WEB2P semester 2 2006-2007 Peer review of coursework

	Student being marked
	Marker


Tick one box (or at most two adjacent boxes) in each row…

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0

	Functionality
	Provides better functionality compared with existing applications
	Provides equivalent functionality 
	Provides less functionality 
	Provides significantly reduced functionality 
	Does almost nothing
	Does nothing

	Usability 
	Very much easier to use compared with existing applications
	Easier to use
	About the same
	Slightly harder to use 
	Very hard to use
	Unusable

	Use of web programming features
	Uses Struts/ Hibernate/AJAX XLST/ XML/ CSS well 
	Uses MVC-2 well or Struts/ Hibernate/AJAX XLST/ XML/ CSS partially
	Uses MVC-2 and works OK
	Does not use MVC-2 but still works OK
	Does not use MVC-2 and works badly
	No significant use of web programming features

	Database  access
	Good use of Hibernate/JPA facilities and facades
	Good use of DataSource object + data access objects/facades 
	Good use of Connection object + data access objects/facades
	Competent

use of JDBC + data access objects/facades
	Poor use of JDBC
	No access to database

	Source code
	All code self-documenting and clear + good use of OO features e.g. inheritance + well expressed algorithms, and APIs
	Meets 2 of the above but deficient in the third
	Some self-documenting code + some use of classes
	Some self-documenting code OR some use of classes (other than standard servlet/JSP classes)
	Some evidence of understanding how to write the source code
	Nothing sensible submitted

	Javadocs
	All (100%) complete and fully informative
	Nearly all complete and informative
	Some complete and informative OR all done but not very informative
	Only some Javadocs
	Partial but poor attempt at Javadocs
	No Javadocs

	Requirements specification
	Excellently presented + full specification + credible to implement
	Meets two of the above, but sub-standard in the third 
	A basic requirements specification
	Shows evidence of meeting the criteria of a requirements specification
	A reasonable attempt but not reaching the above standard
	Nothing sensible submitted

	User interface specification
	Excellently presented + full specification + credible to implement
	Meets two of the above, but sub-standard in the third 
	A basic user interface specification
	Shows evidence of meeting the criteria of a user interface specification
	A reasonable attempt but not reaching the above standard
	Nothing sensible submitted


	
	Marks

	SUB-TOTAL ABOVE (Maximum 40 marks)
	

	Deduct 5 marks if program does not compile (all or part)
	

	Deduct 5 marks if program does not run
	

	Deduct up to 5 marks if significant functionality missing 
	

	TOTAL
	


WEB2P SWS – Session instructions
1. Form a group of 2 (exceptionally 3) students.
2. Each group completes a peer marking form for each student in the group.
3. The student being marked presents their application, its code and documentation. During this, they answer questions from the other members of the group.
4. Questions should explore in a quite detailed fashion why the student did things a certain way. Why did they do it that way rather than another?

5. Jim will circulate among the groups, asking questions of our own and encouraging groups to focus on important issues.

6. After lunch, the groups will be reformed and the exercise will be repeated. By the end, everyone's work should have been reviewed by at least 4 other people.
7. The mark awarded to a student will be the average of the marks awarded by their review groups, moderated by the input of the lecturer.







