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[bookmark: _dbuyk119ou3m]EURECA-PRO Teaching Excellence Awards (TEXAs) 2027
Celebrating Outstanding Educators in EURECA-PRO 
[bookmark: _no0tl0nondnl]Call for nominations, 2nd edition
Universidad de León
13-14 April 2027
[bookmark: _v20wvyf5plm2]Annex 4. Jury guide
[bookmark: _n7uz341gw9hb]Timeline
The jury works from 8 January to 5 February 2027:
1. 16–22 December 2026. Organizers check eligibility (Annex 2 checklist) and remove text beyond word limits.
2. By 8 January 2027. Jury members sign the conflict of interest declaration; organizers assign at least two evaluators to each application.
3. 11–13 January. Calibration session, online, 90 minutes.
4. 14–27 January. Individual scoring.
5. By 29 January. Organizers consolidate scores and list discrepancies.
6. 1–5 February. Jury meeting: discrepancies, runners-up and winners. Minutes signed.
7. By 15 February. Runner-up and non-selected candidates notified. Winners stay confidential until the ceremony.
8. 13/14 April 2027. Ceremony in León.
[bookmark: _tkzm9gmmj2iv]Conflicts of interest and confidentiality
Before receiving applications, each jury member signs a declaration listing any conflict. A jury member does not assess an application when the candidate or a team member:
· works or studies at the jury member's own institution;
· is a close collaborator (joint project, co-authorship or shared teaching in the last three years), a doctoral student or supervisor, or a family member or partner;
· has any other relationship that a reasonable person could see as affecting impartiality.
If a conflict appears later, the jury member tells the chair and stops assessing that application. The conflict is recorded in the minutes. Jury members keep applications, scores and discussions confidential and delete their copies after the ceremony.
With three institutions in the jury, applications from those institutions are assessed only by members from the other two.
[bookmark: _42j7w190ir3d]Calibration, scoring and consolidation
[bookmark: _ljhua54t3ndv]Calibration session
The purpose is to ensure all jury members read the level descriptors the same way.
1. Before the session, each member scores the same two anchor applications with the rubric. Anchors are applications from the 2025–2026 edition used with permission, or examples written by the organizers.
2. In the session, members compare scores criterion by criterion and discuss every difference of two or more levels.
3. The chair records agreed interpretations in a short decision log (for example, "a survey without the number of respondents is level 1, not 2"). The log is shared with all members and attached to the minutes.
[bookmark: _falcvlndeqg5]Individual scoring
Each member scores each assigned application independently, using the scoring sheet. For each criterion, the member records the level, the text that justifies it and what is missing for the next level. Members do not discuss applications before the jury meeting.
[bookmark: _ugda0ydf1r5y]Consolidation and discrepancies
· The consolidated score is the mean of the evaluators' weighted scores.
· An application is discussed at the jury meeting when two evaluators differ by two or more levels on any criterion, or by 20 points or more in the total.
· After the discussion, evaluators may change their score and record the reason. If they still disagree, the chair asks a third member without conflicts to score the application; the consolidated score is the mean of the two closest scores.
· If evaluators assess different sets of applications, the organizers compare each evaluator's mean with the jury mean on shared applications. A difference above 10 points is discussed at the meeting.
[bookmark: _j4onykgrm2dz]Agreement check
The organizers calculate agreement between evaluators on the calibration anchors and on the full set (intraclass correlation, two-way model, absolute agreement, or weighted kappa per criterion). The result is reported in the minutes for information and to improve the next edition. It does not change any score. As a reference, Koo and Li (2016) read ICC values below 0.50 as poor, 0.50–0.75 as moderate and 0.75–0.90 as good.
[bookmark: _y9v567948dz0]Runner-up, winners and minutes
1. Winner and Runner-up (Accésit): Among the candidates in each category, the application with the highest consolidated score after the discussion of discrepancies will be named the Winner. The runner-up with the second-highest consolidated score will be named the Runner-up (Accésit).
2. Tie-breaking procedure (difference below 2 points): In the event of a tie, the higher score in Criterion 2 (Impact) will decide the position. If a tie persists, the higher score in Criterion 1 will take precedence. If the tie still remains, the jury will vote, with the Chair holding the casting vote.
3. Void award: If no application in a category reaches the minimum threshold of 50 points, the jury may declare the award (or runner-up prize) void, recording the official reason in the evaluation minutes.
4. Review of close scores: Small differences between scores are not considered statistically meaningful. The jury will formally discuss any ranking where the gap between top applications is below 5 points before confirming the final Winner and Runner-up.
The minutes record: members present, conflicts declared, consolidated scores per application, discrepancies discussed and changes made, runner-up and winners with a short reason per category (three to four lines), void awards, the agreement check and the decision log. All members sign the minutes.
[bookmark: _gdghjzo6qhab]Use of AI and data handling
· Jury members do not upload applications, or parts of them, to AI tools or other services not approved by the organizers.
· If the organizers use an approved AI tool to support administrative checks or a pre-assessment, the call says so, the output is labelled as such, and jury members make all scores and decisions.
· The application does not lose or gain points because the candidate declared the use of AI.
· Applications will be shared via Universidad de León’s Google Drive. Jury members must delete all local copies after the award ceremony.
Reference: Koo, T. K. and Li, M. Y. (2016). A guideline of selecting and reporting intraclass correlation coefficients for reliability research. Journal of Chiropractic Medicine, 15(2), 155–163.
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