EPI 214 – Systematic Reviews – 2022
Assignment #2: Peer-review (10%).

Main objectives of this assignment:
· To create an opportunity for you to gain more in-depth knowledge about others' work.
· To create an opportunity to practice how to provide constructive feedback on systematic review protocols.
· To help you become more present to methodological shortcomings of your own protocol by stimulating thinking about key methodological issues discussed in the course.
· To support your peers!

How this will work:
1. You will be assigned a peer-reviewer by instructors. You can find your peer’s name from the list posted on CLE.
2. Peer students should exchange their protocols in Word format – a clean version that you have already submitted for assignment #1 should be submitted to your peer and cc the course assistant.
3. You should write an overall summary of your peer’s systematic review protocol (200-250 words), highlighting both areas with methodological strength as well as areas that can be further improved / expanded (3 points). In the summary, you should provide two specific examples of areas identified as strengths or weaknesses and the reasoning behind it (2 points total, each 1 point)
4. Additionally, using marginal comment boxes, indicate specific areas of the protocol that would benefit from further work (not the same as you included in the summary), and provide:
a. at least 3 “contextually applicable”* and specific recommendations for how your peer student can improve the methodology of his/her protocol and
b.  at least 2 recommendations for how to improve the reporting of the protocol. 
5. We ask that peers meet and provide feedback to help improve each other’s protocol. 
6. When returning Assignment 2, please indicate the date and time of the meeting.

Note: Justify each of your recommendations (5 points total, each 1 point). 1 bonus point if you provide 2 more. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]*“Contextually applicable” means: for example, if someone is already searching in five major databases relevant to the topic of interest, it is not contextually applicable to say: “you can search in 3 more just to be sure you don’t miss anything”. However, if someone’s review is on a topic that is more likely to be reported in a non-peer-reviewed journal, and the review author is only going to search in peer-review journals, recommendation about adding grey literature sources is warranted. 

Note: consider your feedback as being a contribution to each other’s work and a best gift to your friend. Don’t feel bad if you are finding some flaws – it’s part of the learning process!

