CJCE Reviewer Decision Guide
Is my review ready to submit?

[ Start review self-check ]
v

Have | understood the manuscript on its
own terms?

Reread, clarify the manuscript’'s
aims, or decline if it is outside

Can | summarize its purpose, main claims, and your expertise.

contribution fairly?

YES
v

Am | judging the study the authors
actually performed, rather than the study
| would have preferred?

Am | evaluating soundness, novelty, clarity, and significance
of the paper as written, not an alternative study?

YES

Reframe comments as limitations,
clarifications, or possible future
work - not conditions for publication.

\ 4

Have | distinguished major issues from

minor ones? Reorganize the review so

major and minor comments

Are my most serious concerns clearly identified, and are clearly separated.

small corrections treated as small corrections?

YES

A 4

Is my recommendation proportionate to my
criticism?

If the authors address my comments, would |
recommend publication? If not, have | explained why?

Revise the recommendation so it
matches the seriousness of the flaws

YES

\ 4

Are my comments specific and actionable?

concrete, manuscript-specific

Have | pointed to the relevant assumptions, data,
comments.

figures, equations, interpretations, or passages?

YES

\ 4

Can | justify every citation request by
genuine relevance? If | justify the suggested

. itati them.
Am | suggesting references for the sole reason that they SOEITONES, | I TR i

may help my or my associates’ citation rates?

YES

A 4

Have | protected confidentiality and
avoided using Al as a surrogate reviewer?

Do not submit yet. Rewrite the
review using your own expert

Have | avoided sharing the manuscript judgment.

or outsourced my judgment to Al tools?

YES

\ 4

Is my tone professional and respectful?
Revise tone for fairness, precision,

Have | critiqued the work rather than the authors? and professionalism.

YES

\ 4

Would | consider this review fair if |

received it myself'? Revise before submission.

|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
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YES

\ 4

{ Submit review J
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CJCE Author Response Guide

How should | respond to reviews?

[ Start rebuttal self-check ]

Does the comment engage with the
manuscript | actually submitted? State respectfully that the comment
does not engage with the submitted

Does it refer to specific claims, methods, figures, manuscript, and explain why.

data, equations, assumptions, or interpretations?

YES

\ 4

Is the criticism scientifically justified? Rebut with evidence from the

manuscript and explain why the

Does the reviewer explain why the comment affects e ;
criticism is unsupported.

soundness, novelty, clarity, or significance?

YES

\ 4

Will the requested change improve the
paper within its intended scope?

Explain why the request would
expand the paper beyond its

Does the comment improves the paper legitimate aims.

or try to turn it into a different study?

YES

A 4

Are the requested revisions proportionate?

Is the revision request essential for the
understanding and soundness of the paper or
excessive and unnecessary?

Address what is necessary
and explain why other
requests are disproportionate.

YES

\ 4

o . >
Are the citation requests genuinely relevant® S

and explain why it
does not fit the manuscript.

Can each request be justified by importance to the
manuscript rather than reviewer preference or self- interest?

YES

A\ 4

Are any comments vague, generic, or
factually incorrect?

Have | identified where the review lacks specificity
or misreads the paper?

Respond clearly and calmly, citing
the relevant sections, figures, data,
or arguments.

NO

A 4

Have | distinguished useful criticism

from unhelpful criticism? Revise the rebuttal to separate

accepted changes from respectfully

Adopt changes that improve the paper; explain why declined requests.

other requests should not be followed.

YES

\ 4

Does my rebuttal help the editor make a
fair decision?

Have | answered each substantive point without
defensiveness, evasion, or unnecessary irritation?

Rewrite for clarity, evidence, and
professional tone.

YES

A\ 4

Is my response firm, fair, and evidence-based? Revise before resubmission.

— /e /A
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CJCE Editorial Judgment Guide

Should | trust this review?

[ Start editorial review check ]
v

Are the reviews specific enough to
support the decision?

Discount the review, request
clarification, or seek another

Do they identify concrete strengths and weaknesses, review.

or rely on vague assertions?

YES

\ 4

Are the recommendations proportionate to
the criticisms?

Override or recalibrate the
recommendation in light of the actual

Does a recommendation for rejection or major revision rest on criticisms.

substantive flaws rather than accumulated minor objections?

|
|

YES

\ 4

Have the reviewers evaluated the submitted
study, rather than an alternative study?

Treat scope-expanding demands as
optional advice or future work, not

Are these revisions needed to support the study, as written, or conditions for publication.

do they expand the scope of the work?

YES

A 4

Are citation requests justified?
Remove, redact, or disregard

Do any suggested citations appear self-serving, questionable citation requests.

excessive, or only marginally relevant?

YES

\ 4

Does any comment appear generic or
insufficiently grounded in the manuscript?

Discount the comment, intervene
directly, or replace the review if
Could this comment have been written by and LLM or by a needed.

careless human reviewer?

NO

v
Have the authors responded reasonably to
the substantive criticisms?

Do the authors explain the changes made to their manuscript

(what changed and why it was changed) to address the
reviewers’ comments?

YES

revision from the authors.

A 4

Do the authors clearly distinguish accepted
and declined reviewers’ requests?

Ask for a clearer response to the

Do the authors provide clear scientific reasons for why they do substantive points.

not accept some of the reviewers’ comments?

YES

\ 4

Am | critically considering review quality, not

merely counting recommendations? .
Pause and reassess the decision.

Am | making a decision based on many generic comments or
on a few, strongly justified ones?

YES

A\ 4

Is the final decision truly mine, based on the

quality of the reviews and responses? Reconsider before issuing a decision

Request further clarification or }
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YES

A 4

[ Issue editorial decision J
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