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Annex 9 – Peer Reviews
Introduction

The aim of the peer reviews was to provide an assessment of the quality of the research commissioned by Defra and its fitness for purpose. The peer review topics were chosen to cover the range of science activities within Defra and included the five case studies, plus five more topics chosen with guidance from OSI and Defra:

1. Sustainable Agriculture

· CE0155: Exploitation of sustainable disease resistance : genetics of powdery mildew and Septoria tritici

2. Antimicrobial Resistance

· OD2003: The effect of antimicrobial treatment and withdrawal on the population dynamics of enteric bacteria expressing resistance

3. Soils

· SP0519: Critical levels of soil organic carbon in surface soils in relation to soil stability, function and infiltration

4. Air Quality

· AQ02506: Analysis of abatement strategies: Phase IV

5. Radioactive Substances

· RS01011: the 2004 UK Radioactive Waste Inventory

6. Rural Evidence Base

· SD030 : Rural Futures

7. Waste

· WE01006: Hazardous Waste and WEEE Directive

8. Fisheries

· MF0427: Population dynamics models of European cod stocks

9. Biodiversity

· WD0134: Woodland bird survey

10. Agriculture / Food

· FT1013: Improved detection of food borne viruses (FQS 38)

For each of the ten topics, two independent, expert peer reviewers were identified who were prepared to carry out the reviews. However, one of the peer reviewers did complete the review form, thus there is only one review for topic 5. The peer reviewers were sent background information relating to the work (including a ROAME statement
 where available), the final report of the project plus any interim reports and other supporting documentation. They also received a briefing letter and a template containing the 14 questions by which the work should be judged:

Peer Review Questions

Fitness for Purpose

2.1
Was the rationale for doing the science clearly stated and was it valid?

2.2
Were the objectives / research questions appropriately framed, to address the issue and to ensure that the results would be useful (both in addressing the immediate issue and as a contribution to Defra’s knowledge base)?

2.3
Was the user confident that appropriate expertise was obtained through the procurement process?

2.4
Was the science output used by Defra or other intended recipients? With what effect? How effectively was the science output disseminated more widely? [where appropriate] 

2.5
Were resources allocated to address the question adequate? i.e. is the study at an appropriate level of detail?

Quality of Science

3.1
Was the science up to date?

3.2
Was previous science taken into account?

Was there evidence of a thorough literature review?

Have appropriate advisory committees, peer review panels and networks been consulted/tapped?

3.3
Was the science output of suitable quality? (i.e. good/sound science)

Was the methodology clearly articulated?

Was the methodology appropriate for the research question asked?

Were assumptions articulated?

Are they appropriate? 

Were appropriate methods for data analysis used?

3.4
Was it peer-reviewed: if so, how and by whom?

Transparency of the route between evidence and conclusions

4.1
Was each conclusion valid and clearly supported by evidence within the study?

4.2
Were there additional results that are not discussed in the conclusions?

Focus on Defra specifications

5.1
Did the study respond to the original requirements described in the ROAME statement? (including aims, objectives and hypotheses)

5.2
Did the science commissioned meet its objective and answer the question(s)? 

Were there other, unexpected benefits?

Presentation

6.1
Were the outputs written to an adequate standard? And were the outputs accessibly written for different readers?

Summary of peer review scores

The following diagram illustrates the median score and inter-quartile ranges for the 14 questions.

Figure 1:
Summary of peer review scores
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The median score for 12 of the questions is 4, for 2 questions it is 5. This, plus the relatively narrow inter-quartile ranges, indicates that on the whole reviewers agreed that the projects examined were successful in terms of both quality and fitness for purpose.

Summary of comments from the peer reviewers

A summary of the comments received in response to individual questions is as follows:

2.1
Was the rationale for doing the science clearly stated and was it valid?

This question was commented on by the majority of peer reviewers. Their comments suggest that Defra sets out a clear and compelling rationale in some cases, but not all.
On the positive side, a reviewer of topic 7 believed that the effort put into producing the detailed specification for the project was largely responsible for the delivery of a high quality piece of customer-focused work (7b). For topic 10, both reviewers agreed that there was a clear need for the research, as the norovirus infections the project focused on are very common (10a, 10b).

