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	[bookmark: Text1][bookmark: _GoBack]a. Reference Number:      

	
	[bookmark: Text2]b. Reviewer:      

	
	[bookmark: Text3]c. Date:      

	
	d. Citation Type:

	
	
	|_| Book
	|_| Journal article

	
	
	|_| Non-peer review article
	|_| Conf. paper/proceedings

	
	
	|_| Official publication
	|_| Thesis

	
	
	|_| Other:      

	
	e. Citation Information:

	
	
	[bookmark: Text4]i) Author(s):      

	
	
	[bookmark: Text5]ii) Title:      

	
	
	[bookmark: Text6]iii) Publication:      

	
	
	[bookmark: Text7]iv) Year:      
	[bookmark: Text8]v) Volume:      
	[bookmark: Text9]vi) Issue:      
	[bookmark: Text10]vii) Pages:      

	
	f. Search Method:

	
	
	|_| Electronic search
	|_| Personal recommendation

	
	
	|_| Hand search
	|_| Grey literature

	
	
	|_| Reference list
	|_| Other:      

	
	g. Rejection:

	
	
	If on reading the full article you feel it should not be included, please tick the box and justify why.
Reject? |_|
Details:      



	2.
	Evaluation Methods

	
	a. Research design (tick all that apply)

	
	
	Non-comparative studies

	
	
	
	|_| Audit
	|_| Expert opinion
	|_| Report

	
	
	
	|_| Action-based
	|_| Focus group
	|_| Observation

	
	
	
	|_| Case report
	|_| Historical
	|_| Survey

	
	
	Comparative studies

	
	
	
	|_| Cross Sectional
	|_| Case control
	

	
	
	
	Single group studies:
|_| Before & after studies
|_| Time series
	Cohort study:
|_|Prospective
|_|Retrospective
	Trials:
|_|Non-randomised
|_|Randomised

	
	
	Review

	
	
	
	|_| Review - Details:      

	
	
	Meta-analysis

	
	
	
	|_| Meta-analysis - Details:      

	
	
	Other comments:      

	
	b. Data collection methods (please give details of what data was collected, how and from who – plus any other details find relevant)

	
	
	[bookmark: Text107]     

	
	c. Study methodology (please give details)

	
	
	     

	
	d. Have data from this study been reported in another paper?

	
	
	|_| Yes |_| No |_| Not clear

	
	
	Details:      



	3.
	Context (applicants studied / target population)

	
	a)
	Number of subjects:      

	
	b)
	Details of subjects:      

	
	c)
	Institution of study:      

	
	d)
	Country of study:      

	
	e)
	Profession: (tick all that apply)

	
	
	
	|_| Medicine
	|_| Nursing
	|_| Midwifery

	
	
	
	|_| Veterinary
	|_| Dentistry
	|_| Pharmacy

	
	
	
	|_| Physiotherapy
	|_| Other:      



	4.
	Aim of study

	
	a. Objective / purpose of study
	|_| Stated
	|_| Not available

	
	Details:      

	
	b. Tied to theoretical/conceptual framework
	|_| Stated
	|_| Not available

	
	Theoretical/conceptual framework used:      

	
	c. Based on relevant literature
	|_| Stated
	|_| Not available

	
	Specify whether the author demonstrated awareness of the literature:      



	5.
	Intervention

	a)
	Description of admission process in use at institution:      

	b)
	Are full details of stations included? |_| Yes |_| No

	c)
	MMI scores from this study used for selection? |_| Yes |_| No |_| Not stated

	d)
	[bookmark: Text11]Description of Multiple Mini-Interviews used:      

	e)
	Number of stations:      

	f)
	Number of assessors per station:      

	g)
	Types of assessors:      

	h)
	Details of assessment of stations:      

	i)
	Duration of stations:       Duration of intervals:      

	j)
	Randomisation of stations: |_| set stations |_| Randomised stations  |_| Not stated

	k)
	Randomisation of questions within stations: |_| Set questions |_| Randomised questions |_| Not stated

	l)
	Details of stations used:      

	m)
	Assessment results:      

	n)
	Details of assessor training:      

	o)
	Details of concurrent assessment:      



	6.
	Impact of intervention studied

	
	|_| Level 1 – Describes intervention (feasibility, cost efficiency etc.)
|_| Level 2 – Describes candidate’s or faculty’s attitudes or perceptions
|_| Level 3 – Defines validity, reliability, 
|_| Level 4 – Suggests best practice / changes to practice
|_| Level 5 – Predictive validity
Comments:      




	7.
	Rate evaluation methods

	
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Uncertain
	Agree
	Strongly agree

	
	a) Appropriate study/review design
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	
	b) Well implemented study/review design
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	
	c). Appropriate data analysis
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	
	d) comment on evaluation methods, if applicable:      

	
	e) Overall study quality: Low Quality 1 |_| --- 2|_| --- 3|_| --- 4|_| --- 5|_| High Quality




	8.
	Author’s key findings

	
	a) Author’s findings:
	     



	9.
	Strength of findings

	
	Low
	1 |_| No clear results can be drawn. Not significant

	
	
	2 |_| Results ambiguous, but there appears to be a trend

	
	
	3 |_| Conclusions can probably be based on the results

	
	
	4 |_| Results are clear and very likely to be true

	
	High
	5 |_| Results are unequivocal

	
	Comments:      



	10
	Further details

	a)
	Overall impression:
	     

	b)
	Avenues for further research:
	     

	c)
	New insights / implications:
	     

	d)
	Other comments:
	     



	11
	Summary notes for research questions

	a)
	How can MMIs be best developed?
	     

	b)
	What format of MMI optimises:
	     

	
	i)
	Validity?
	     

	
	ii)
	Acceptability?
	     

	
	iii)
	Reliability?
	     

	c)
	What are the strengths & weaknesses of MMIs?
	

	
	i)
	Strengths:
	     

	
	ii)
	Weaknesses:
	     

	d)
	How cost effective are MMIs?
	     

	e)
	How acceptable are MMIs to:
	     

	
	i)
	Candidates?
	     

	
	ii)
	Faculty?
	     

	f)
	How feasible are MMIs?
	     

	g)
	What is the predictive validity of MMIs?
	     

	
	
Is another important research question addressed?

	h)
	Research Question:
	Findings:
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