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I. Instructional Context and Pedagogical Approach 
 
Students in Doctor of Nursing Practice programs (DNP) should be prepared to advance nursing 
science through scholarly activity when they graduate from their doctoral programs (AACN, 
2006). However, the instructional process of developing DNP students’ writing skills to meet 
widely accepted learning-outcome criteria for DNP-educated nurses is a challenge for faculty 
(Hunker et al., 2019). NP 8890 is a fully online, one-credit-hour course with biweekly 
synchronous sessions for DNP students. It was designed by a College of Nursing faculty member 
in collaboration with ODEE instructional designers 3-4 years ago. Several different faculty 
members teach this course in 2 sections of about 15 students per section every autumn and 
spring semester. As often happens with courses that are several years old and have several 
sections with different instructors, NP 8890 had experienced some curricular drift resulting in 
inconsistency across course sections as well as misalignment of learning objectives, 
assessments, and activities. Several factors prompted NP 8890 course faculty to initiate course 
redesign: 

• Student feedback regarding differences in learning and assessment between sections 
• Student concerns related to too much time commitment for a one-credit-hour course 
• A lack of a quantitative measure of student perceptions of their own writing knowledge, 

skills, and attitudes (KSAs) in comparison to core competencies established by a national 
accrediting body in scholarly writing for DNPs 

• A need to engage students in authentic writing assignments that prepare them to 
author scholarly publications, and specifically, to provide and respond to feedback from 
peers and faculty 

 
A. Peer Review Before Redesign 
Although faculty targeted several features of the course for improvement, the primary focus for 
this instructional redesign project was on the peer-to-peer feedback process. In previous 
semesters, NP 8890 writing assignments included one major paper with four progressive 
iterations weighted at 13%, 15%, 17%, and 20% and two peer reviews worth 5% each. One 
author response assignment contributing no points to the final course grade was also a part of 
the course, and it generally resulted in a single paragraph submission of about 150 words. To 



complete the peer-review assignments, students were required to provide general feedback to 
their peers with brief comments and no editing of punctuation, grammar, or style errors. 
Instructors graded student feedback according to rubric criteria based on intuition rather than 
evidence about the characteristics of good feedback (see Appendix A). The first and second 
peer reviews occurred in the final weeks of the course. Because the last peer review and 
feedback were delivered after the final submission of the paper, students had no opportunity 
(and no motivation) to read feedback from their peers or make improvements to their paper 
based on the feedback they received. 
 
The course goal and module-level objectives relevant to peer review in NP 8890 prior to course 
redesign were as follows. 
 
Course goal: Analyze approaches to providing constructive peer review and critique for 
scholarly writing. 
Module level objectives: 

a.   Exemplifying constructive peer feedback 
b.   Integrate self-evaluation into own writing 
c.   Integrate peer feedback into own writing 

 
II. Development and Planning 
 
Our faculty team consisted of two NP 8890 course instructors scheduled to teach in AU20: Joni 
Tornwall and Jodi McDaniel. We chose a custom pathway to support our instructional redesign 
strategy of integrating peer review strategies and principles throughout the course. 
Components of the pathway included: 

• Intensive exploration of literature on best practices related to peer review as an 
approach to teaching and learning 

• Close consultation on design and development between two course instructors 
• Quality Matters formal review 

 
We selected this pathway because both members of the team had previous experience with 
academic peer review practices in the classroom and wanted to learn more about current 
evidence-based practices in facilitating feedback processes between students, particularly in a 
doctoral-level writing course. Because this topic is very specific and we were not aware of any 
large-scale professional development opportunities to learn more about it, we choose to 
review current literature; work closely together on the design, development, and 
implementation of course content; and consult with external doctoral-level nursing faculty 
peers through a formal Quality Matters course review. 
  
A. Review of Literature: Best Practices in Student-to-Student Peer Review 
We explored the literature extensively on best practices in peer feedback and implementation 
of peer review processes in academic classroom assignments. Review of the literature revealed 
several best practices that we chose to integrate into our peer-review strategy: 
 



• Design peer review exercises that are not anonymous (ANA, 2015; Haag-Heitman & 
George, 2011) 

• Prepare students cognitively and emotionally to receive feedback (Altmiller, 2018)  
• Conduct peer review activities while there is still time to implement recommendations 

for improvement, and not on the last iteration of an assignment when there is no 
motivation to use recommendations (Carless, 2019)  

• Foster a strong sense of value for providing feedback to peers; a sense of value works in 
combination with evidence-based knowledge of peer feedback practices to facilitate 
supportive peer-to-peer feedback (Tornwall et al., 2020) 

• Require students to self-assess their own development in writing skills according to 
AACN knowledge, skills, and attitudes, including those related to peer review and use of 
feedback (Hunker et al., 2014; Hunker et al., 2019). Four KSAs related explicitly to peer 
review scholarly writing KSAs are:  

o Effectively secures and utilizes feedback on writing 
o Translates knowledge about the benefits of peer review and repeated feedback 

into the writing process 
o Uses strategies to facilitate scholarly writing such as separating large writings 

into smaller sections; using a writing environment/approach that facilitates 
scholarly writing, and engaging in peer review 

o Values feedback in the writing process 
• Design instruction so that peer review processes have the following features (Mercader 

et al., 2020): 
o Double-loop feedback process (opportunities to use feedback to not only 

improve immediate product but also to improve future approaches to learning) 
o Explicitly targeted training activities for peer feedback processes 
o Equal emphasis on providing, receiving, and appropriate uptake of feedback 
o Long-term feedback opportunities in which feedback is a formative process 

aimed at continuous improvement and metacognition (not simply summative 
assessment) 

 
B. Consultation Between Course Faculty 
Drs. Tornwall and McDaniel met several times over the summer of 2020 to discuss course 
redesign and development based on their findings from the literature review, past experiences 
in teaching, and feedback from students in past offerings of NP 8890. They also met biweekly 
during the autumn semester for class agenda planning and revision before each of the seven 
synchronous class sessions.  
 
