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 5: Reflections on SoTL
For "behind-the-scenes" manuscripts that illuminate the process of conducting SoTL.
	Criterion
	4: Exemplary
	3: Proficient
	2: Developing
	1: Needs Significant Revision
	0: Unsuitable
	Reviewer Score

	Focus on SoTL Process
	The manuscript provides a rich and insightful narrative focused on the "how" and "why" of the SoTL process (e.g., critical decisions, challenges, ethical dilemmas).
	The manuscript clearly focuses on the process of conducting SoTL rather than just the findings.
	The manuscript is a mix of reflection on process and reporting of findings, with an unclear primary focus.
	The manuscript primarily reports findings with little to no reflection on the research process.
	The topic for reflection is not related to SoTL.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Depth of Insight
	Offers deep, critical, and honest reflection on the author's experiences, moving well beyond a simple description of events.
	Offers meaningful reflection on the author's experiences in the SoTL process.
	Reflection is superficial, primarily describing events without significant analysis or insight.
	The manuscript lacks reflection or insight into the process.
	Reflection is misaligned with SoTL processes or the context of the project.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Connection to Literature
	Skillfully links the personal experiences and reflections to existing SoTL or methodological literature, placing the narrative in a scholarly context.
	Connects the reflective narrative to relevant literature.
	The connection to literature is tenuous, forced, or limited.
	The narrative is not connected to any relevant scholarly literature.
	The literature reflected in the manuscript is absent or not appropriate for the topic.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Transferability of Lessons
	The reflections yield clear, transferable lessons, guiding principles, or cautionary tales that are highly valuable to other SoTL scholars.
	The reflections offer lessons or principles that are applicable to other researchers.
	The transferability of the lessons is limited or not made explicit. The reflection feels purely personal.
	The manuscript offers no transferable lessons for the SoTL community.
	Description of transferability is misrepresented or misinterpreted. 
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Clarity of Narrative
	The "story" of the SoTL journey is told in a compelling, clear, and engaging manner. The writing is articulate and well-structured.
	The narrative is clear and well-organized.
	The narrative is difficult to follow, disorganized, or lacks clarity.
	The manuscript lacks a coherent narrative structure.
	The clarity of the narrative requires extensive revision to be adequately reviewed.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	The following are reviewed but not assigned points

	Research Ethics
	Ethics (IRB) statement required and present

	Ethics (IRB) statement required but needs additional information
	Ethics (IRB) statement required but not present
	Not required
	
	

	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: 



