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Track 1 Reviewer Form 

Innovative Teaching and Learning Good Practices 

A. Reviewer information 

Reviewer name  

E-mail address  

Job title / position  

Affiliation  

Country  

B. Submission information 

Submission ID  

Title of extended abstract  

Track number ☐ Track 1: Innovative Teaching and Learning Good Practices 

Author(s) and affiliation(s) This section will not be visible to reviewers, as submissions will be reviewed anonymously. 

EELISA institution(s) / other 
institution(s) 

Reviewers will only be able to see whether the submission is from an EELISA institution or a non-EELISA institution; the 
institution’s name will not be disclosed. 

Preferred participation mode ☐ On-site in Istanbul    ☐ Online    ☐ No preference / to be confirmed later 

Targeted learners / 
participants 

☐ Undergraduate students  ☐ Graduate students  ☐ Doctoral researchers  ☐ Academics  ☐ Administrative staff  ☐ Alumni  

☐ EELISA Community members  ☐ External stakeholders  ☐ Other: ______ 

Please select the main EELISA / 
Co-Learning Lab relevance 

areas of your submission. 

☐ active learning approaches; 

☐ challenge-based learning; 

☐ project-based learning; 

☐ collaborative learning; 

☐ research-based learning; 

☐ inclusive learning practices; 

☐ digital and hybrid learning; 

☐ artificial intelligence in education; 

☐ gamification in education; 

☐ assessment and feedback practices; 

☐ learning analytics and evidence-based teaching; 

☐ interdisciplinary course design; 

☐ sustainability-oriented education; 

☐ civic engagement and community-based learning; 

☐ lifelong learning; 

☐ micro-credentials and modular learning; 

☐ student engagement and motivation; 

☐ soft skills development; 

☐ syllabus and curriculum design; 

☐ educational psychology; 

☐ classroom management; 

☐ academic orientation; 

☐ industry-linked learning experiences. 
☐ Other: ______ 

Web link(s) / supporting 
materials, if any 

 

C. Initial compliance and completeness check 

This section is not a quality score. It helps the Scientific Committee identify submissions that need administrative or structural follow-up before final 

acceptance. 

No. Item Yes No 

1 
The submission is clearly identifiable as Track 1: an implemented or pilot-tested teaching, learning, training, assessment, curriculum, 
or educational development practice. ☐ ☐ 

2 
The abstract follows the requested structure or clearly covers the expected elements (implementation context, target learners, 
stakeholders, learning objectives/outcomes, assessment/evidence, learning environment, results/benefits/lessons learned, 
transferability/reuse potential, and challenges, references and supporting materials where applicable) 

☐ ☐ 

3 The abstract is within the stated word limit and understandable to an interdisciplinary academic audience. ☐ ☐ 

4 Course/programme/training or institutional initiative information is sufficiently specified ☐ ☐ 

5 Target learners/participants and approximate scale are identifiable. ☐ ☐ 

6 Internal partners, EELISA partners/communities, or external stakeholders are described clearly ☐ ☐ 

7 Assessment, feedback, evidence, or pilot reflections are included, or the absence of evidence is transparently explained. ☐ ☐ 

8 Ethical, data protection, confidentiality, IP/access, and personal data issues are appropriately addressed where relevant. ☐ ☐ 

9 Links and supporting materials, if included, appear relevant and accessible enough for review. ☐ ☐ 

Additional comments on compliance/completeness 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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D. Scored review rubric 

Use the 1-6 scale above. Review the quality of what is presented in the abstract, not the authors' reputation or institution. 

No. Criteria 
Score 

(1-6 / N.A.) 
Reviewer 

notes 

1 
Relevance and alignment with the Co-Learning Lab (The abstract is relevant to the Co-Learning Lab scope and 
relates to EELISA priorities such as active/collaborative learning, international or interdisciplinary engagement, 
green/digital skills, micro-credentials, learning communities, inclusive learning, or lifelong learning. ) 

  

2 
Context, profile, target learners, and stakeholders  (The abstract explains where, how, and for whom the good 
practice was or will be implemented. It identifies the course/programme/training or institutional context, learner 
groups, scale, and relevant internal, EELISA, or external stakeholders.) 

  

3 
Background and rationale (The educational need, challenge, gap, or opportunity addressed by the good practice 
is clearly explained.) 

  

4 
Aim, learning objectives, intended learning outcomes, and educational coherence (The aims, learning 
objectives, and intended learning outcomes are clear or inferable, appropriate for the learner group, and aligned 
with the activity design and assessment approach.) 

  

5 
Pedagogical/learning design, methodology, and implementation process (The pedagogical approach, learning 
focus, learner activities, roles, tools, design choices, timeline, and implementation process are clear enough to 
understand how good practice works as a learning experience.) 

  

6 
Assessment methods, evidence, feedback, and impact (The abstract describes assessment methods, evidence 
collected, learner/stakeholder feedback, outputs, or other indicators of educational value. Claims are supported by 
appropriate evidence or transparently framed as early-stage/pilot results) 

  

7 
Learning environment, resources, and support (The required learning environment is described, including 
delivery conditions, physical/digital infrastructure, group work, materials, facilitation needs, or institutional support.) 