C. Quality Matters Formal Review 
The course faculty sought formal evaluation and recognition of sound course design through a 
Quality Matters (QM, 2018) review by three QM-trained and certified peer reviewers. Two of 
the peer reviewers were doctoral-level nursing faculty at Ohio institutions of higher education. 
Preparation for a QM course review is, in itself, a pathway to learning about application of 
evidence-based course design because one must compare a course to be reviewed to the QM 



standards for course design. When gaps between the QM standards and the course design are 
identified, measures need to be implemented to close the gaps to bring the course into 
alignment with current best practices in course design. The course faculty pre-reviewed NP 
8890 to the QM standards before submitting for a formal QM review.  
As a result of a formal QM review, NP 8890 met QM standards on the first round of peer 
review, earning 98 out of 100 possible points, with no required revisions. Comments specific to 
the peer review assignment in the course from the QM reviewers were related to student 
engagement, preparation of students for peer review through the use of learning technology, 
and the topic of confidentiality in providing peer feedback. 
 

• “The peer review process, with response to the first peer review, supports active 
learning and engagement.” 

• “Carmen is used to engage students with each other through the peer review 
assignment in Module 4, ‘Provide feedback to your peer using the document annotation 
tools in Carmen.’” 

• “The peer review processes in place also support peer-to-peer engagement.” 
• “The Peer Review: Offering Supportive Feedback experience [the peer review and 

feedback lesson] was well done and demonstrates mastery with video creating and 
interactive knowledge checks.” 

• “Do you address confidentiality of the peer-review materials? If not, that may be 
something you want to address with your learners.” 

 
It should be noted that the formal QM review took longer than expected to arrange and put 
into motion due to QM coordinator/personnel changes in OSU’s Office of Distance Education 
and eLearning and the search for qualified and available peer reviewers in the midst of a 
pandemic. We received the results of the QM review about Week 7, around autumn’s midterm, 
so we were not able to implement reviewers’ suggestions in this course offering. However, we 
did learn from the feedback we received and will make minor changes, especially with regard to 
peer-review confidentiality, to the course the next time it is offered. 
 
III. Implementation 
 
Throughout the summer of 2020, the course faculty evaluated the existing version of NP 8890 
against QM standards (QM, 2018), general best practices in online course delivery (Office of 
Distance Education and eLearning [ODEE]), and AACN knowledge skills and attitudes for 
scholarly writing at the doctoral level (Hunker et al., 2014). They revised and redesigned the 
peer review activities in the course as follows. 

A. Revision of Module-Level Learning Objectives 

First, module-level learning objectives were revised based on American Association of Colleges 
of Nursing (AACN) knowledge, skills, and attitudes (KSAs). The AACN KSAs also served as a guide 
for revision and development of course activities and to measure of students' self-perceptions 
of their achievement of scholarly writing abilities pre-course and post-course. 



 
Course goal: Analyze approaches to providing constructive peer review and critique for 
scholarly writing. 
Module level objectives: 

a. Create supportive feedback for a peer 
b. Integrate peer feedback into own writing 
c. Respond appropriately to a peer reviewer’s feedback 
 

B. Instructional Redesign of Assessments and Activities 

With sound learning objectives to work from, existing assessments and activities were revised 
using a backward design process. Revisions specific to the integration of peer review and 
feedback throughout the course as well as general revisions to the course that affected peer 
review indirectly are described below. 

The course faculty aimed to improve integration of the peer review process throughout NP 
8890 by implementing the following evidence-based changes: 

• Synchronous, informal peer review was incorporated in five out of seven synchronous 
class sessions. In the five 1 ½ -hour Zoom class meetings, 30 minutes were dedicated to 
working in pairs or groups of three to practice face-to-face peer feedback skills and 
improve writing.  

o Conduct peer feedback and review activities in a non-anonymous context (ANA, 
2015; Haag-Heitman & George, 2011) and should offer double-loop feedback 
process over a longer term (Mercader et al., 2020) 

• Principles of supportive peer feedback and strategies to respond to critical feedback in 
emotionally intelligent, productive ways were threaded throughout lectures and open 
discussions in synchronous class meetings. Specifically, one reading (Normalizing 
Rejection by Conn et al., 2016), and one lecture by Dr. McDaniel directly addressed 
finding value in challenging feedback and responding to it appropriately. 

o Prepare students cognitively and emotionally to receive feedback (Altmiller, 
2018); students need to develop a sense of value for providing feedback to peers 
(Tornwall et al., 2020) 

• A lesson on how to create supportive peer feedback was added in Week 7 (about 
midterm) to prepare students to perform peer review on the second iteration of a 
peer’s paper. The peer review lesson had produced statistically significant gains in 
knowledge and quality of student feedback in previous empirical testing.  

o Offer training activities explicitly targeting peer feedback processes (Mercader et 
al., 2020) 

• The criteria on the grading rubrics used to assess quality of peer feedback were aligned 
with the five characteristics of supportive peer feedback taught in the peer review 
lesson.  

o Prepare students to provide supportive feedback to peers that reflects 
characteristics of high-quality feedback (Tornwall et al., 2020) 

• The peer reviews were moved from the end of the semester to earlier in the semester 
(about midterm and three-quarters through the semester--Weeks 8 and 11) to give the 



students an opportunity to read and use the feedback from their peers in the third and 
fourth iterations of their papers. 

o Conduct peer review assignments at mid-points in the semester as a formative 
exercise, while there is still time to use feedback for improvement, rather than at 
the end of the semester as a summative assessment (Carless, 2019; Mercader et 
al., 2020)  

• The author-response assignment was redesigned to require students to respond to their 
peer’s feedback and recommendations using a specific format demonstrating 
acknowledgment in a collegial and respectful tone. It was also redesigned to mimic an 
authentic response to peer feedback from a real response to a peer-reviewed journal 
article submission. 

o Foster a sense of value for the process of providing feedback (Hunker et al., 
2019; Tornwall et al., 2020) 

• The author response assignment was given a point value in the final grade calculation 
with a weight of 5%. 