On the negative side, for peer review 1, one reviewer commented that, although the document purports to focus on a specific set of plant diseases, it contains long passages on more general issues. The reviewer felt that the document does not give a clear steer to potential bidders on the work required (1a). Similarly, for peer review 6, there was criticism that the overall objective of the project did not appear to be clearly conceptualised and, crucially, there had apparently been little thought about how the outputs might be used (6b). A reviewer of topic 9 thought that the topic in question was not a policy priority for Defra, and that there had been missed opportunities for making the topic link in more with policy requirements. On the other hand, Defra’s funding of this research had leveraged large amounts of cooperative and useful work from the partners and contractors of the project (9b).

There was disagreement between the peer reviewers for topic 3. Whereas one found the rationale “naïve and simplistic” to the extent of being “pointless in its present scope” (3a), the other found that “the rationale for the work was clearly set out…the link with the Department’s priorities was clear, and the purpose of the study fitted in well with the general objective of the soil protection programme” (3b)
.

2.2
Were the objectives/research questions appropriately framed to address the issue, and to ensure that the results would be useful (both in addressing the immediate issue and as a contribution to Defra’s knowledge base)?

Most objectives were thought to be well framed, though some left room for improvement. Positive comments included, for peer review 1, that there is, “a clear statement of objectives that align precisely with MAFF’s. The objectives include an appropriate mix of scientific and applied objectives, and recognise the importance of commercial uptake if MAFF’s policy objectives are to be met” (1a). Similarly, for peer review 3, “the project was well designed…it clearly expanded Defra’s knowledge base” (3b). For peer review 8, the questions were, “very well framed to address the key issue” (8a).

Criticisms included, for topic 6, “the scenario design could from the outset have been adjusted to (a) allow better comparison with Defra’s current policies, and (b) attempted to include a wide range of environmental (biophysical) factors/issues. The work was overtly ‘social’ in its scope (it also played down the economic)…[and] the link to natural resource protection issues would have clearly been helpful…” (6a). The other reviewer of this topic found that “specific objectives relating to [the] building of [the] knowledge base and scenario construction were clear enough” but “it is not clear from a reading of the objectives [for backcasting] what exactly was meant by outcomes (whole scenarios, or specific aspects?) or how desirability (or indeed policy effectiveness) might be characterised” (6b).

There was disagreement between the peer reviewers of topic 7. One found the work “overly ambitious – particularly element 3 – a comprehensive list of hazardous components. Very difficult for the resources provided. Should more clearly have been understood as perhaps a 2-stage project” (7a). The other commented, “this was a well thought through and well drafted specification for works. At the time, little national information was available as to what specific wastes would be caught by WEEE and the policy uncertainty at the time as to how implementation of the Hazardous Waste Directive…would work out in practice made this research essential” (7b).

2.3
Was the user confident that appropriate expertise was obtained through the procurement process?

Single tender procurement had been employed in some cases and was felt to be appropriate: in other cases, the procurement process was thought more complex than was justified, and the use of an open competition approach was not effective in one case. For several of the topics, procurement was by single tender, with only one body believed competent to do the work. For topic 1, “the JIC group was considered to be only UK group with relevant experience (and it was an official BBBRC research provider…)” (1b). Both peer reviewers for topic 9 were confident that the appropriate expertise had been obtained; “the team here is the ideal mix of the woodland bird experts with full use of external experts”
 (9a). “The procurement process was not open, all the experts were involved from the start, and were very skilled and experienced in all aspects of the study” (9b).