  

8 
Main contribution of the good practice (The proposed good practice demonstrates a meaningful pedagogical, 
methodological, technological, institutional, or ecosystem-level contribution rather than only describing a routine 
activity.) 

  

9 
Results, benefits, and expected/observed impact (The abstract clearly explains the expected or observed 
results, benefits, learner/institutional/stakeholder outcomes, and possible EELISA-level impact, and links them to 
evidence or a realistic implementation rationale where possible. ) 

  

10 
Transferability, adaptability, and reuse potential in the EELISA ecosystem (The abstract explains how the 
good practice could be adapted or reused in other disciplines, institutions, learner groups, EELISA Communities, or 

lifelong learning contexts. ) 

  

11 
Challenges, limitations, and ethical/IP considerations (The abstract addresses relevant challenges, limitations, 
feasibility issues, ethical matters, data protection, confidentiality, copyright, intellectual property, or access 
limitations. ) 

  

12 
Clarity, completeness, and audience relevance (The proposed good practice is well structured, concise, 
complete, accessible to an interdisciplinary academic audience, and suitable for the Co-Learning Lab format. 
References and supporting materials, if any, are relevant.) 

  

Additional comments for authors 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E. Final recommendation 

Decision Select one Decision guidance / notes 

Accept as is ☐ Ready for inclusion with editorial corrections if needed. 

Accept with minor revisions ☐ Conceptually suitable; authors should clarify or complete limited points. 

Major revision / resubmission 
requested 

☐ Potentially suitable, but substantial information is missing or evidence/design is unclear. 

Reject ☐ Not aligned with Track 1 or the Co-Learning Lab scope, insufficient quality, or major ethical/eligibility issue. 

Please briefly explain your decision 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

F. Confidential comments to the Scientific Committee 

These comments are not intended for authors. Use this space for concerns about scope, ethics, duplication, strategic fit, conflicts of interest, or 

session placement.  

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

G. Reviewer confirmation 

☐ I have reviewed the submission according to the criteria defined 

☐ My comments are constructive, specific, and free from personal remarks. 

☐ I have disclosed any potential conflict of interest. 

☐ I understand that confidential comments are for the Scientific Committee only and should not be shared with authors. 
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Track 2 Reviewer Form 

Thesis-to-Learning Station 

A. Reviewer information 

Reviewer name  

E-mail address  

Job title/position  

Affiliation  

Country  

B. Submission information 

Submission ID  

Title of extended abstract  

Track number ☐ Track 2: Thesis-to-Learning Station 

Author(s) and affiliation(s) This section will not be visible to reviewers, as submissions will be reviewed anonymously. 

EELISA institution(s) / other 
institution(s) 

Reviewers will only be able to see whether the submission is from an EELISA institution or a non-EELISA institution; the 
institution’s name will not be disclosed. 

Preferred participation mode ☐ On-site in Istanbul    ☐ Online    ☐ No preference / to be confirmed later 

Degree level/research context ☐ Master  ☐ Doctoral  ☐ Postdoctoral / research project  ☐ Other: ______ 

Thesis supervisor(s) / 
research advisor(s) 

This section will not be visible to reviewers, as submissions will be reviewed anonymously. 

Status of thesis/research 
project 

☐ Completed  ☐ Ongoing  ☐ Other: ______ 

Potential targeted 
learners/participants 

☐ Undergraduate students  ☐ Graduate students  ☐ Doctoral researchers  ☐ Academics  ☐ Administrative staff  ☐ Alumni  

☐ EELISA Community members  ☐ External stakeholders  ☐ Other: ______ 

Please select the main EELISA / 
Co-Learning Lab relevance 
areas of your submission. 

☐ active learning approaches; 

☐ challenge-based learning; 

☐ project-based learning; 

☐ collaborative learning; 

☐ research-based learning; 

☐ inclusive learning practices; 

☐ digital and hybrid learning; 

☐ artificial intelligence in education; 

☐ gamification in education; 

☐ assessment and feedback practices; 

☐ learning analytics and evidence-based teaching; 

☐ interdisciplinary course design; 

☐ sustainability-oriented education; 

☐ civic engagement and community-based learning; 

☐ lifelong learning; 

☐ micro-credentials and modular learning; 

☐ student engagement and motivation; 

☐ soft skills development; 

☐ syllabus and curriculum design; 

☐ educational psychology; 

☐ classroom management; 

☐ academic orientation; 

☐ industry-linked learning experiences. 

☐ Other: ______ 

Web link(s) / supporting 
materials, if any 

 

C. Initial compliance and completeness check 

This section is not a quality score. It helps the Scientific Committee identify submissions that need administrative or structural follow-up before final 

acceptance. 

No. Item Yes No 

1 
The submission is clearly identifiable as Track 2: a research/thesis-based contribution that can be transformed into a reusable 
learning activity. 