o Use double-loop feedback processes to enhance the student’s sense of value for 
peer feedback, encourage metacognition, and promote improvement in 
approaches to learning through feedback (Mercader et al., 2020) 

 
General changes to the course that affected the teaching and learning of the peer review 
process: 
 

• One textbook and some outdated journal articles were replaced by current journal 
articles, including articles that address the value of peer feedback.  

o Provide training activities to prepare students to participate in peer-feedback 
processes (Mercader, et al. 2020; Tornwall et al., 2020) 

• Synchronous-session content was aligned across all sections of the course, including 
interactive exercises and peer-pair breakout sessions for live peer review and editing. 

o Align learning objectives, assessments, and learning activities (QM, 2018) 
• A Q-sort activity was added as a pre- and post-assessment activity. Students sorted 34 

AACN knowledge, skills, and attitudes on a grid to indicate their relative level of self-
confidence in each competency. The Q-sort data was used to measure students' self-
perceptions of their achievement of scholarly writing abilities pre-course and post-
course, including skills related to peer review. 

o Require students to self-assess doctoral-level skill development in scholarly 
writing (Hunker et al., 2014; Hunker et al., 2019) 

IV. Assessment 
 
The impact of our instructional strategy—integration of peer review throughout the course—
was assessed by evaluating data from four sources:  

• Student experience was measured through self-reflections. 



• Student perception of achievement of AACN knowledge, skills, and attitudes related to 
scholarly writing was measured using a mixed-methods approach (Q methodology).  

• Instructors evaluated the impact of peer feedback on writing improvement as iterative 
submissions of the major paper progressed over the semester. 

• Course faculty met after the course ended to debrief and evaluate the effectiveness of 
the integration of peer review throughout the course. 

These four data sources were selected because the course instructors aimed to evaluate (1) the 
student experience of the peer-review activities in the course, (2) student perception of their 
own knowledge, skills, and attitudes as a result of participating in the course activities, and (3) 
the effect of the course activities on student writing. In addition, we sought feedback from 
other experienced course faculty on the design of the peer review activities. 

A. Student Perception of Pre- and Post-Course Achievement of AACN KSAs  

Four specific KSAs related to peer review were analyzed. A Q-sort method was used to collect 
data to ascertain the subjective viewpoint of students about how well or how poorly the 34 KSA 
statements (Appendix B) described them, in a relative sense. Q methodology is a hybrid 
qualitative-quantitative approach that forces a study participant to rank statements 
representing viewpoints on a topic in an inverted quasi-normal distribution (Simons, 2013). 
Students dragged each of the 34 KSA statements onto a grid where the lower extreme of -4 
represented statements they felt least described them to an upper extreme of +4 which 
represented statements that described them very well. Of the 34 KSA statements in the survey, 
we isolated the data from four that mentioned peer review specifically. We averaged the 
students’ rankings for each of the four statements and looked for trends (increases or 
decreases in average rank from pre-course to post-course). Average scores for each KSA 
statement on a scale from -4 to +4 are presented below in parentheses.  

It is important to keep in mind when considering the results from four isolated statements that 
students had many more opportunities to rank any given statement in the middle of the scale, 
near 0, due to the pyramidal shape of the grid into which they dragged the statements (see 
Appendix C for an example Q-sort grid from this study).  

The pre-course and post-course average ranks for each statement related to peer review are 
presented in parentheses (on a scale of -4 to +4) after the statements below: 

• 08. Effectively secures and utilizes feedback on writing (pre = 1.038, post = 0.346)  
• 18. Translates knowledge about the benefits of peer review and repeated feedback into 

the writing process (0, 0.385) 
• 19. Uses strategies to facilitate scholarly writing such as separating large writings into 

smaller sections; using a writing environment/approach that facilitates scholarly writing, 
and engaging in peer review (-0.23, 0.038) 

• 34. Values feedback in the writing process (1.692, 1.846) 
 
The average ranks for Statements 18 and 19 were very close to zero and increased only slightly 
from the beginning to the end of the semester. The average rank for Statement 08 dropped 



from the beginning to the end of the course by 0.7. The average rank for Statement 34 was 
higher at pre- and post-course measurements than for any other statement in the 34 KSAs and 
increased slightly from the beginning to the end of the course.  
 
Paired-sample t-tests revealed no significant differences between pre- and post-course means 
on any of the four statements, but it is important to note that the statements were not ranked 
on a typical Likert scale. It is possible that weighting the grid positions would make a t-test of 
mean differences more meaningful, but we need to obtain statistical consultation to be sure.  
 
Using Q-sort analytical strategies, when the Q-sort data were forced into a one-factor solution 
(Appendix D), 19 participants loaded at a significance level of .05 on the pre-course data 
analysis, and 18 participants loaded at the significance level of .05 on post-course data analysis. 
From pre-course to post-course, Statement 34, “Values feedback in the writing process,” 
moved down in rank from 1 to 4, to be preceded in rank on the post-course Q-sort ranking by 
“Realizes that learning to write as a process,” “Demonstrates adherence to ethical principles of 
writing,” and “Employs ethical principles in scholarly writing at all times.” Statement 08 also 
moved down in rank from pre-course (5) to post-course (14). Statements 18 and 19 did not 
have a notable change in rank from pre-course to post-course.  
 
The data collected in the Q-sort are intended to be analyzed in a holistic approach rather than a 
statement-by-statement approach and will be used in a larger future analysis of the effect of 
the NP 8890 course on learning outcomes and the subjective viewpoints of students on KSAs 
for scholarly writing. For the purposes of this instructional redesign portfolio, select portions of 
data were analyzed using strategies not typically employed in Q methodology and therefore, 
should be considered data exploration rather than rigorous data analysis.  
 
Key Findings: Regardless of statistical nonsignificance in mean differences between pre- and 
post-course measurements, trends in average rankings for three of the four KSAs indicated an 
increase in self-perception of peer-review knowledge, skills, and attitudes. However, the 
statement “Effectively secures and utilizes feedback on writing” demonstrated a relatively large 
drop in average rank, which may be attributed to a sense of uncertainty about how to secure 
peer feedback for writing. This conclusion is based on verbal comments from students related 
to concern about how they might find individuals who are willing to provide feedback after the 
course ended. However, this drop in student self-perception of their mastery of the skill of 
securing and utilizing feedback needs more investigation. 
 