On the negative side, there was some criticism of the complex nature of the procurement process, especially when it was clear which research team was most appropriate. For topic 4, “this was Phase 4 of a set of contracts with this contractor and there would have been justifiable confidence that the expertise was appropriate. However the procurement process was probably unnecessarily complicated as there was only one group in the country that could put in a realistic bid” (4a).

For topic 6, “the tripartite model, consisting of a policy team, a university and a ‘futures’ organisation was interesting and clearly productive. This mechanism could clearly contribute to institutional learning – providing there was continuity in Defra – no evidence on how this was carried forward [reviewer’s bold font]…” (6a). However, the other reviewer was disappointed that “some aspects of the promised expertise seem not to have materialised. I was concerned that the ‘subject specific papers’ from senior academics appeared…only as very brief summaries of 20-minute presentations at the ‘Blue Skies’ workshop (some as little as two pages, and by no means all from ‘senior academics’). Involvement of Defra policy makers at a crucial stage was envisaged but not achieved” (6b).

For topic 7, “…the work appears to have been resourced by a single project manager/specialist with review and approval by the project director…this seems suitable. There would have been substantive literature work and methodological development involved and a large multi-person team here could have wasted project resource that was better spent on a dedicated project specialist” (7b).

One reviewer of topic 8 found the procurement process strange as, although an open competition was arranged, only two bids were received, and both came from CEFAS. Furthermore, “In review, the cod study came second to another study on plaice. Funding for the current study was obtained from the Chief Scientist’s special fund. It is disappointing that only CEFAS bid for the projects as there are other groups who could have done so, but there is no doubt that the CEFAS team with their collaborators was competent to do the work” (8a).

2.4
Was the science output used by Defra or other intended recipients? With what effect? How effectively was the science output disseminated more widely? (where appropriate)

Reviewers felt that the science output had been usefully disseminated in most cases, but that greater value could be obtained by more energetic and timely dissemination. The peer reviewers of topic 1 were for the most part satisfied with the use made of the science output. “Work was extensively disseminated through journal publications, book chapters, conferences etc. It is not clear, however, how many of the IT papers were the direct product of the funded work and how many were linked/related/overlapping outputs” (la). “A LINK project (Breeding for increased resistance to Septoria tritici), which is closely related to this work, was started early on, and a second potential LINK project is referred to in the final review. There is no indication, however, that JIC Innovations Ltd. became involved, as anticipated in the ROAME… The scientific reporting is excellent, with 6 or 7 publications that deal specifically with work funded in this contract. There is little evidence, however, that the other specific objectives, e.g. open day for cereal breeders, networking with the industry etc. happened. The final review of the work commented that the breeding industry may be reluctant to act on the results because it may not be their top commercial priority” (1b).

Although both peer reviewers of topic 8 found that the science output was not used as originally envisioned at the start of the project, it still was usefully disseminated. “The science output was not used in the way originally intended in that it was not produced in a manner that could be linked to the procedures for the European Commission in setting fish quotas. Nevertheless, I would judge this as being an important contribution to improving assessments and over time is likely to be used widely. The science output was disseminated extremely well both to the appropriate fisheries communities in Europe and ICES and there were a number of good publications stemming from the work in top journals” (8a). “The original intention, and promise to review the relevance of current ICES safe biological limits Bpa/Blim was not, apparently, carried out. However, a more pressing application had arisen by the end of the project for which the model was ideally suited – testing spatial management options for the North Sea. A large number of publications resulted” (8b).

The peer reviewers of topic 3 disagreed on this question. One peer reviewer found that the output was, “…a poorly written, one-page report with a few photographs with almost illegible labels on the NSRI website…” (3a). The other found the outputs, “valid and useful in that they provide evidence for using soil organic matter as an indicator of soil health…and they provide a tool for monitoring and assessing risk to the resource. The results were disseminated appropriately, through the soil indications consortium [sic], via the internet (both in terms of the reports and advice pages based on the results of the study) and scientific publications in peer reviewed journals (potentially 3)” (3b)
.

