ESS Peer Review Reading Exchange, Winter Quarter 2011 
Peer Reviews Due Date TBA – probably Saturday, February 19, 2011, at 6pm
Candidacy Paper Topic Areas/Panels
Energy

Evan Mangold, Solar Power in Africa

Garrett Starks, Renewable Energy in China

Scott Stavely, Residential Energy Efficiency

Zach Maskin, Glacial Retreat in the PNW

Conservation & Habitat

Nathan Gilman, White Shark Conservation

Jesse Price, Surfing and Habitat Conservation

Jennie Husby, Prairie Pollinators

Melissa Pico, Agro-forestry in the PNW

Jason Cornell, Forest Certification

Sarah Weber, Cooperative Restoration to Habitats

Agriculture

Heather Kowalewski, Community Based Agricultural Systems
Tim Benedict, Private Land Trusts

Climate Change

Jason Lim, Corals and Climate Change

Tim Rodgers, Riparian Areas and Climate Change

Lucy Gelderloos, Climate Change International Agreements

Kathleen Hawes, Understanding Climate Change from Archaeological Evidence 

Water

Evan Hayduk, Storm water and Fecal Coliform

Lola Flores, Water Injustice in Rural Areas and Indigenous Communities 

Allison Smith, Resilience Strategies for Urban Estuaries
Marisa Whisman, Sustainability of Artificial Wetland/Urban Storm water

Wildlife

Kari Schoenberg, Migrations

David Kangiser, Aquaculture Functions

Ryan Kruse, White Nose Bats

Jerilyn Walley, Near Shore Classification Schemes for Puget Sound

Eryn Farkas, Stressors on Monk Seals

Erin Hanlon, Applications of the Boldt Decision Co-Management Model
Environmental Education

Gregory Schultz, Experiential Education

Matthew Ritter, Ecotourism in National Parks
Candidacy Work by: name (last & first) here
Responder: name (last & first) here
Task: (from the syllabus) “By the end of the quarter, each student will produce a 12-15 page paper and a 15 minute oral and visual presentation, both of professional quality, on a topic in environmental studies that interests her or him.” 
Some criteria faculty have mentioned (in the Guidelines and elsewhere): 
1. The paper should be analytical and include a research hypothesis or statement of why the topic is interesting and significant (both to its author and in the literature). 

2. The paper should cover the essential and necessary elements of the literature on the chosen topic, including significant points of view as expressed in that literature. 
3. The paper should provide evidence from the literature to support (or reject) the hypothesis/statement of interest.
4. The paper should be defined to a manageable scale, neither too narrow (to assemble a sufficient research base in the time available), nor too wide (to examine the topic in depth). 
5. The paper should be interesting and readable to environmental studies professionals outside of the program who are not specialists in the topic.
6.  The paper should be analytical and include a research hypothesis or statement of interest (why the topic is interesting and significant). 

7. The author should draw valid conclusions based on the literature and his or her analysis in the paper and evaluate the quality of evidence including holes or omissions identified with suggestions for additional research.
Elements of your (reviewer’s) feedback to the author:
1. Describe how the work addresses several (try for three) of the above criteria. How successfully? (Explain why you came to these conclusions about the paper.)

2. What are the best one or two things about this work?  What’s working well?

3. What two or three improvements would be most strengthen this paper?

4. Provide feedback on writing style, organization, and flow of the paper.  Mention technical errors, if any, and especially note re-occurring errors.  
5. As final feedback to the author, write an abstract of the paper.  The abstract should restate the author’s hypothesis, preferably in slightly different words; this will help the author determine how well he or she has communicated the main point. In this abstract you should address the paper’s significance, questions and conclusions.  The abstract should be a paragraph not to exceed one third of a page, single spaced.  If you cannot write an abstract for the paper you reviewed, you will write a paragraph explaining why an abstract could not be written for the paper.  
