Peer Review Certification Program

SOP’s and Protocols 2011
Submission and Review Process SOP’s
· The employee and supervisor agree to prepare and submit a project for review.  The employee reviews the submission guidelines on the IDP website and prepares their submission accordingly. The employee retains the right for final approval of any project submission.

· The employee goes to the On-line Review System website (ORS), creates an account and logs on to register their submission. They receive an e-mail that their registration has been received. They can track the status of their submission as it goes through the process.  

· If the submission is an electronic file, they upload the file during the on-line registration process. If the submission is not electronic (videos, media products, etc), they send three copies, along with the Product Submission Mailing Form, to Mather Training Center, after they register the submission on-line. 

· Once the products are registered and received at Mather, they are placed in a chronological line-up for review. 

· When the time comes, the product is assigned to two certifiers and an editor in the ORS. Non-electronic products are sent to the certifiers by FedEx or Priority Mail. One copy of the product is retained at Mather during the review process. Electronic products are immediately available on each certifier’s dashboard.
· When certifiers are assigned, they will receive an e-mail notification and should immediately contact their designated partner to arrange a phone conference date.  

· Certifiers should make time when they aren’t distracted and can devote full attention to each review. 
· Certifiers always review the "Submission Guidelines," the "Review Reminders," and the Rubric prior to reviewing any project.

· Certifiers individually review the product (videos once), using the latest version of the rubric, and complete a full and thorough individual analysis. 

· Using their notes or analysis worksheet, each certifier goes to the ORS and enters their individual analysis.

· Certifiers recuse themselves from reviewing any product if they cannot render an unbiased opinion. 

· Certifiers will maintain constant safeguard against any project being accessible to anyone other than partner certifiers. Videos should be viewed in a place/time where the reviewer has complete privacy.

· Certifiers will not discuss any project with anyone other than a trained certifier. Certifiers will always use the ORS product number on correspondence or when discussing a review, never the name of the interpreter.

· During their scheduled phone call, the certifiers decide who will be lead certifier. After a thorough analysis discussion and reaching consensus on the determination, certifiers will log on to the ORS and work through the entry of their collaboration on-line with the lead certifier entering the data. A robust and thorough conversation to share perspectives is vital prior to entering data in the ORS.
· At all times certifiers approach the reviews from a "positive assessment" basis. Determinations are based on the language in the rubric and certifiers will ensure that they are in agreement about all parts of the rubric. 

· The final determination must be made between certifiers during a "live" phone conversation. Final determinations will not be made via electronic mail or phone messages. 

· If certifiers cannot come to consensus, they should consult the “Tough Determinations” guidelines. Careful consideration of these questions should result in a resolution about the determination in most cases.


· If they still cannot concur, they should contact STMA immediately so that a third certifier “mediator” can be assigned.  Once assigned, the mediator will contact the other two certifiers to set up a time for a conference call. The mediator will then review the product and will have the option to organize their comments in an Individual Analysis in the ORS; their IA will not go forward in the ORS. During the conference call discussion, the third certifier will provide an additional perspective to help the original certifiers reach consensus. The original certifiers will then decide on the determination and complete their collaboration.
· Certifiers will use the feedback style guide (checklist) to review the appropriateness of their written comments. Every effort should be made to integrate both certifiers’ perspectives in a way that best supports the determination and provides useful feedback. 

· Both certifiers must “sign” the last page of the collaboration and both are responsible to ensure that the review is thorough, complete, and edited. Both certifiers should make certain that the examples and suggestions match, explain and fully support the determination for all parts of the rubric – and that the final review will make sense and be helpful to the submitter.

· Before submitting the review, the lead certifier should print, or block-copy and save, a copy of the final analysis page and keep it in a secure location, such as a locked file cabinet or pass-worded electronic file, so that the data could be re-entered into the database if lost in transmission. 

· The lead certifier will “submit” the final determination by the assigned due date.

· When the certifiers “submit” their collaboration, it will be forwarded to the assigned editor. If the comments submitted to the editor are unclear with regard to the rubric or the determination, and/or seem to misapply the rubric, the certifiers may be required to re-write their comments and/or re-evaluate their determination. If this is the case, the editor will return the review to the certifiers’ dashboards and the certifiers will receive an auto-email. They should check their dashboards, open the review to read the editor’s comments, and resolve the problems immediately. The lead certifier should make any necessary changes/edits in the review, with their partner’s agreement, and return it to the editor. Both certifiers are responsible for ensuring that this happens in a timely manner. 

· If the editor is unable to resolve review issues with the certifiers, they will forward the review to the Program Manager. The Program Manager may then contact the certifiers for additional input. Certifiers should respond to these inquiries immediately.
· After the editor (or Program Manager) has finalized the review, the certifiers will then have access to both their collaboration and the final edit on their “Reviews History” dashboard. 
· After the final edit appears on their “Reviews History” dashboard, certifiers should either return or destroy all copies of the submission product, depending on instruction provided by the ORS under the dashboard section entitled “Awaiting Review or Destruction of Product.” If instructed to return a product, put it back in its blue envelope and return to Mather within 5 working days.  
· Throughout the review process, when sending correspondence or email about the review, always refer to the submission by its ORS product number.

