UniServe Science 2006 Symposium proceedings review form
***********************************************************
Title:
Computer-aided assessment in Mathematical sciences

Type of paper: (please tick)
	(

	




     Long paper
  Short paper

A. GENERAL
Please rate each of the following items, as either, Excellent, Good, Fair or Poor.

A.1 Clarity of the purpose and goals of the research or development effort
Somewhat poor.  
It was unclear in the paper (other than the title) whether the paper’s purpose related to Mathematics or Physics as it seemed to switch between the two somewhat abruptly.  I think the paper would have benefited from placing CAA in the context of mathematics subjects, in particular broad goals of mathematics education and of the role of assessment in general.
A.2 Adequacy of the research method and accuracy of data analysis, if applicable
I would regard this point as not applicable to the paper.
A.3 Presentation and interpretation of findings, inferences and conclusions
Poor.

I found the paper difficult to read as a paper.  It seemed more like a talk written on paper.  The paper served the purpose of informing the reader of what software was available, and this seemed to be its primary focus.  I found myself waiting for the paper to place things in a broader context. Given its focus, I was left with the impression that the paper had either tried to do too much and ended up with a largely superficial discussion or had been submitted to the wrong conference. 
A.4 Inclusion of appropriate implications for practice and/or policy
Fair.

Some of the implications drawn in the conclusion seemed appropriate.
B. CRITIQUE
Please provide a constructive critique (roughly half an A4 page, or more if you wish) on the paper to provide author feedback, including any suggested revision.
I would suggest removing the bullet points and website references from the abstract and making a stronger statement of the purpose of the paper.
After having read the introduction, I still was asking myself what exactly is this paper trying to do.  I was also unsure why physics and physicists kept being mentioned given the title of the paper.
After reading the plan at the end of the introduction, I was disappointed to see that a thorough discussion of the implementation of CAA seemed to be omitted from the paper.  I would suggest that more detail be provided to the reader on how the CA’s are used in the context of assessment, why they are used, and what they actually achieve especially in relation to student outcomes.

I would have preferred to see a brief description of the software rather than be directed to a web site.

I found that there was a lot of who did what, but very little on why and how from a teaching perspective.  I would have suggested perhaps reducing what was examined and examining what is left in more detail and relating it back to teaching and learning or assessment in a broader sense.

C. RECOMMENDATION
1. Accept for refereed publication without revision
2. Accept for refereed publication with revision
3. Accept for non-refereed publication