One reviewer for peer review 6 found that “materials [were] mainly used internally, and some sharing with agencies. The notes report that the peer review is only just complete – if so this seems to have been a rather slow process, and would appear to have hindered the dissemination/wider discussion and use of the materials. Has this resulted in loss of momentum?” (6a).

2.5
Were resources allocated to address the question adequate? i.e. is the study at an appropriate level of detail?

Reviewers expressed some concern that in certain cases, projects have not been adequately resourced. Positive comments included, for topic 1, that the resources were definitely adequate, since the specific objectives of the project were met before the resources were expended, and so additional work could be carried out (1a).

For peer review 9, “the study was viable because of resources in place in the partner organisations – co-funding in effect” (9b).

A reviewer of peer review 6 felt that the study was too ambitious for its timescale and resources. “Individual aspects of the project were addressed in some considerable detail…but this richness of the analysis does not come through in the Final Report unless one actually reads all the accompanying documents in detail” (6b).

For peer review 7, "…For the money allocated the question has only been partially addressed. As basically a literature review [the] skill level required [was] not very high. This probably represents a common mismatch between science expectations and what could be delivered in the time available” (7a). In contrast, the other reviewer found that “Defra have paid for some very specific technical expertise here and a considerable amount of background literature assembly, data analysis and synthesis that has been required for the presentation of the report… This project effort is not immediately evident in the summary information provided. AEAT have done a very credible job in NOT over burdening the final report with the supporting detail. If they had done so, the key points would have been lost” (7b).

One of topic 8’s peer reviewers was also critical of how funding was allocated; “The particular situation in which the project was funded, in an ad hoc manner after coming second in the competition, meant that it operated with very limited resources. However, the revised project was designed to fit within what were the constraints of the budget. This was not an ideal situation and indeed the budget is to put it mildly “mickey mouse”, quite clearly arbitrary numbers have been inserted and there is no attempt to properly quantify the true costs” (8a).

3.1
Was the science up to date?

Most reviewers who commented felt that the science was up to date. Both reviewers of topic 6 agreed that the science was largely up to date, with one commenting “…the summary of the rural evidence base is excellent in terms of currency and clarity” (6a), and “As far as I am aware, the rural sociological input, and the techniques employed, are pretty much state-of-the-art” (6b). However, the second reviewer also noted that “…other elements – for example, environmental capacities – are largely absent in a project that has a strong social focus…” (6b).

The reviewers of topic 7 disagreed on this question. Whereas one was unsure whether the science was up-to-date as the “majority of evidence/literature is web-based and no source dates are given (poor referencing). Reliance on 2000 data (ICER Waste Arisings Estimates) not clarified as to why more recent evidence not available” (7a). The other believed, “In a very fast moving field, the work done reflected the policy, science and technological understanding at the time” (7b).

3.2
Was previous science taken into account?

Existing science had clearly been taken thoroughly into account in the majority of the topics reviewed. For topic 8, positive comments included, “it is clear that the individuals involved in the project are completely on top of the subject area. The PI had authored a paper in Nature in the general subject area around the time of the start of the project. The peer reviewing and networks appear to have been used appropriately and the overall impression is of highly competent professionals who knew what they were doing” (8a).

For topic 7, one peer reviewer thought that previous science has been taken into account, despite certain types of data being in short supply, and much of the literature is not in the public domain and so grey sources had to be used. However, “one might have preferred to have seen a full referencing of the internet resources sourced in this study rather than just the title and link. In general the citation of references is only adequate in this work and not necessarily suitable for following up at a later date” (7b).

Interestingly, a reviewer of topic 6 expressed the opinion that there could be an over-reliance on previous science; “…extensive use was made of workshops, focus groups and stakeholder engagement. In fact, I think the project might be said to be overly dependent on these inputs which, although they can provide valuable insights, can also be criticised in important and fundamental ways” (6b).

3.3
Was the science output of suitable quality? (i.e. good/sound science)

There was significant disagreement on this question between the co-reviewers for several topics.

