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TUHED SECTION EDITORS’ CHECKLIST 
 

Manuscript Title:  
 

 
 

Initial Evaluation Process 
  Yes No 
1. The subject of the submission is consistent with the editor’s area of 

expertise. 
☐ ☐ 

2. The manuscript is an original work that can contribute to the field. ☐ ☐ 
3. The work is consistent with the journal’s purpose, scope, and publication 

policies.  
☐ ☐ 

4.  All elements that could identify the author(s) have been removed from 
the text. 

- Author and institutional identification,  
- ORCID and ROD ID information, 
- References to the authors’ previous works, 
- Information regarding the institution from which approval was 

obtained in cases requiring Ethics Committee approval, 
- Elements in the similarity report that could identify the author  

☐ ☐ 

 
Reviewer Appointment Process 

  Yes No 
1. Within 3 days of assigning a subject editor to the article, reviewers were 

assigned.  
☐ ☐ 

2. Taking into account the reviewers’ doctoral degrees and academic work, 
invitations to review were sent to at least 2 experts whose expertise aligns 
with the topic of the submission.  

☐ ☐ 

3. The necessary files (full-text article, article evaluation form, similarity 
report) were made available to the invited reviewers via the system.  

☐ ☐ 

4. A reminder message was sent to reviewers who did not respond to the 
initial invitation within 3 days.  

☐ ☐ 

5. New reviewers were assigned to replace those who did not respond to 
the reminder message within … days.  

☐ ☐ 

6. Reviewers who did not complete the review within 15 days were granted 
an additional 15 days.  

☐ ☐ 

7. A reminder message (or email) was sent to reviewers who did not 
complete the review within 25 days.  

☐ ☐ 

8 A new reviewer was assigned to replace any reviewer who did not 
complete the review or respond within 30 days. 

☐ ☐ 
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Compliance of the Process with Ethical Principles 

  Yes No 
1. All stages of the article’s review process were conducted without sharing 

information with third parties. 
☐ ☐ 

2. It was verified whether the reviewers had any co-authorship with the 
author(s) or worked at the same institution. 

☐ ☐ 

4. Reviewers were selected from different institutions and were experts in 
their respective fields. 

☐ ☐ 

5. The study was not submitted to artificial intelligence tools, and no 
artificial intelligence tools were used in any way during the review 
process.  

☐ ☐ 

 
 

Regular Monitoring of the Process via the System 
  Yes No 
1. Reviewers were asked to justify their opinions and assessments of the 

work in the “Note to the Author” section of the online review form with an 
explanation of at least 150 words. 

☐ ☐ 

2. If a Reviewer’s Report was prepared in a non-serious manner and failed 
to contribute to the improvement of the article, such evaluations were 
disregarded, and another reviewer or reviewers were assigned. 

☐ ☐ 

3. The section editor facilitated mutual communication between the author 
and the reviewer(s) while maintaining confidentiality. 

☐ ☐ 

4. Manuscripts requiring at least one major revision—even if the reviewer 
selected the option “I do not need to review the manuscript again”—were 
resubmitted to both reviewers after the author’s revisions. 

☐ ☐ 

5 If a manuscript that received at least one major revision and was 
resubmitted to both reviewers after the author’s revisions was rejected by 
one of the reviewers at this stage, the process was terminated negatively. 

☐ ☐ 

6 If one of the reviewers rejected the manuscript in the first round, the 
manuscript was either rejected following the subject editor’s evaluation 
and discretion or a third reviewer was assigned to the manuscript. 

☐ ☐ 

7. Manuscripts that received a rejection from one of the reviewers in the first 
round but were sent to a third reviewer in the second round following the 
subject editor’s positive opinion were rejected if they received at least 
one rejection in this round, thereby concluding the process negatively. 

☐ ☐ 

8. Upon the manuscript’s acceptance or rejection, the subject editor 
completed the process in the system with a reasoned explanation, and 
the manuscript was forwarded to the chief editor.  

☐ ☐ 
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Evaluation of Reviewer Reports 
  Yes No 
1. The reviewer reports are based on scientific grounds. ☐ ☐ 
2. The reports contain constructive and detailed feedback. ☐ ☐ 
3. The responses provided in the reports are constructive and help improve 

the article. 
☐ ☐ 

4.  The necessary markings and explanations regarding the issues noted in 
the reviewer’s report have been included in the full-text file. 

☐ ☐ 

5. The authors were asked to make the necessary revisions, taking into 
account the report of the reviewer who rejected the manuscript. 

☐ ☐ 

6. The authors have been asked to upload a “revision checklist” file to the 
system listing the changes they have made to the manuscript. 

☐ ☐ 

7. The author has been granted the right to object and defend their views if 
they do not agree with the reviewers’ comments. 

☐ ☐ 

8. Authors requested to revise their manuscripts have been given a 
timeframe of 7–21 days, depending on the scope of the revisions, and this 
timeframe has been clearly specified. 

☐ ☐ 

 
Evaluation of the Author's Revision 

  Yes No 
1. The author(s) have made the necessary revisions, taking into account 

the corrections suggested in the reviewer reports, including the report 
from the reviewer who rejected the manuscript.  

☐ ☐ 

2. The author(s) have responded to the reviewers’ suggestions in a clear 
and detailed manner. 

☐ ☐ 

3. The author(s) have uploaded the Revision Checklist and, if applicable, the 
Response to Reviewers file to the system. 

☐ ☐ 

4. When deemed necessary, the revised manuscript was resubmitted to the 
relevant reviewer(s). 

☐ ☐ 

5. The changes made were reviewed by the section editor. ☐ ☐ 
6. When a revision addressing the reviewers’ comments was received, the 

section editor resubmitted the revised manuscript to the same 
reviewer(s) within 3–5 days. 

☐ ☐ 

7. At the end of the process, based on the reviewer reports, the work was 
submitted to the chief editor for consideration of publication if deemed 
sufficient by the field editor. 

☐ ☐ 

8. Decisions made and actions taken at every step of the evaluation 
process were recorded within the system or as notes and shared with the 
chief editor when necessary. 

☐ ☐ 

 