The observation that KSA statements related to feedback moved down in priority from pre-
course to post-course in a one-factor solution might be attributed to students learning to view 
writing as a process and emphasis on ethical principles in writing. This does not mean that 
students valued feedback less after the course was over; rather, it should be interpreted to 
mean that students increased their sense of identity as writers who recognize writing as a 
process that involves ethics of authorship. 
 
B.  Student Experience Measured Through Self-Reflections 



As part of their regular course work, students completed self-reflections at the beginning and at 
the end of the semester (see Appendix E for reflection prompts). On the pre-course reflection, 
very few students mentioned the words “peer review” or “peer feedback,” and none of them 
spoke about the concept of peer feedback in a meaningful way, except two students who 
indicated they ask a peer to read their writing if they need assistance. For example, “If I feel 
dissatisfied with how my writing has turned out, I will sometimes give it to a peer to review. 
They will point where I can improve or reassure me that what I wrote is better than how I 
perceived it.” 
 
The post-course self-reflection yielded many more substantial comments about the peer review 
process and provided a fairly clear picture of how students experienced it in the course. An 
informal coding process on the student comments revealed four major themes: (1) continuous 
improvement of writing, (2) coping with emotional aspects of peer review and better uptake of 
feedback, (3) metacognition and revision of own work as a result of reviewing someone else’s 
work, and (4) enjoyment of interaction with peers. Example comments representing each 
theme are listed below (see Appendix F for full list of comments). 
 

• Peer feedback and perspectives resulted in continuous improvement of writing (11 
comments) 

o “I have never had a project or paper in which it was peer reviewed several times, 
if anything I’ve had it glanced at twice, but never more than that. It has shown 
me the value in peer review and the way that a paper can continuously shift, 
change, and enhance itself just by having a different set of eyes look at it. I 
appreciate the process a lot more now as it can be exciting see what other 
people have noticed in my writing.” 

o “Participating in peer reviews throughout this semester was a highly effective 
strategy for improving my writing quality. Feedback was highly beneficial when 
continuing to edit and revise my writing assignment. Having multiple reviewers 
examine my writing and offer feedback gave me various perspectives, which 
helped me conceptualize how multiple audience members perceived my writing. 
My classmates and instructor's critiques help me form a writing assignment that 
gradually improved in quality with each subsequent round of reviewer 
feedback.” 

• Peer review exercises helped ease emotional aspects of peer review and encourage 
uptake of feedback (4 comments) 

o “Initially I was scared when I saw peer reviews in the syllabus. To my surprise, I 
enjoyed completing the peer reviews and the in class peer reviews we did.” 

• Reviewing a peer’s work encouraged metacognition and revision of student’s own work 
(3 comments) 

o “I found that having a fresh set of eyes on my paper was very useful, and I also 
learned that, by reading someone else’s paper, I am able to identify changes that 
my own paper may need. Reading the works of my peers encourages and 
motivates me to improve the quality of my own papers, and I want to continue 
this practice in the future.” 



o “By reading other’s papers (who are at the same level as me, not professionally 
published journal articles) helps me to be able to recognize my own strengths 
and weakness. This is something I would like to continue to do going forward in 
this program.” 

• Enjoyment of group work and interaction with peers (2 comments) 
o “I also like the group work and feedback in class. It really helps me meet new 

people and learn things from them.” 
 
It should be noted that two students out of 26 rated KSA statement 34 (“Values feedback in the 
writing process”) with a negative number (-4 and -2), which means they feel the statements do 
not describe them well, so there may be negative feelings about peer review and peer feedback 
that were not revealed in the self-reflections.  
 
Key finding: Overall, most students expressed positive views on the peer review and feedback 
components of the course in the self-reflections, which indicates that students generally had a 
positive experience with the peer review components of the course, especially with regard to 
continuous improvement of their writing. We confirmed through the student self-reflections 
that we achieved, at least to some degree, integration of two important, evidence-based design 
features in academic peer review exercises—emotional preparation to give and receive 
feedback (Altmiller, 2018), and opportunities to reflect through metacognition on one’s own 
work (Mercader et al., 2020). 
 
C. Individual Instructor Evaluation of Improvement in Writing  

After implementation of the redesigned Author Response to Peer Reviewer assignment, each 
instructor reviewed student submissions of their responses to their peers for appropriate 
uptake of feedback and implementation of peer suggestions and recommendations.  

Key Finding: We were pleased to find that the majority of students demonstrated significant 
improvement in the quality of their paper as a result of receiving and implementing their peers’ 
suggestions. On the “Author Response to Peer Reviewer” assignment, students responded to 
the feedback from their peers in very appropriate ways, expressing gratitude for suggestions, 
making changes when they believed it would result in improvement of writing, and providing 
explanation when they chose not to make recommended changes. See Appendix G for a sample 
response from one peer to a reviewer (only a part of the complete submission is provided in 
the appendix). This sample demonstrates the value in complementing instructor feedback with 
peer feedback, especially in this doctoral-level course context.  

D. Post-Course Instructor Debriefing and Evaluation 

After the course activities had ended, four course instructors—two current-semester 
instructors and two instructors who had taught the course in the past and were scheduled to 
teach in spring 2021—met to evaluate the effectiveness of teaching strategies and refine 
approaches. At that time, we had only midterm student feedback available to us, which 
indicated that students felt feedback from peers and instructors was most helpful to improving 
their writing.  



Key Finding: After a discussion of the course redesign, including the revisions related to peer 
review and feedback (e.g., moving the peer reviews to an earlier time in the semester, including 
specific parameters for responding to feedback, including the AACN KSA sorting assignment), 
the two spring instructors decided to include the same strategies in their courses. 