· When the review has been approved by the editor (or Program Manager), they will submit the review forward in the system, generating an auto-e-mail that notifies the submitter that the review is completed. The submitter can then log on to the system and view or print the final analysis and determination. 
· If desired, the submitter and their supervisor can place a copy of the certification results in the employee’s OPF as verification. An SF-182 can also be completed and signed by the supervisor, with the results attached. 
Certification Program Protocols
Unsuccessful 3rd attempt at certification: Default review by three additional certifiers.  All three must agree to override 3rd determination.  Agreement of two or less does not constitute statistical basis to override.
Unsuccessful 3rd attempt including default review: Optional mentor offered through supervisor

Third certifier perspective: Three must reach a consensus, minority comments framed in proactive tense.
Product reassessment request:


--Supervisor and/or employee initiate

--The Product Reassessment Worksheet or detailed justification must be completed by supervisor and employee to document specific rubric-based questions

--Three-certifier review, all three must agree to override. Agreement of two or less does not constitute statistical basis to override.

--The training manager or designee is one of the three certifiers, and considers the submitter’s justification. The other two certifiers do not see the justification, and are not informed of the reason for the 3-way review.


Other types of 3-way reviews: Statistical check, blind test, or a questionable determination question

Blind Tests: Conducted periodically, as submission load allows, to at least 1/4 of all active certifiers; 80% agreement threshold
Certifier Reminders:


--2 weeks, editor sends reminder to certifiers


--3 weeks, second reminder, (cc to Mather)


Certifier Recusals

Certifiers recuse themselves from reviewing any project if they cannot render an unbiased opinion. This recusal may be prompted by any reason that affects fair judgement of the product.  Certifiers do not have to state reasons for recusals. Knowledge of the interpreter's identity does not necessitate a recusal unless the certifier feels an unbiased opinion is not possible.  

Certifier Terms and Availability

Certifiers will serve for a 2-year period.  To continue in the program they must complete a refresher certification workshop, and successfully demonstrate the certification requirements for certifiers.  If requested or necessary, a personal performance review with the Training Manager will be a part of re-certification as a certifier.

Any certifier who cannot actively participate in the process of certification, or finds that they cannot consistently fairly judge products or meet turn-around deadlines, should remove themselves from the program.

Certifiers will advise Mather whenever they will be away from their park for a work week or longer. Extended leaves-of-absence from duties as a certifier (i.e. Family/medical leave, detail assignments, extended leave, incident command operations) may be obtained by contacting the Program Manager.  These will be considered by the Program Manager on a case-by-case basis.
Certifiers who miss more than one regular rotation per year in the review cycle, will be required to make up the number of missed reviews at some point during peak submission periods, by arrangement with the Program Manager.  

The goal of the program is to reach an eight-week turn around for submissions, from the time they arrive at Mather to the time the employee receives a response.  At current workloads everyone must make a focused effort to reach that goal. Certifiers who frequently find that they are unable to comply with review deadlines should consult with the Training Manager about remaining in the program.

If at any time a certifier wishes to withdraw from the program, a memo to the Training Manager with a copy to the supervisor is all that is needed.

PRIVATE 
Confidentialitytc  \l 1 "Confidentiality"
- Certifiers will maintain constant safeguard against any project being accessible to anyone other than partner certifiers. Videos should be viewed in a place/time where the reviewer has complete privacy.

- Certifiers will not discuss any project with anyone other than a trained certifier. Certifiers will always use the full product number on correspondence or when discussing a review, never the name of the interpreter.

Note:  Any certifier who cannot maintain the above standards for privacy and confidentiality, or successfully apply future versions of these standards, will be removed from the program.

PRIVATE 
Establishing Training Examplestc  \l 1 "Establishing Anchors"
Certifiers should notify the Certification Program Manager whenever they agree that a product they have reviewed could be useful as a training example. The goal is to have a range of examples available for each competency. Certifiers can use the following criteria:

Criteria for a TRAINING PRODUCT:

One that clearly, cleanly and concisely illustrates all the rubric elements.

Clearly – the program/product could be used by any field interpreter to identify the rubric elements – with little or no instruction, guidance or explanation except the annotated certifier comments. 

Cleanly – the program/product does not contain a lot of “noise” or static in the form of poor presentation style or mechanics, annoying or distracting elements, obviously inaccurate information or inappropriate techniques. Audio and video quality is suitable for classroom use.

Concisely – the program/product illustrates the rubric elements in a short or concise format that is a suitable length for classroom instruction.

Criteria for OUT-TAKE PRODUCTS:

· Illustrates parts of the rubric very effectively – out takes can be used.
· OR illustrates all rubric elements effectively but contains some “noise” or distracting elements – out takes can be used.
· OR illustrates the rubric elements but format is too long for most classroom situations – parts of program/product can be used as out takes to illustrate rubric elements.
· Audio and video quality is suitable for classroom use.
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