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Peer Review Programme Statistics
e 2 years

* 9 rounds of peer reviews

« 27 peer reviewers

» 35 COPs reviewed
— 19 found to be compliant (54%)
— 10 compliant with qualification (29%)
— 6 non-compliant (17%)
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Issues identified by WG:

* How hard should peers look to find information?

* Must UK Network have same standards as GCO?
* |s the peer review process too punitive/legalistic?

« Should a COP be an audit/control device or a
communications tool or both. Which is best?

 Should reviewers take COP content at face value?

 How can we ensure consistency between reviews?
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Result of WG activities
« Explicit adoption GC’'s minimum requirements;

« More supportive approach to COPs found non-
compliant, including right to appeal;

 Reviewees provide a self-assessment;

« Steps to facilitate members receiving feedback
prior to submitting COP to GCO.
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For more information:

Please view the UK Network website at:
www.ungc-uk.net

Or, contact the UK Network secretariat at:
secretariat@ungc-uk.net



