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METHODOLOGY & RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Do collaborative activities improve rubric scores during the revision cycle process?
Do collaborative activities and peer feedback improve confidence in lab revisions for students?
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“| got a better - Lab scores statistically improved (p<0.05) on all 3 labs between initial attempt &
7 : understanding of actually revisions.
Learning from my peers really how to do the labs when | » The percentage of students who passed labs on the first attempt improved.

helped me understand what |
was doing wrong...they pointed

« Confidence level did not change significantly over the unit or with any of the activities.

 Students enjoyed the mastery grading classroom more with peer feedback because
understanding improved and the classroom became more comfortable for students.

* In the future our chemistry labs will be allow some component of collaboration within

the lab revision process.
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