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 1: Scholarship of Teaching & Learning (SoTL) Research
For original research, meta-analyses, or scoping reviews that present a systematic, data-based investigation of teaching and learning in CSD.
	Criterion
	4: Exemplary
	3: Proficient
	2: Developing
	1: Needs Significant Revision
	0: Unsuitable
	Reviewer Score

	Introduction & Rationale
	Clearly situates the study within existing SoTL and CSD literature, presenting a compelling and well-supported rationale. Research question(s) or purpose is explicitly stated and highly relevant.
	Situates the study within relevant literature and provides a clear rationale. Research question(s) or purpose is clear and relevant.
	Provides a limited or general rationale with some connection to literature. Research question(s) or purpose is present but may lack focus or clarity.
	Rationale is weak, absent, or not well-connected to the literature. Research question(s) or purpose is unclear or missing.
	Rationale is inappropriate for the study type or literature reviewed. Research questions are not grounded in literature reviewed.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Methodological Rigor
	The research design is expertly chosen and executed. The systematic approach to data collection and analysis is transparent, rigorous, and highly appropriate for the research question. Participant demographics (including recruitment) are completely described.
	The research design is appropriate and the approach to data collection and analysis is systematic and clearly described. Participant demographics (including recruitment)  present but may need small clarifications.
	The research design is present, but methods of data collection or analysis may have weaknesses, lack sufficient detail, or have minor inconsistencies. Participant demographics (including recruitment) are present but require additional description.
	The research design is flawed, inappropriate for the question, or poorly described. Methods are not systematic or rigorous. Participant demographics (including recruitment) are not present or require significant clarification/additional description.
	Participant demographics (including recruitment) are described but are inappropriate for the study or introduce a fatal flaw in the research.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Results / Findings
	Results are presented with exceptional clarity, precision, and detail and are directly aligned with the research question(s). Data visualizations are effective and insightful.
	Results are presented with detail, clearly and accurately, addressing the research question(s) but requires additional detail.
	Results are present but may be difficult to interpret, incompletely reported, or not fully aligned with the research question(s).
	Results are unclear, inaccurate, poorly organized, or absent.
	Results are not aligned with the research questions or are inappropriately presented.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Discussion & Implications
	Discussion provides a deep, insightful interpretation of the findings, skillfully integrating them with existing literature. Implications for teaching and learning in CSD are significant, practical, and forward-thinking.
	Discussion provides a clear interpretation of the findings and connects them to existing literature. Implications for CSD are identified and discussed.
	Discussion provides a superficial interpretation or restates results. Connection to literature is limited. Implications are vague or overstated.
	Discussion is missing, fails to interpret the findings, or draws unsupported conclusions. Implications are absent or irrelevant.
	Discussion is not tied to results presented or overstate the meaning, implication, and/or significance of the results.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Contribution to the Field
	The manuscript makes a significant and original contribution to understanding the complexities of teaching and learning in CSD.
	The manuscript makes a solid contribution to the body of knowledge on teaching and learning in CSD.
	The manuscript's contribution is minor, incremental, or its significance is unclear.
	The manuscript does not offer a discernible contribution to the field.
	The manuscript’s contribution to the field is misrepresented or inappropriately applied to the field.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Clarity & Organization
	Writing is exceptionally clear, concise, and professional. The manuscript is logically structured and easy to follow.
	Writing is clear and professional. The manuscript is well-organized.
	Writing is generally understandable but may have issues with clarity, flow, or organization. Contains some grammatical errors.
	Writing is unclear, disorganized, and/or contains significant errors that impede understanding.
	Writing requires extensive revision to adequately review.
	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: 



