Title: Sentence case, colon is not required (Calibri 16pt bold, left aligned)
Scholarly case studies provide rich descriptions/analyses of curriculum, pedagogical interventions, WIL innovations or embedded employability practice. Papers must clearly articulate their original and significant contribution to knowledge, practice or theory in the field.
Scholarly case studies must not exceed 8,000 words (excluding endnotes and References).
Spelling in Australian English.
Abstract (Calibri 14pt bold, left aligned)
Unstructured, up to 250 words. 
Include:
· context
· pedagogical issue or problem
· case description
· evaluative element (evidence-informed)
· key insights, contribution to the field and implications.
Keywords: up to eight, separated by commas.

Introduction
Paragraph text
Font: Calibri 11 pt.
Single-spaced, no paragraph indent, one blank line between paragraphs.
Include:
· background and rationale for the case
· description of the educational context (institutional, discipline, cohort, curriculum setting)
· problem or opportunity addressed
· aims of the case study
· structure of the paper.

Literature review/Background
Include:
· theories, frameworks or prior SoTL research relevant to the case
· rationale for why this case adds value (gap in practice or understanding). 
For sub-headings, use Calibri 12 pt 
Sub-headings should be descriptive and concise.
Case context and design
Include:
· description of the setting (course, program, learning environment, WIL model, partnership arrangement)
· aims of the intervention or activity
· interest-holders involved (e.g., educators, practitioners, students, industry partners)
· design logic (theoretical or pedagogical underpinnings).
Use sub-headings where appropriate (Calibri 12 pt, sentence case)
Methods/Evidence base
Even though a case study is narrative, authors must show scholarly rigour.
Include:
· data sources (reflection artefacts, evaluations, student feedback, curriculum documents, observations, etc.)
· ethics approval considerations (if involving human data)
· analytic approach used to interpret the case evidence.
Use sub-headings where appropriate (Calibri 12 pt, sentence case)
Case narrative and analysis
Organise with descriptive sub‑headings (e.g., implementation, student engagement, educator or practitioner perspectives, challenges and adaptations, outputs and outcomes). 
Expectations:
· richly describe the case
· link back to literature/theory
· demonstrate evidence‑informed analysis, not just description.
If you use tables or figure(s), caption like shown below. Provide Alt-Text for all figures.
Figure 1. Capitilise Each Word
[Insert figure below the caption and provide Alt-Text]
Table 1. Capitilise Each Word
[Insert table below the caption]
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Discussion
Include:
· key insights gained and original contribution
· implications for curriculum‑embedded employability/CDL
· transferability and limitations of the case.
Authors should make explicit how the evidence supports evaluative claims about the case.
Conclusion/Concluding remarks
Include:
· statement of the contribution(s) of the case study
· recommendations
· insights that can transfer to other contexts.
References
Do not start a new page for References. Indent references, no space between each reference.
· APA 7th style; DOI hyperlinks; no period at the end
· For anonymised self-citations: list as Author (year) only; include at the start of the list.

Appendices (optional)
Include tools, templates, rubrics, learning artefacts, curriculum maps.
Scholarly case study quality rubric

How to use this rubric
· Purpose: Guide authors’ self-assessment and support peer reviewers’ judgements. Reviewers can use the rubric to surface strengths and gaps and to justify recommendations.
· Fit to JTLGE: Emphasis on SoTL contributions and curriculum-embedded employability /CDL (not employment outcome tracking).

	Criterion (aligned to template)
	Not present or wholly inadequate
	Minimal or underdeveloped
	Adequate or satisfactory
	High quality or exemplary

	Title and keywords
	Title unrelated to case; no keywords.
	Title vague; limited connection to case focus; keywords broad.
	Clear and descriptive title; mostly appropriate keywords.
	Precise title capturing intervention/context; keywords strongly aligned to pedagogical, SoTL, WIL or employability/CDL elements.

	Abstract (≤250 words)
	Missing key elements (context, problem, case, evidence, insights).
	Some elements present but unclear or unbalanced.
	Adequate summary with relevant elements.
	Clear, rich summary of context, intervention, evidence, insights and implications.

	Introduction (background, context, aims, paper’s structure)
	Context missing; aims absent. 
	Limited context; aims vague or implicit.
	Adequate contextualisation; clear aims and structure.
	Rich description of educational context; strong rationale; clearly articulated aims and roadmap.

	Literature review / background
	No literature; no rationale for case. 
	Minimal, descriptive; limited relevance.
	Relevant theory/frameworks; rationale for case mostly clear.
	Strong integration of theory, SoTL literature and justification for case’s contribution.

	Case context and design
	Case not described; unclear intervention. 
	Basic description; limited design logic.
	Clear description of setting, interest-holders or collaborators, aims and design.
	Rich, detailed account of context, interest-holders or collaborators and pedagogical/theoretical underpinnings of the intervention.

	Methods / evidence base
	No evidence presented; no methods. 
	Minimal evidence; limited methodological detail; ethics unclear.
	Adequate evidence base; basic ethical and analytic clarity.
	Rigorous, triangulated evidence base (evaluations, artefacts, reflections etc.); clear ethics; well‑justified analytic approach demonstrating how evidence underpins evaluative claims.

	Case narrative and analysis
	Purely descriptive; unclear sequence. 
	Narrative present but disjointed; limited analysis.
	Clear sequence; some evidence‑informed analysis.
	Rich, compelling narrative; coherent structure; deep, data‑informed analysis illuminating practice.

	Use of sub-headings, figures/tables (if used)
	No structure; visuals confusing. 
	Limited structure; poorly presented tables/figures.
	Adequate structure; mostly clear visuals; captions correct; Alt-Text provided.
	Highly effective structure; visuals enhance understanding; captions and Alt-Text correct and helpful.

	Integration with literature/theory (sense-making beyond description)
	No linkage to literature/frameworks. 
	Weak or generic linkage.
	Clear connection to theory and SoTL literature.
	Strong, explicit integration linking case insights to relevant theory and prior research; the evidence clearly supports evaluative claims.

	Discussion (insights, original and significant contribution, implications, limitations)
	Lacks interpretation and implications. 
	Limited insights; implications generic; minimal limitations.
	Adequate interpretation; statement of the original contribution; relevant implications; limitations acknowledged.
	Deep insight; clear articulation of the case’s original and significant contribution; strong implications for educators/practitioners; balanced critical limitations and transferability.

	Conclusion/concluding remarks
	Missing or unrelated. 
	Weak or general summary.
	Adequate conclusion summarising contributions.
	Clear, compelling consolidation of insights; specific recommendations for practice and directions for future inquiry.

	References (APA 7th) and anonymisation
	Not APA compliant; missing; irrelevant sources; not anonymised.
	Numerous APA errors; limited theoretical sources.
	Mostly APA compliant; relevant sources; minor issues.
	Accurate APA 7 style; rich current and relevant sources; DOIs live; anonymisation correct.

	Appendices (if used)
	Missing or irrelevant.
	Provided but unclear value.
	Useful supplementary material.
	High‑value artefacts, tools, rubrics or curriculum maps that enrich the case.