For topic 3, one peer reviewer found, “No evidence that state of the art had been established…no evidence of statistical analysis…only one poor diagram of run-off rates at the different sites studied” (3a). By contrast, the other peer reviewer found, “The science seemed sound, in that it had clearly stated objectives and methods were used to realise them were appropriate and robust. Reference to the appropriate British Standards for soil testing was made. The techniques applied could be regarded as ‘state-of-the art’. The assumptions on which the work was based were clearly set out” (3b)
.

For topic 6, one peer reviewer found, “the outputs were of suitable quality, and methodologies clearly described…there was insufficient detail on the construction of the rural typologies or the rationale underlying the choice of methods. The use of stakeholder input was excellent. The assumptions on which the scenarios were built were clearly described and soundly based on literature etc”. (6a). The second reviewer was less positive, noting that, “…in the end the Final Report is unsatisfying, though the additions of the final section after the initial peer review…did sharpen it up…[the project]…touched rather lightly upon some of the most challenging questions (have the categories ‘rural’ and ‘urban’ already outlived their utility, for example, and is there a long-term future in England and for what we currently conceive of as ‘agriculture’?). Many assumptions are articulated in the various documents…To be fair, the researchers themselves were aware of these limitations (6b).

A reviewer of topic 10 found the methodology “state of the art but not imaginative”, and added that “assumptions, other than that specified techniques would do the job, were not referred to. Nor were data analysis methods. But they would be implicit” (10a). A reviewer of topic 4 commented, “The work represents an impressive combination of research and approaches drawn from a range of different disciplines” (4b).

3.4
Was it peer-reviewed: if so, how and by whom?

The level and nature of the peer-reviewing, and the stage of the project lifecycle at which such these reviews took place, varied widely between projects.

In some cases, the peer review largely came from the publication of articles on the project in peer-reviewed journals. For peer review 3, “The project proposal was not peer reviewed, but the team did make a presentation to a workshop which included independent members. There was no peer review of [the] final report, although [the] results have been peer reviewed via publication of scientific paper(s)” (3b). For peer review 8, one reviewer, “was unable to find any peer review for the final report which would seem to me to be a serious problem, but the peer review publications mitigated from this concern although I would have thought Defra should not allow a report of this level of technical detail to be accepted by those who do not have the necessary technical skills” (8a).

Other peer reviews were seen as of limited use. For peer review 1, “A peer review was organised by Defra shortly before the end of the project, and it gave a report that was largely favourable. In many ways a peer review at, say, 30% of the way through a project might be good practice as it would bring independent thought to the project at a time when it could still be modified. The review team contained an appropriate mix from academia and industry” (1a). For peer review 7, “Peer review as such in this case appears to be restricted to the review of the project director together with his authorisation for release to…(Defra)…such a scoping study would benefit from full peer review…” (7b).

More positive comments were received for topics 5, 9 and 10. For topic 5, the peer reviewer was credited with producing, “an excellent, thoughtful and constructive review, which suggests further improvements to the inventory” (5a). For topic 9, a steering panel peer-reviewed the whole process, and the level of detail was considered appropriate. The peer review was judged to be “Mainly clearly written and well presented…” (9a). For topic 10, the proposal was reviewed by two independent external referees who made useful comments of both a general and a more detailed nature. It was also reviewed by a Programme Management Committee (10a).

There is some disagreement on the quality of the peer review between the reviewers of topic 6. “The peer review was comprehensive and detailed. The comments were critical and constructive. The balance between breath and depth in the comments was good” (6a). “My information says the project was peer reviewed (as part of a review of the programme as a whole) by the Future Foundation…[if this is the case] I would be very unhappy, since they were the contractors...The (extensive and helpful) comments of four individual named reviewers are provided, but no information about who these reviewers are” (6b).

