Please review the attached replicator’s work as though you were a reviewer of a journal article. The work is not written in the form of a journal article, but similar to the article you have been provided with a Word, PDF, or HTML document with a set of results and an explanation of what those results mean. You have also been provided with a set of responses to survey questions that detail some of the choices made in data cleaning and analysis, and justification for those choices. Combined, this is similar to what you might see in a written paper.
Some notes on the review process:
1. You have also completed a version of the exact same study you are reading. You can take your own experience (and what you have learned about the data) as informative, giving you the background knowledge on the topic that makes you an effective reviewer. However, the goal of this review is to comment on the quality of the work in a stand-alone manner. If something seems wrong, do point it out, but being different from your own work is not in itself an error.
2. By the instructions of the task, replicators have not been asked to produce long lists of robustness tests or alternative specifications. 
3. It is common for reviewers to adjust their review comments based on which journal they are refereeing for. In this case, there is no journal. Assume you are reviewing for a journal where a study using ACS data to look at the effect of DACA on full-time employment could be published if the work was of high quality.
4. Please be civil and polite in your review. It will be shared with the replicator. Your name will not be visible to the person you are reviewing, but your researcher ID may be. Do not include your name in your review. Note that Word may automatically save your name in the Document Information section, but we will scrub this information on our end. 
5. Please save your review as a Word, PDF, or HTML document with the filename “Round_X1_Review_of_X2_by_X3”, where X1 is the replication task round that you are reviewing, X2 is the researcher ID of the person you are reviewing (which is the filename of the research writeup you have received), and X3 is your researcher ID. Please upload this file to the “Round X1 Peer Review” folder in your Sharepoint folder and send an email to nhuntington-klein@seattleu.edu to confirm that you have submitted your review.