 
V: Reflection 
 
In this space you respond to the following questions:  
 
§ In light of your IR work, how has your view of the teaching question/issue you chose to 

address changed? 

§ What did you learn about yourself as a teacher from going through this process? 

§ What aspects of the IR process will help you approach future teaching questions? 

§ What aspects of the IR process were most useful and least useful to your development as a 
teacher and why? 

§ What teaching support services are you most likely to make use of in the future and why? 

§ How confident do you feel in continuing to use instructional redesign in future courses or 
curricula? 

A. Joni Tornwall 
 
The primary value of the structured instructional redesign experience for me was motivation to 
focus intentionally on a specific teaching strategy and study its impact on student learning and 
the student experience. I was compelled to isolate the specific instructional approach to peer 
review, think carefully about how it was integrated throughout the course design, identify 
specific measures to triangulate assessment of the strategy, and consider how the findings can 
be reported in meaningful ways to colleagues. I found that I truly enjoyed the intentional 
approach to evaluating an instructional strategy from two points of view: a very focused view of 
the instructional strategy in isolation (through this instructional redesign project), and a 
broader, holistic view of the strategy in synthesis with other instructional approaches and 
course learning objectives.  
 
I am pleased with the progress and improvement I saw in all students’ manuscripts by the 
fourth iteration of the major writing assignment. The thing that surprised me was the final 
element students added to their papers in the fourth iteration—the abstract. In some cases, I 
saw very good quality of writing in their abstract that reflected quality equal to that of the 
student’s manuscript after several rounds of feedback. This indicates to me that the student’s 
writing skills had truly improved to the point that they were able to produce high-quality 
writing on a first attempt. In other cases, students submitted an abstract of much lower quality 
compared to their final iteration of their paper, which indicates to me that either they were not 



invested in writing the abstract or they did not actually improve their writing skills over the 
semester.  
 
One of the Quality Matters peer reviewers asked if we had thought about addressing 
confidentiality in peer reviews, and we had not (other than a brief mention in the peer review 
lesson). One student wrote directly to his peer in his feedback that he had read a part of his 
peer’s paper to his wife and asked for her opinion, and he went on to state what her point of 
view was on the student’s work. I asked him not to share his peer’s work with his wife or 
anyone else, including his classmates, and he objected to my recommendation on the premise 
that he did not tell his wife the student’s name. The lesson for me is that I need to include 
instructions and a discussion in the next course offering about confidentiality related to peer 
review. 
 
Before the course, I had questioned whether I should assign students in persistent peer-review 
pairs for the whole semester. After seeing the “Author Response to Peer Review” assignment 
submissions, the value of assigning different peer reviewers to each student paper for each 
peer review exercise became much clearer, whether it was in a synchronous class meeting or 
on a written peer-review assignment. Each student brings with them a unique disciplinary 
perspective and different styles in providing feedback, and experiencing different perspectives 
and communication styles is important in learning how to receive and use feedback. 
Collectively, the sum of all peer reviews for a single student in this course provides rich 
feedback from several different professional points of view and focuses on several aspects of 
writing, even when students are given a defined set of standards to use while providing 
feedback. A single course instructor could never offer the quantity of feedback or diversity in 
perspectives available through repeated peer review. Diverse disciplinary perspectives available 
through multiple peer reviews on iterative work can enhance the quality of a student’s 
manuscript in ways that a single instructor’s feedback could not do in isolation. 

The next steps that will result from this course redesign are to: 
• Support the spring 2021 course instructors in teaching the redesigned course 
• Analyze the AACN KSA Q-sort data from a holistic perspective and publish the findings 
• Include content on confidentiality of peer reviews in the course 

 
B. Jodi McDaniel 
 
As I reflect on the instructional redesign process that focused on enhancing the peer review 
content for this graduate level writing course, I realize, now more than ever, peer review 
activities do indeed help students hone their writing skills and thus are essential for meeting 
the course objectives. While peer review assignments were included in earlier iterations of this 
course, I believe that restructuring the activities and explaining their value to the students 
contributed to the significant improvements I noted in their final papers. Moreover, at the end 
of the semester, several students commented that the peer review activities were extremely 
beneficial, enjoyable, and helped them connect with their peers in a meaningful way.  
 



As I moved through the instructional redesign process, I was reminded how important it is to 
continually strive to improve a course and implement changes based on current evidence of 
what is most effective for student learning. I also learned that redesigning a course challenges 
my thinking, is exciting, and fulfilling. It is gratifying when it becomes evident that students are 
thriving as a result of course content modifications. 
 
Aspects of the instructional redesign process that I plan to use when approaching future 
teaching questions include first identifying the student learning outcomes related to the 
“problem” or enhancement I plan to target, searching the literature to determine effective 
learning activities to address the problem based on current, best evidence, and thoughtfully 
considering potential new methods to evaluate student achievement of these learning 
outcomes. After identifying a “problem” or student learning enhancement goal, it is clear next 
steps involve developing and planning a clear pathway to facilitate the instructional redesign 
process.  
 
I found all aspects of the instructional redesign process to be useful to my development as a 
teacher, but those I determined to be most useful included the: 
 

• rigorous exploration of the literature on best practices related to peer review as an 
approach to teaching and learning 

• close consultation on design and development with my course instructor colleague 
• Quality Matters formal review 

 
The teaching support services I will most likely make use of in the future include collaborations 
with colleagues and mentors known for their excellence in teaching, instructional designers, 
and our university librarians.  

