Manuscript Review Rubrics
This document provides detailed rubrics for each of the journal's manuscript submission categories. Reviewers are asked to use these guidelines to evaluate the quality, rigor, and appropriateness of each submission. Please provide a rating for each criterion and offer constructive, specific feedback to the authors in your written comments. The areas that require reviewer response are highlighted in yellow.
Rating Scale:
· 4: Exemplary - The manuscript exceeds expectations for the criterion. The execution is thorough, insightful, and clear.
· 3: Proficient - The manuscript meets the expectations for the criterion. The execution is solid and well-done. Minor revisions may be suggested.
· 2: Developing - The manuscript partially meets the expectations for the criterion. The component is present but requires moderate revision for clarity, depth, or accuracy.
· 1: Needs Significant Revision - The manuscript does not meet the expectations for the criterion. The component is missing, unclear, or contains significant flaws.
· 0: Unsuitable - This manuscript does not meet or is unsuitable for the journal aims/scope, writing guidelines, or contains critical design or analysis flaws, or  meet the standards of research design and cannot be accepted (see Author Resources) 
Rubric 8: Emerging Thinking/Directions
For scholarly works (thought pieces, conceptual essays) that explore foundations or propose new directions for SoTL in CSD.
	Criterion
	4: Exemplary
	3: Proficient
	2: Developing
	1: Needs Significant Revision
	0: Unsuitable
	Reviewer Score

	Theoretical/ Conceptual Foundation
	The manuscript is built upon a strong and clearly articulated theoretical or conceptual foundation, skillfully drawing from relevant literature.
	The manuscript is grounded in a clear theoretical or conceptual foundation drawn from relevant literature.
	The theoretical or conceptual foundation is weak, underdeveloped or not clearly explained.
	The manuscript lacks a discernible theoretical or conceptual foundation.
	The theoretical or conceptual foundation is not appropriate for the emerging or new directions explored or proposed.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Innovation & Originality
	Presents a highly innovative, original, and thought- provoking argument, framework, or perspective that has the potential to significantly shape future SoTL in CSD.
	Presents an original argument or perspective that offers new insights for the field.
	The argument or perspective is not particularly original or is a minor variation of existing ideas.
	The manuscript rehashes existing ideas without offering any new insights.
	The arguments, framework, or perspectives presented are not logical for the SoTL context being described.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Coherence of Argument
	The argument is exceptionally coherent, logical, and well-supported throughout the manuscript. The line of reasoning is easy to follow and persuasive.
	The argument is coherent and logically developed.
	The argument contains logical gaps, inconsistencies, or is not well-supported.
	The argument is incoherent, illogical, or absent.
	The argument presented is inappropriate for the emerging or new directions presented.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Potential to Inspire/Inform
	The manuscript offers a forward-looking perspective that is highly likely to inspire new research, inform practice, or spark important dialogue within the CSD SoTL community.
	The manuscript offers a perspective that can inform future SoTL efforts in CSD.
	The potential impact on the field is limited or unclear.
	The manuscript is unlikely to have any significant impact on the field.
	The manuscript includes inappropriate statements that obscure its potential to inspire and inform the CSD SoTL community.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Clarity & Persuasiveness
	The writing is exceptionally clear, eloquent, and persuasive. The author's voice is confident and compelling.
	The writing is clear, professional, and effectively communicates the author's ideas.
	The writing is unclear in places, weakening the argument's persuasiveness.
	The writing is unclear, disorganized, or contains significant errors that obscure the argument.
	Writing requires extensive revisions to adequately review and to determine the persuasiveness of the argument.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	The following are reviewed but not assigned points

	Positionality Statement/Bias Acknowledgement
	Required and present
	Required but needs additional information
	Required but not present
	Not required
	
	

	Clarity/transparency for replication/implementation of approach
	Required and adequate
	Required but needs additional information
	Required but not present
	Not required
	
	

	Reviewer Feedback on Non-Scored Items: 



