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Peer Review Methodology

This note is intended to be used by co-ordinators and participants involved in a peer review workshop.

This note needs to be read in conjunction with the general aims and objectives of the Latent Potential Project and the overall aims and objectives of the peer review workshops.

Following the first peer review workshop in Turin, it was agreed that the methodology needed adjusting in light of the feedback from participants and co-ordinators.

The methodology consists of the following elements:

1. Structure of case studies presented.

Host partners will ensure that projects presented as case studies use a common structure in making their presentations:

1. Provide a short socio-economic introduction which lays out the key context of your location/city/neighbourhood

2. What were the key issues/problems to be addressed?

3. What objectives were identified for your action?

4. How did you deliver these objectives – what action did you take?

5. What Resources (Financial and Human) were required/available?

6. What  were the results achieved?

7. How have you evaluated these results?

8. What were the three most  important lessons learned?

Furthermore it is essential that projects selected as case studies have been operational for some time (at least more than one year-preferably more than two)

2. The Peer Review Template

This is the key framework that participants need to use in undertaking the review.

The framework consists of a number of general questions:

1. What is the problem being addressed? Does this problem exist in your locality? If so what are the similarities/ dissimilarities?

2. How is the project managed? What kind of  partnership(s) have been established? 

3. What is the involvement of residents/users? What role do women have in the management of the project? What methods are used to develop and support such involvement? 

4. What criteria have been used in evaluating outcomes? What are the key competences required to ensure success for such a project?

5. What have been the most valuable lessons/insights you have gained by participating in this review?

3. Individual participant reports.

Using the template questions and the information generated by the presentations, and the subsequent discussion, each participant will produce a short report which is submitted to their local co-ordinator one week after their return from the PREW.

4. Report from local co-ordinator

Using the same template as for the individual reports, the local co-ordinator will produce a combined report. This will be sent to the host partner two weeks after the PREW.

6. Final Report

The host partner will combine the individual partner reports and produce an overall report. This report will have the following elements:

· An introduction to the topic of the peer review

· A short overview of the local situation

· Case- studies presented 

· Summary of peer review responses

· Key issues arising

· Copy of programme

· List of participants

The report should be finalised within two months after the PREW.

Finally, a process  in terms of preparation and production of outcomes was also agreed and this is attached.

The map here-under lays out the framework for PREW case presentations and reviewing  as agreed during the Steering Group meeting held in Brussels between 1st and 3rd July 2004.
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