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The EEF subjects all of its reports to a thorough quality check through a process of peer review. This 

guidance will help colleagues conduct a thorough peer review of an EEF report of a trial, and includes 

details of the process and necessary requirements.  

 

All EEF reviewers are asked to: 

 

 Follow this guidance; 

 Make comments directly into the document as tracked changes; 

 Submit the summary form (see Appendix 1); 

 Submit the completed security rating. 

 

All unpublished reports are confidential documents. If we invite you to review a report please do not 

discuss this even with a colleague. 

 

PROCESS 

The EEF will contact peer reviewers to arrange reviews and agree a date for when comments are 

expected. The aim will be to give peer reviewers as much notice as possible, however, on some 

occasions we will need reviews to be rescheduled and ask for reviewers to be as flexible as possible.   

Unless otherwise agreed, the EEF will expect to receive comments within two weeks, although this 

may be subject to change depending upon the desired reporting date and availability of reviewers. 

Advance notice would be given if delays were expected.  

Comments should be made directly into the Word document as tracked changes and comments. 

In addition, peer reviewers are asked to complete the one page summary form (see Appendix 1) and 

complete the security rating (see Appendix 2).  

Comments should be submitted to the EEF rather than directly to the evaluator in order to protect the 

peer reviewer’s identity.  

 
PEER REVIEW KEY QUESTIONS - TRIALS 
 
Peer reviewers may find it helpful to use EEF guidance on analysis1, cost2, and implementation and 

process evaluation (IPE)3 to assist them in the peer review process.  Peer reviewers should also ensure 

that they check the report using the latest version of the protocol available on the EEF website. 

Reviewers should use the following questions to guide their peer review:  

Overall 

 Is the interpretation of the results (both impact and process evaluation) clear and justified? 

 Are the results presented clearly, including tables and the participant flow diagram? 

 Are causal claims adequately supported by the methods and analysis? 

                                                      
1https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Writing_a_Research_Report/20
15_Analysis_for_EEF_evaluations.pdf  
2https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/EEF
_guidance_to_evaluators_on_cost_evaluation_2016_revision_FINAL.pdf 
3https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/IPE_
Guidance_Final.pdf  

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Writing_a_Research_Report/2015_Analysis_for_EEF_evaluations.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Writing_a_Research_Report/2015_Analysis_for_EEF_evaluations.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/EEF_guidance_to_evaluators_on_cost_evaluation_2016_revision_FINAL.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/EEF_guidance_to_evaluators_on_cost_evaluation_2016_revision_FINAL.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/IPE_Guidance_Final.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/IPE_Guidance_Final.pdf


Introduction 

 Is the description of what is being tested adequate and clear?  

 Is the description of the design and methods used transparent and adequate?  

 Have there been any changes to planned design, analysis and/or outcomes measures in the 

published protocol (available on the EEF website)? If so, have the authors adequately justified 

the changes? Are the implications of these changes taken into account?  

 Are the research questions clearly stated? Are these adequately addressed throughout the 

report? 

Impact evaluation 

 Is the reporting of attrition at different stages of the evaluation clear?  

 Have the authors used appropriate methods to assess balance? Is this reported clearly? 

 Is the analysis appropriate given the randomisation methods used? Are there any omissions, 

lack of clarity, or possible errors in the analysis? Does it follow EEF guidance? If a Statistical 

Analysis Plan has been made available online, does the analysis follow what has been outlined 

in the document? 

 Have the authors used the appropriate analysis to answer the stated research question(s) 

following the protocol agreed in advance? 

 Have the reasons for missing data been explored and any sensitivity analysis reported? 

 Do you have any concerns about the analysis? 

Cost 

 Are the costs clear and easy to understand and do they follow EEF guidance? 

Implementation and Process Evaluation 

 Is the reporting of the results drawn from the implementation and process evaluation clear and 

interpreted without bias? 

 Is any analysis conducted as part of the process evaluation clear and appropriate? 

 Are the conclusions from the implementation and process evaluation appropriate? 

 Have the evaluators presented data on baseline equivalence and/or control group activity in a 

way that allows the reader to understand how the intervention may have changed behaviour in 

the treatment arm(s)? Are these conclusions appropriate? 

Conclusions 

 Have the authors appropriately discussed the limitations of the evaluation? 

 Have the results of the process evaluation been adequately linked to those of the impact 

evaluation? 

 Are the authors’ conclusions consistent with the results presented in the report?  

 

We request primarily substantive and methodological comments. As for formatting issues, proof 

reading, etc. EEF will fully review the report before publication. 

 

SECURITY RATINGS 
 
Peer reviewers are expected to provide an assessment of the security of the findings. This should be 

based on EEF guidance4.  

 

                                                      
4https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Carrying_out_a_Peer_Review/2

016_Classifying_the_security_of_EEF_findings.pdf 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Carrying_out_a_Peer_Review/2016_Classifying_the_security_of_EEF_findings.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Carrying_out_a_Peer_Review/2016_Classifying_the_security_of_EEF_findings.pdf


APPENDIX 1: SUMMARY FORM 

 

Overall comments: 

Please could you provide an overview of your overall impressions of this report below: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Checklist: 

 I have addressed all the Peer Review Key Questions. 

 I have reviewed the report against the protocol and statistical analysis plan, and any 

relevant EEF guidance. 

 I have included my comments directly in the document as comments and tracked 

changes.  

 I have completed the Security rating using the template in Appendix 2. 

 I have sent the EEF: 

 a copy of the report with my comments in tracked changes 

 my completed summary form  

 a completed security rating form 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed       Date 

 

 



APPENDIX 2: SECURITY RATING TEMPLATE 

1. Criteria for rating: in each column highlight the relevant cell in green. 

2. Initial score: write how many padlocks the trial has received based on the first 3 columns (“x ”) 

and highlight in green (initial score is the lowest rating from the first three columns – see guidance 

on security classification for more detail). 

3. Adjust: record adjustment for balance and threats for validity in the adjust column 

4. Final score: write the number of padlocks (“x ”) in the relevant cell and highlight in green 

5. Provide a brief summary of your classification, following the bullet point prompts below 

Rating Criteria for rating 
Initial 
score 

 
Adjust  

Final 
score 

 Design Power Attrition5   

Adjustment 
for Balance 

[  ]  

 

 

 

 

Adjustment 
for threats 
to internal 

validity 

[  ]   

 

 
5  

Well conducted experimental 
design with appropriate 
analysis 

MDES < 
0.2 

0-10% 

   

4  Fair and clear quasi-
experimental design for 
comparison (e.g. RDD) with 
appropriate analysis, or 
experimental design with 
minor concerns about validity 

MDES < 
0.3 

11-20% 

    

3  Well-matched comparison 
(using propensity score 
matching, or similar) or 
experimental design with 
moderate concerns about 
validity 

MDES < 
0.4 

21-30% 

    

2  
Weakly matched comparison 
or experimental design with 
major flaws 

MDES < 
0.5 

31-40% 

    

1  
Comparison group with poor 
or no matching (E.g. 
volunteer versus others) 

MDES < 
0.6 

41-50% 

    

0  

No comparator MDES > 
0.6 

over 50% 

    

 

 Initial padlock score: lowest of the three ratings for design, power and attrition = [x] padlocks 

 Reason for adjustment for balance (if made): [insert text] 

 Reason for adjustment for threats to validity (if made): [insert text] 

 Final padlock score: initial score adjusted for balance and internal validity = [y] padlocks 

 

 

  

                                                      
5 Attrition should be measured at the pupil level (even for clustered trials) and from the point of 
randomisation to the point of analysis.  