☐ ☐ 

2 
The abstract follows the requested structure and sufficiently covers the essential elements (including the context of research-based 
good practice, main contribution, learning value, target learners, learning activity, expected outcomes, required resources, evaluation 
potential, transferability, ethical/IP issues, and supporting materials where applicable) 

☐ ☐ 

3 The abstract is within the stated word limit and understandable to an interdisciplinary academic audience. ☐ ☐ 

4 The good practice context, status, and scholarly or professional basis are sufficiently specified. ☐ ☐ 

5 Potential target learners and prerequisite knowledge or skills are identifiable where relevant. ☐ ☐ 

6 
The proposal explains how research output can be converted into an active learning experience rather than only summarizing 
research findings. 

☐ ☐ 

7 Ethical, data protection, confidentiality, IP/access, and personal data issues are appropriately addressed where relevant. ☐ ☐ 

8 Links and supporting materials, if included, appear relevant and accessible enough for review. ☐ ☐ 
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Additional comments on compliance/completeness 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

D. Scored review rubric 

Use the 1-6 scale above. Review the quality of what is presented in the abstract, not the authors' reputation or institution. 

No. Criteria 
Score 

(1-6 / N.A.) 
Reviewer 

notes 

1 

Relevance and alignment with the Co-Learning Lab (The abstract is relevant to the Thesis-to-Learning Station 
track and the Co-Learning Lab scope. It relates to EELISA priorities such as research-based learning, 
active/collaborative learning, international or interdisciplinary engagement, green/digital skills, micro-credentials, 
learning communities, inclusive learning, or lifelong learning.) 

  

2 

Context, profile, target learners, and stakeholders  (The abstract explains the thesis/research context and how it 

could be transformed into a learning activity. It identifies the degree/programme, institution, research status, 

potential learner groups, scale, and relevant internal, EELISA, or external stakeholders.) 

  

3 
Background and rationale (The educational need, challenge, gap, or opportunity addressed by the good practice 
is clearly explained.) 

  

4 
Aim, learning objectives, intended learning outcomes, and educational coherence (The aims, learning 
objectives, and intended learning outcomes are clear or inferable, appropriate for the proposed learner group, and 
aligned with the learning focus, learner activity, resources, and evaluation approach.) 

  

5 
Pedagogical/learning design, methodology, and implementation process (The pedagogical approach, learning 
focus, proposed learner activities, roles, tools, design choices, timeline, and possible implementation process are 
clear enough to understand how the research output could be transformed into a learning experience.) 

  

6 

Assessment methods, evidence, feedback, and impact (The abstract describes how the educational value of 
the proposed learning experience could be assessed or evaluated. Evidence may include learner outputs, 
feedback, assignments, reflections, pilot implementation, or other indicators of educational value. Claims are 
supported by appropriate evidence where available or transparently framed as expected, potential, or early-stage 
results.) 

  

7 
Learning environment, resources, and support (The required learning environment is described, including 
delivery conditions, physical/digital infrastructure, group work, materials, facilitation needs, or institutional support.) 

  

8 
Main contribution of the good practice (The proposed good practice demonstrates a meaningful pedagogical, 
methodological, technological, institutional, or ecosystem-level contribution rather than only describing a routine 
activity.) 

  

9 
Results, benefits, and expected/observed impact ( The abstract clearly explains the expected or observed 
results, benefits, learner/institutional/stakeholder outcomes, and possible EELISA-level impact, and links them to 
evidence or a realistic implementation rationale where possible.) 

  

10 
Transferability, adaptability, and reuse potential in the EELISA ecosystem (The abstract explains how the 
good practice could be adapted or reused in other disciplines, institutions, learner groups, EELISA Communities, or 
lifelong learning contexts.) 

  

11 
Challenges, limitations, and ethical/IP considerations (The abstract addresses relevant challenges, limitations, 
feasibility issues, ethical matters, data protection, confidentiality, copyright, intellectual property, or access 
limitations.) 

  

12 
Clarity, completeness, and audience relevance (The proposed good practice is well structured, concise, 
complete, accessible to an interdisciplinary academic audience, and suitable for the Co-Learning Lab format. 
References and supporting materials, if any, are relevant.) 

  

Additional comments for authors 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

E. Final recommendation 

Decision Select one Decision guidance/notes 

Accept as is ☐ Ready for inclusion with editorial corrections if needed. 

Accept with minor 
revisions 

☐ 
Conceptually suitable; authors should clarify limited points, such as learning conversion, resources, or evaluation 
potential. 

Major revision / 
resubmission 
requested 

☐ 
Potentially suitable, but substantial information is missing about the research basis, Learning Station conversion, 
ethics/IP, or feasibility. 

Reject ☐ Not aligned with Track 2 or the Co-Learning Lab scope, insufficient quality, or major ethical/eligibility issue. 

Please briefly explain your decision 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

F. Confidential comments to the Scientific Committee 

These comments are not intended for authors. Use this space for concerns about scope, ethics, duplication, strategic fit, conflicts of interest, or 

session placement.  

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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G. Reviewer confirmation 

☐ I have reviewed the submission according to the criteria above. 

☐ My comments are constructive, specific, and free from personal remarks. 

☐ I have disclosed any potential conflict of interest. 

☐ I understand that confidential comments are for the Scientific Committee only and should not be shared with authors. 

 