4.1
Was each conclusion valid and clearly supported by evidence within the study?

Comments on this question were generally lukewarm, with most conclusions supported by the evidence, but some less well-supported. For topic 3, “The conclusions were in general well supported by the evidence and analysis provided. This was certainly the case for the first four objectives. The treatment of the fifth objective was more limited and these materials could have been expanded. Indeed given the more direct policy application of this aspect of the work, the report would have benefited by much more detail here” (3b). For topic 6, “The conclusions generally support the evidence but it is in the nature of a study of this kind that neither the conclusions nor the evidence are necessarily fixed: the study could have been constructed in a variety of different ways…For example, one conclusion was that none of the scenarios achieved all of Defra’s objectives for rural areas…this was to some extent an artefact of the way in which the scenarios had been built” (6b).

For topic 8, “The nature of the project precludes an appropriate answer to this question. The exercise was one of modelling the spatial dynamics of cod stocks and assessing the environmental drivers. The modelling and data analysis were perfectly adequate, but the fundamental test of this area of work will only come when predictions from the modelling are subsequently tested against the behaviour of cod populations” (8a).

4.2
Were there additional results that are not discussed in the conclusions?

This question received relatively few specific comments from the reviewers.

For topic 6, “The 'story-telling' nature of scenario building yielded many insights that went beyond the conclusions/descriptions of the scenarios themselves. Indeed this was one of the most important intentions of the study - to stimulate thinking and discussions” (6a). The other reviewer found this question difficult to answer; “…the richness of some of the component parts does not translate into a very tangible output, or one that seems to have been used by Defra in any very creative way. On the other hand, some of the most important ‘results’ (e.g. learning among participants) were probably also the most intangible” (6b).

5.1
Did the study respond to the original requirements described in the ROAME statement? (including aims, objectives and hypotheses)

This question also received relatively few comments from peer reviewers.

For topic 7, the reviewer commented, “Partly but [the] specification [was] not sufficiently focussed - i.e. Did not Defra understand the likely limits to what could be done by a largely literature review?” (7a).

For topic 10, the reviewer noted that the study, “…fulfilled the priority area requirement for “Quality and Safety Measurement” and “Strategies for Enhancing Food Quality and Safety”. Also met objectives of enhancing food safety and generating industrial funding” (10a).

5.2
Did the science commissioned meet its objective and answer the question(s)? Were there other, unexpected benefits? With hindsight, were the right questions asked?

The majority of the comments for this question found that the objectives had only partially been met, although the reasons for this varied:

Positive comments on this question were received for topic 8; “I am very satisfied with the objectives of the project and the way they were developed in operation. An unexpected benefit was that the spatial modelling enabled examination to be made of the possible use of protected areas for the management of cod stocks. This is an important benefit of the study which was not conceived explicitly in its development. I believe the right questions were asked” (8a).

“…The only weakness remains the question of whether commercial plant breeders, whose uptake of the results is essential to deliver MAFF’s objectives, were sufficiently involved from the start and throughout the project. The final review expressed concern that the results might not align with breeders own commercial objectives, and that if not they will not be taken up. It could, of course, be argued that it is impossible to know whether the results will align with commercial interest until after the research is done, but either way a very close working relationship is vital” (1a).

“The study, while valuable, did not fully meet its objectives because it exposed a weakness in the evidence base in that we have little information on the likely changing demographics for rural areas – who would be living where? This is a major driver of future change. However, the scenarios constructed were worthwhile and soundly based on current understandings of the key drivers. With the benefit of hindsight it could be argued that a close linkage to current policies would have enabled the critique to be more valuable, as well as a closer link to the biophysical aspects environment. Although the study was not narrow in its focus – as reviewers also argued - it could have been broader” (6a).