As a result of this experience in course redesign, I am very confident I will continue to use the 
instructional redesign process when planning enhancements for student learning in the courses 
I teach. 
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Appendix A 
 

Prior to Instructional Redesign 
Grading Rubric for Peer Review Feedback Comments 

 

 
 



After Instructional Redesign 
Grading Rubric for Peer Review Feedback Comments 



Appendix B 
 

AACN Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes Statements (Q-Sort Statements) 
 

1 Recognizes attributes of scholarly writing—specialized in nursing, communicates 
original thought, includes support from the literature, contains formal language 
consistent with the discipline, formatted in manner consistent with peer-reviewed 
publications 

2 Identifies attributes of a scholar 
3 Realizes that learning to write is a process 
4 Uses proper grammar, spelling, mechanics, and formatting (e.g., basic APA) in written 

communication to select audiences 
5 Performs prewriting activities that can facilitate writing (e.g., outline, brainstorm, 

literature review, thinking time, break time) 
6 Creates abstracts and written summaries of published literature 
7 Produces scholarly writings using established assignment guidelines 
8 Effectively secures and utilizes feedback on writing 
9 Demonstrates adherence to ethical principles of writing 
10 Identifies qualified individuals to serve as support network for writing 
11 Acknowledges own attitude/emotions associated with writing 
12 Selects strategies to manage emotional aspect of writing 
13 Values the connection between scholarly writing and advancing the science of nursing 
14 Utilizes appropriate resources to enhance development of writing skills (e.g., books, 

Web sites, individuals, support services, models/examples of scholarly writing) 
15 Recognizes the importance of creating a writing environment/approach 
16 Describes attributes of scholarly writing 
17 Recognizes the role of a scholar in disseminating scholarly writing 
18 Translates knowledge about the benefits of peer review and repeated feedback into the 

writing process 
19 Uses strategies to facilitate scholarly writing such as separating large writings into 

smaller sections; using a writing environment/approach that facilitates scholarly writing, 
and engaging in peer review 

20 Generates written communications that include all attributes of scholarly writing 
21 Produces scholarly writing in the form of a manuscript using peer-reviewed journal 

guidelines 
22 Discriminately uses prewriting activities to facilitate writing 
23 Utilizes a qualified support network for writing including faculty and peers 
24 Participates in a variety of opportunities to write 
25 Identifies self as scholar responsible for advancing the discipline through scholarly 

writing 
26 Acknowledges the range of possible reactions/responses of others to written work 



27 Displays confidence in writing ability 
28 Employs ethical principles in scholarly writing at all times 
29 Demonstrates proficiency as a scholarly writer 
30 Generates complex scholarly writings such as dissertations and capstone documents 

that communicate new knowledge 
31 Challenges self to further develop as a scholarly writer 
32 Displays a commitment to advancing the science of nursing through scholarly writing 
33 Serves as a mentor and role model for undergraduate and masters students, and 

colleagues about scholarly writing 
34 Values feedback in the writing process 

 



Appendix C 
 

Representative Q-Sort from Pre-Course Measurement 
 

 



Representative Q-Sort from Post-Course Measurement 
 

 



Appendix D 
 

Overall Pre-Course Statement Ranking in a One-Factor Solution 
 

Rank  Statement Statement 
# 

Z score 

1 Values feedback in the writing process 34 1.73 
2 Realizes that learning to write is a process 3 1.38 
3 Uses proper grammar, spelling, mechanics, and formatting (e.g., 

basic APA) in written communication to select audiences 
4 1.22 

4 Demonstrates adherence to ethical principles of writing 9 1.17 
5 Effectively secures and utilizes feedback on writing 8 1.16 
6 Employs ethical principles in scholarly writing at all times 28 1.15 
7 Values the connection between scholarly writing and advancing 

the science of nursing 
13 1.12 

8 Utilizes appropriate resources to enhance development of writing 
skills (e.g., books, Web sites, individuals, support services, 
models/examples of scholarly writing) 

14 0.89 

9 Recognizes attributes of scholarly writing—specialized in nursing, 
communicates original thought, includes support from the 
literature, contains formal language consistent with the discipline, 
formatted in manner consistent with peer-reviewed publications 

1 0.86 

10 Acknowledges own attitude/emotions associated with writing 11 0.84 
11 Produces scholarly writings using established assignment 

guidelines 
7 0.46 

12 Recognizes the importance of creating a writing 
environment/approach 

15 0.43 

13 Acknowledges the range of possible reactions/responses of others 
to written work 

26 0.38 

14 Identifies qualified individuals to serve as support network for 
writing 

10 0.37 

15 Displays a commitment to advancing the science of nursing 
through scholarly writing 

32 0.26 

16 Performs prewriting activities that can facilitate writing (e.g., 
outline, brainstorm, literature review, thinking time, break time) 

5 0.18 

17 Challenges self to further develop as a scholarly writer 31 0.13 
18 Recognizes the role of a scholar in disseminating scholarly writing 17 0.08 
19 Uses strategies to facilitate scholarly writing such as separating 

large writings into smaller sections; using a writing 
environment/approach that facilitates scholarly writing, and 
engaging in peer review 

19 -0.03 



20 Utilizes a qualified support network for writing including faculty 
and peers 

23 -0.03 

21 Translates knowledge about the benefits of peer review and 
repeated feedback into the writing process 

18 -0.22 

22 Describes attributes of scholarly writing 16 -0.34 
23 Discriminately uses prewriting activities to facilitate writing 22 -0.37 
24 Generates written communications that include all attributes of 

scholarly writing 
20 -0.4 

25 Identifies attributes of a scholar 2 -0.57 
26 Identifies self as scholar responsible for advancing the discipline 

through scholarly writing 
25 -0.85 

27 Produces scholarly writing in the form of a manuscript using peer-
reviewed journal guidelines 

21 -0.87 

28 Selects strategies to manage emotional aspect of writing 12 -0.97 
29 Demonstrates proficiency as a scholarly writer 29 -1.09 
30 Creates abstracts and written summaries of published literature 6 -1.25 
31 Participates in a variety of opportunities to write 24 -1.27 
32 Displays confidence in writing ability 27 -1.4 
33 Generates complex scholarly writings such as dissertations and 

capstone documents that communicate new knowledge 
30 -1.97 

34 Serves as a mentor and role model for undergraduate and masters 
students, and colleagues about scholarly writing 

33 -2.2 

 



Overall Post-Course Statement Ranking in a One-Factor Solution  
 

Rank Statement Statement 
# 

Z score 

1 Realizes that learning to write is a process 3 1.71 
2 Demonstrates adherence to ethical principles of writing 9 1.43 
3 Employs ethical principles in scholarly writing at all times 28 1.33 
4 Values feedback in the writing process 34 1.27 
5 Uses proper grammar, spelling, mechanics, and formatting (e.g., basic 

