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 6: Student Voices
For manuscripts of any type (research, reflection, pilot, etc.) where a student is the first author.
	Criterion
	4: Exemplary
	3: Proficient
	2: Developing
	1: Needs Significant Revision
	0: Unsuitable
	Reviewer Score

	Adherence to Manuscript Type
	Clearly and effectively executes a specific manuscript type (e.g., SoTL Research, Reflection, pilot). Reviewer: Please also refer to the specific rubric for that type.
	Adheres to the conventions of a specific manuscript type. Reviewer: Please also refer to the specific rubric for that type.
	The manuscript attempts to follow a specific type but does so incompletely or with significant deviations.
	The manuscript does not follow a recognizable structure or type.
	The manuscript type is inappropriate for the content described in the manuscript. 
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Clarity of Student Perspective
	The student author's perspective, voice, and contribution are central and evident throughout the manuscript, offering a valuable and distinct viewpoint.
	The student author's perspective is clear and present in the manuscript.
	The student voice is present but may be overshadowed by other influences or not clearly articulated.
	The student perspective is not evident or is unclear.
	The clarity of the student perspective requires extensive revisions in order to adequately review.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Evidence of Faculty Mentorship
	The manuscript reflects a high degree of quality, rigor, and polish, indicating strong and effective faculty mentorship in the writing and research process.
	The manuscript is well-prepared and shows evidence of faculty guidance and mentorship.
	The manuscript shows potential but has flaws in writing, structure, or rigor that suggest a need for more mentorship.
	The manuscript has significant flaws that suggest a lack of adequate mentorship.
	There are serious concerns regarding mentorship.
	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Contribution from a Student Viewpoint
	The work provides a valuable contribution to the field, made more significant or unique by its origin as a student-led project.
	The work provides a solid contribution to the field from a student perspective.
	The contribution is present but minor, or the student perspective does not add a unique dimension.
	The work does not offer a discernible contribution.
	The manuscript’s contribution to the field or the student perspective is misrepresented or inappropriately applied to the field.

	SCORE THIS

	Reviewer Feedback:

	Clarity & Organization
	Writing is exceptionally clear and professional. The manuscript is logically structured and demonstrates a sophisticated command of scholarly writing.
	Writing is clear and professional. The manuscript is well-organized.
	Writing is generally understandable but has issues with clarity, flow, or contains errors.
	Writing is unclear, disorganized, or contains significant errors.
	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: 



