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We @mnvene a second-year neuroscience course for 80-100 students, that is structured into self-contained
fortnight blocks on a "hot topic". The content i@mined in a quiz in the following week to encourage students
to maintain enggement with the material throughout the courseimiprove the timeliness of quiz feedback, a
few years ago we switched these end-of-topic quizzes to an online multiple choice or drag-and-drop format that
enabled immediate results and feedback. Students reported thappheciated this continuous assessment and
feedback, although it became apparent that thkk under-prepared for the end-of-course exam which includes
longer written answer questions.

To address this issue, we examined the literature on peer assessment and used this as a basis to design
additional assessment task around written answegpiig (1998) identified seral possible benefits of peer
assessment that include: increased quality refeeéthe spent on the task leading to deeper understanding; and
clarity around application of assessment criteria focusing the student on crucial elements. Features\hat impro
the quality of the peer veew are anonymity of the réewer, rewads for quality assessment, and tuteersight
of the process (Davies, 2006). Another attraction of pegewevas the idea of sustainable assessment, which
has been defined by Boud & Soler (2016) as genimm assessmeuwnf learning to assessmelat learning, so
as to prepare learners for assessment of tasksvilidikely encounter in their later careers.

This peer revie practice exam had the following structure:

1. A written quiz, consisting of 2 questions, each dealing with one of the fortnight topics. Theaguiz w
completed in class time undexaen conditions. Thirty minutes writing time was allowed: the same
allowance as for tw questions in the final exam.

2. Studentsvrote their answers on the exam papad only identified themseds by writing their student
number in the "writer" space.

3. Afterthe exam s completed, the papers were taken and straigdyt randomly distributed to students
in the other half of the room. Students were asked to write their student number in ther"' sake on
the paper thereceved. Thispreserved anonymity in the peer revigrocess.

4. Markingcriteria were provided, and students were asked to use these criterigitie granark out of
10, as well as detailed comments to justify their mark and to indicate strengths and weaknesses about the
answer The cowenors were wailable to assist during the marking process. The papers were
subsequently marked by the genors, but no comments were/gi.

5. Thefinal student grade (5% of course mark) was based 50% on their mark as a writearaed doy
the cowenor, and 50% on the agreement between theiarded grade as a marker with that of the
cornvenor, together with an assessment by theveoars of the quantity and quality of comments. This
rewarded students who took the task seriouatyg clearly signalled that academic staére engaged in
the quality control process.

We found that the task achied its aims of providing students with timely feedback on a writing task.
Students reported impred understanding of the materialvawed by the questions and of the way tieetively
approach these assessment tasks. The agreement between the studestamdithe caenors was generally
very good. For example, for the tnwguestions assessed in 2017, 37 and 39 peer marks (about 45%) were within
0.5 marks of that gen by the cowenors. W& lelieve this represents a useful way to deepen learning and to
potentially provide immediate feedback withouerdy increasing the academic assessment workload.
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