APA) in written communication to select audiences 
4 1.04 

6 Values the connection between scholarly writing and advancing the 
science of nursing 

13 1.02 

7 Recognizes attributes of scholarly writing—specialized in nursing, 
communicates original thought, includes support from the literature, 
contains formal language consistent with the discipline, formatted in 
manner consistent with peer-reviewed publications 

1 0.93 

8 Recognizes the role of a scholar in disseminating scholarly writing 17 0.83 
9 Identifies self as scholar responsible for advancing the discipline 

through scholarly writing 
25 0.75 

10 Utilizes appropriate resources to enhance development of writing skills 
(e.g., books, Web sites, individuals, support services, models/examples 
of scholarly writing) 

14 0.75 

11 Displays a commitment to advancing the science of nursing through 
scholarly writing 

32 0.59 

12 Describes attributes of scholarly writing 16 0.51 
13 Recognizes the importance of creating a writing 

environment/approach 
15 0.48 

14 Effectively secures and utilizes feedback on writing 8 0.34 
15 Acknowledges own attitude/emotions associated with writing 11 0.26 
16 Translates knowledge about the benefits of peer review and repeated 

feedback into the writing process 
18 0.15 

17 Uses strategies to facilitate scholarly writing such as separating large 
writings into smaller sections; using a writing environment/approach 
that facilitates scholarly writing, and engaging in peer review 

19 0.12 

18 Identifies qualified individuals to serve as support network for writing 10 0.11 
19 Utilizes a qualified support network for writing including faculty and 

peers 
23 0.02 

20 Produces scholarly writings using established assignment guidelines 7 0.02 
21 Challenges self to further develop as a scholarly writer 31 -0.05 
22 Identifies attributes of a scholar 2 -0.17 
23 Performs prewriting activities that can facilitate writing (e.g., outline, 

brainstorm, literature review, thinking time, break time) 
5 -0.25 



24 Acknowledges the range of possible reactions/responses of others to 
written work 

26 -0.46 

25 Selects strategies to manage emotional aspect of writing 12 -0.54 
26 Generates written communications that include all attributes of 

scholarly writing 
20 -0.89 

27 Displays confidence in writing ability 27 -0.93 
28 Demonstrates proficiency as a scholarly writer 29 -0.99 
29 Discriminately uses prewriting activities to facilitate writing 22 -1.02 
30 Creates abstracts and written summaries of published literature 6 -1.27 
31 Participates in a variety of opportunities to write 24 -1.43 
32 Generates complex scholarly writings such as dissertations and 

capstone documents that communicate new knowledge 
30 -1.7 

33 Produces scholarly writing in the form of a manuscript using peer-
reviewed journal guidelines 

21 -1.78 

34 Serves as a mentor and role model for undergraduate and masters 
students, and colleagues about scholarly writing 

33 -2.18 

 



Appendix E 
 

Self-Reflection Prompts (Pre-Course and Post-Course) 
 

1. How do you perceive yourself as a writer now? 
2. What do you like and dislike about your writing? 
3. What are your strengths and weaknesses in writing? 
4. What activities/strategies do you find effective for improving your writing? 
5. Now that you have completed one semester of the DNP program, what are your 

scholarly writing goals.  



Appendix F 
 

Student Self-Reflection Comments Related to Peer Review (Post-Course) 
 

ID Comments about peer reviews in response to self-assessment 
Q: What activities/strategies do you find effective for 
improving your writing?  

Codes 

15 I like everything about my writing – the process, the first rough 
draft, the final draft, and all the drafts in between. Okay, I 
thought of something I don’t like and that is my blindness 
when it comes to evaluating my own work. I think everyone 
has that, and this is why a peer reviewer is so important. . . . 
My short term goal is to find people who will read my work and 
give me good feedback. 

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

34 I really enjoyed the peer review process. Each round of 
reviewing, I was happy to find new things that I could improve 
upon. It is great to have someone else read my writing because 
there is no way that I would catch most of the things that were 
pointed out. Sometimes I know there is something that could 
be improved but I am not sure how and the peer reviewer 
gives me a suggestion that helps me along.  

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

50 Having someone else to review my paper and to continue 
reading it over and over to catch those little mistakes and 
errors. 

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

51 have never had a project or paper in which it was peer 
reviewed several times, if anything I’ve had it glanced at twice, 
but never more than that. It has shown me the value in peer 
review and the way that a paper can continuously shift, 
change, and enhance itself just by having a different set of eyes 
look at it. I appreciate the process a lot more now as it can be 
exciting see what other people have noticed in my writing  

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

63 Another perspective such as a colleague or a professor 
strengthens my writing. I know that their criticism is to help me 
improve and not to belittle my voice.  

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 



66 Participating in peer reviews throughout this semester was a 
highly effective strategy for improving my writing quality. 
Feedback was highly beneficial when continuing to edit and 
revise my writing assignment. Having multiple reviewers 
examine my writing and offer feedback gave me various 
perspectives, which helped me conceptualize how multiple 
audience members perceived my writing. My classmates and 
instructor's critiques help me form a writing assignment that 
gradually improved in quality with each subsequent round of 
reviewer feedback.  

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

70 The strategies and activities I found helpful was completing the 
APA escape assignment, bibliography and just all the times we 
edited our peer’s papers while they edited ours. It was so great 
to have other peoples feedback a long with the professors. I 
find it difficult to edit my own papers, so this was a great help 
for me. 

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

73 I found the frequent peer review to be effective for improving 
my writing. I found that after reading over my own paper 
several times, I am no longer able to identify minor errors in 
the paper. Having a classmate assigned to review my work and 
offer suggestions made my writing much stronger.   

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

75 I like the peer review system and receiving feedback from 
others as a way to improve my writing.  

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

84 I thought utilizing peer reviews was the most beneficial for 
improving my writing. It is always good to have a second pair of 
eyes look over my writing. Something that I am going to 
continue to do as this program progresses, is to utilize peer 
reviews. (I am a true believer in the power of peer review!)  

