e.g. content generated by Group 
N is only visible for this group’s members. 

o Each student submits the assignment in the forum by creating a new thread.  

o Members of the group provide their peer reviews as replies to each thread. 

Pros: 

• The structure of this peer review process allows students to provide comprehensive 
feedback without omitting anything important. This is especially useful in application to 
complex research reports as there are many aspects to focus on.  

 

Cons: 

• Producing numerous peer reviews over a short period of time may overload students rather 
than help them improve their own reports. 

• In iLearn2, finding reports to review forum may be difficult as the forum posts pile up and 
students tend to select the top ones and not reach the bottom posts. 

 

Example 4: Theses: peer reviews via the Peer Portal in 
SciPro 
 

Number of course participants: >50  

Number of instructors: >10 

 

Focus: research methodology, structure, content, and scientific writing 

Type of peer review: low-stakes (introduced several times in the process) and high-stakes 
(introduced before the final submission) 

Goals:  

• To improve the quality of theses (including their readability, language, references) 



• To be able to critically evaluate the quality of research work   

• To learn about how different research methods are applied in different contexts  

How: 

• Each student enrolled in the thesis course completes four smaller peer reviews and one 
bigger peer review (oral opposition and opposition report). This, together with active 
participation in two final seminars of other students, earns one credit point.    

• Once students have completed the initial part of the thesis process (covering the research 
literature survey, defining the research questions, and describing the methods), they can 
send peer review requests via the peer portal in SciPro. 

• In the peer portal, students can see who else from their department have requested peer 
reviews and then register as reviewers for two of them.  

• SciPro provides a template for students to use for their reviews.  

• After the reviews are submitted, the supervisor reads through them and marks the 
milestone as completed. 

• The final draft of the thesis is reviewed in a similar way but the students who provide the 
reviews might differ. At this stage, the thesis is ready for defence and after the supervisor 
approves it and marks the milestone as completed, it is available for other students to 
oppose. Each thesis gets at least one opponent and two active participants at the final 
seminar.  

• In case there are no takers, SciPro notifies the supervisor automatically and in advance.  

• The final seminar is a meeting, either physical or virtual, where the opponents and active 
participants provide oral feedback to theses. Opponents submit their opposition reports in 
the peer portal. 

Pros: 

• This structured peer review process allows students to provide comprehensive feedback 
without missing any important points. This is especially useful in relation to a course like 
thesis since there are many aspects to focus on.    

• Peer feedback about the readability of the thesis, language, and the list of references is 
useful because this is not the main focus of the feedback provided by the supervisor.   

• The SciPro platform helps keep track of the reviewing milestones, shows who reviews 
whom, and registers the progress. 

Cons: 

• If students happen to be falling behind the deadlines in their thesis work, there may not be 
any reviewers available in the platform, so they may need to wait until reviewers are 
available. 

•  

Kontakt: Thashmee Karunaratne  thasmee@dsv.su.se 

mailto:thasmee@dsv.su.se