“The research answered some of the questions. For example, the results broadly corroborated the reports from the CBC/BBS surveys on trends in birds. It did not reveal much about causes of declines nor the implications for management. The clearest results are actually about individual bird species that are doing well and badly in Britain. This is probably of some interest to Defra, but more of interest to some of the partners, and was not the prime objective of the research. The Defra funding towards the project did galvanise a very extensive set of activities. I feel that it should have been able to do more towards the next steps, perhaps developing a more systematic approach to woodland habitat assessment in the future. It is a pity that one of the objectives did not address future monitoring priorities, other than to validate existing schemes” (9b).

There was disagreement between the reviewers of topic 3. One reviewer commented, “Any benefits are unclear. The findings were probably already available in the literature. The whole project was too narrowly focussed…” (3a). The other reviewer noted, “The study was well focused – partly because it originated from the contractors via a concept note. The strong focus meant that the project was able to deliver, but the design of the work also meant that the wider implications of the science could also begin to be investigated. Given the objectives, the right questions were certainly being asked” (3b)
.

There was also some disagreement between the reviewers of topic 7; “In that this is principally research to allow UK implementation of EU legislation. I would have assumed that a more tightly focussed (on rather suitably informed) specification could have been written. The science commissioned as it appears largely met what could be achieved although, I cannot be confident that the contractor could not have found further evidence…” (7a). “This was a well specified piece of work that prompted a targeted piece of scoping research. The general focus of the contractors effort was more towards identifying the hazardous components of WEEE rather than the technologies and technological capacity for de-polluting WEEE, or the production trends of WEEE… though these were covered early on in the report” (7b).

6.1
Were the outputs written to an adequate standard? And were the outputs accessibly written for different readers?

The standard of outputs from some projects left reviewers dissatisfied, typically through a lack of detail and/or clarity. Several reviewers commented on referencing and abbreviations: "One improvement which the authors could have made would have been to be more specific in referring to publications that give more detailed data against each of the objectives, and possibly including selections from these as annexes to the report. Quoting a complete list of all the publications from the group is impressive, but not helpful!” (1a). “…there is no list of abbreviations – you have to be very much ‘in the know’ to read this. Referencing is quite poor – web-site information should always refer to what exactly was referenced and when” (7a). On the other hand, the other peer-reviewer for topic 7 noted “The contractors have provided a concise piece of work addressing the key issues required of the specification. It is expected that there is additional project record information that supports this report, but the authors have resisted the urge to include all this material, opting instead for a short, but thorough summary report. This is welcome.” (7b).

Several comments were made on the lack of detail in some outputs, which in some cases was attributed to over-simplifying outputs for policy customers. “The Final Report is not particularly well drafted (though the last section is more confident and authoritative): whether this is a result of an attempt to make the research ‘accessible’ I am not sure…The underlying data was presented fairly clearly in separate reports…I do not think that the output has yet been disseminated more widely” (6b). For topic 8, “…I do not think the outputs were written at a sufficient technical level for appropriate peer review by scientists. In my judgement they were aimed at policy customers and were adequate in this context…I could not find anything that indicated how others could access the data. Science output questions have been answered earlier, peer review papers in mainstream journals and other publications are good” (8a). For topic 10, “I have seen only some 6-monthly briefly written reports. Final report was also brief, well structured but lacking data and detail. Published papers await patent application processes. Several seminars were given. Overall I do not feel I have seen adequate reporting of this project” (10a). However, some reviewers saw the production of condensed outputs as important for increasing accessibility, “The results were clearly structured and presented, and should have been accessible to a non-specialist readership. It is still possible that some readers might have wanted the results in even more condensed form” (4b).

There was disagreement between the reviewers of topic 3 regarding the quality of the outputs. One commented, “The only ones I have seen were poorly written, poorly illustrated and generally unclear. Website and interim presentation poor. The data were poorly illustrated. Unhelpful headings such as “sediment concentrations”. In what, and what type of sediment is being referred to?” (3a). “The outputs were written to an appropriate standard, and the means of access to supporting materials was made clear, Given the specialised nature of the topic, the scope and means of dissemination was probably appropriate. Publication of outcome via peer reviewed journal articles is welcomed” (3b)
.
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