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 

85 I felt peer review was very beneficial this semester in 
improving my writing. I enjoyed having thoughts and 
recommendations from both you and a classmate. I also liked 
the fact that there were multiple peer review sessions to allow 
for a clean, fresh mind when going through the paper for 
reviews the second time. It was interesting what was caught 
after looking at the paper again and to hear someone else’s 
recommendations on how to organize thoughts to make it 
clearer to the reader. 

another 
perspective 
helps me 
improve; 
continuous 
improvement 



19 I also like the group work and feedback in class. It really helps 
me meet new people and learn things from them.  

enjoy working 
with others 

72 I also enjoyed looking at other peer’s writing and getting their 
feedback on my writing.  This was a good exercise. 

enjoy working 
with others 

46 After taking the KSA self-assessment, I was reassured that my 
grammar, spelling, mechanics, and formatting with APA are 
strengths of mine as well. My weaknesses include acceptance 
of feedback sometimes. However, with this class, I did feel like 
working with Dr. Tornwall opened my shell towards being 
more accepting of feedback. I believe this to be true because of 
the way she conveyed the feedback she gave. It was always 
very constructive and positive. Strategies that I found effective 
for improving my writing were the peer reviews during class 
and the extra meetings I had with Dr. Tornwall.  

helped with 
emotional 
aspect of 
receiving 
feedback and 
uptake of 
feedback 

58 The answer to question number four is surprising to me 
because initially I was scared when I saw peer reviews in the 
syllabus. To my surprise, I enjoyed completing the peer reviews 
and the in class peer reviews we did.  

helped with 
emotional 
aspect of 
receiving 
feedback and 
uptake of 
feedback 

59 My confidence as an academic writer has grown because of the 
positive and constructive feedback I got on my writing in this 
course. . . . I dislike the attachment I feel to early drafts of my 
writing. I find I often feel prideful and attached to my writing 
and I am resistant to revise based on feedback from others. . . . 
Thoughtful consideration of feedback is also an important 
activity.  

helped with 
emotional 
aspect of 
receiving 
feedback and 
uptake of 
feedback 

88 Being open to constructive criticism opens doors to 
improvement and broadens perspective.  

helped with 
emotional 
aspect of 
receiving 
feedback and 
uptake of 
feedback 

20 Additionally, I really enjoyed the ample opportunity we had in 
this class for peer-reviewing. I found that having a fresh set of 
eyes on my paper was very useful, and I also learned that, by 
reading someone else’s paper, I am able to identify changes 
that my own paper may need. Reading the works of my peers 
encourages and motivates me to improve the quality of my 
own papers, and I want to continue this practice in the future. 
One short term scholarly writing goal that I aim to accomplish 

metacognition 
through 
reviewing the 
work of others 



is to ask a couple of peers to review any papers that I write 
next semester. I have met several students this semester that 
have said that they would welcome feedback on their papers in 
the future as well, and so I want to team up with these 
students so that we can both improve our papers.  

55 I have found peer review to be a very effective means of 
improving my writing. By peer reviewing other’s papers I have 
been able to see more areas of improvement that I can 
implement within my own writing. Even seeing others papers 
who are better writers than myself have helped me become 
improved because I can mimic some of their tactics behind 
their writing.  

metacognition 
through 
reviewing the 
work of others 

69 The thing I find the most helpful is doing and receiving peer 
reviews. This was something that I had not ever done in the 
past but I found it very helpful. By reading other’s papers (who 
are at the same level as me, not professionally published 
journal articles) helps me to be able to recognize my own 
strengths and weakness. This is something I would like to 
continue to do going forward in this program.  

metacognition 
through 
reviewing the 
work of others 

33 Asking a peer to read and critique. undetermined 
95 Throughout this class, I have learned that the peer review 

exercises were extraordinarily educational and eye-opening. 
undetermined 

 



Appendix G 
 

Sample “Author Response to Reviewer” Assignment Submission 
 

Reviewer Comment Authors’ Response Changes Made to Writing 
This word threw me. It’s not 
just their standards, it’s THE 
standards. I think you can 
delete this word. 

Deleted “their”. “The Joint Commission 
unveiled pain management 
standards…” 

I don’t think it was just the 
JC. It was like a movement 
within the whole of the 
medical community that 
culminated with the JC 
changing the standard for 
everyone, but I could be 
wrong. 

Thank you for your comment. 
While there was a movement 
within the entire medical 
community to better “treat” 
patients’ pain—it was due to 
the Joint Commission. Being 
an accrediting body, hospitals 
followed their 
recommendations. 

 

I think you could reword this 
to say something like, Nurses 
were trained to…and were 
told to “believe the patient.” 
I have been told in my 
writing to avoid -ing verbs. 

Removed “Asking” and 
reworded sentence. 

“Nurses were trained to 
routinely assess a patient’s 
pain level and to treat it 
based on the patient’s own 
perception.” 

I think this phrase needs a 
comma. Actually, I think it is 
rather important and 
deserves a whole sentence 
with a citation. 

This sentence was formed 
from information cited 
above. I will also cite this to 
make it clearer. 

“…acute and chronic pain as 
well as labelling them non-
addictive (Baker, 2017).” 

Here’s another place to avoid 
the “-ing” word. This is your 
key point. So I think you 
could create a stronger 
opening statement, like xxx 
number of people have died 
from the opioid epidemic or 
xx number of people suffer 
from opioid addiction. That 
will capture the reader’s 
attention. 

Added a statistic to show 
that 450, 000 people have 
died since 1999 from the use 
or misuse of opioids. 

“According to the Centers for 
Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC), 2020, 450, 
000 individuals succumbed to 
prescriptive and illicit opioid 
use from 1999 to 2018.” 
 

No “s” – just “increase” 
because “increase” is going 

Thank you! “…well-being and increase 
risk factors…” 



 

along with “impact” so they 
can match tenses. 


