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	Criteria 
(weight)
	5
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	1 
Needs Improv.
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Score (Weighted)

	Abstract
(x1)
	Concise summary of the paper with details and precise results in a single paragraph. Captures interest.
	Summarizes the paper, but missing important parts or details.
	Vague
	

	Introduction (x1)
	First section clearly describes the problem, explicitly answering 3 questions in detail (several paragraphs): (1) Why is the problem interesting? (Why do we care? What is the context?) (2) Why is it challenging to solve? (3) What is one interesting thing about your proposed solution? Also sets the scope of the problem - what are the expected inputs and outputs. Includes and discusses (citing as Figure 1) at least one relevant, interesting photo to capture the reader and to clearly demonstrate an important point from the introduction.
	Answers the 3 questions, but with less detail, ignores one of the questions, or omits the photo.
	Document briefly introduces the problem without addressing the questions.
	

	Feature 
extraction
(x4)

	Correctly calculates features. Document describes 7x7 grid with how leftover pixels were handled (with an example image) (1). Includes and refs ICME paper (1). Gives LST fomulas (1). Gives LST ranges of means (0.5). Explains how SVMs work. (1.5) Some form of standardization(normalization) is used to weight features equally and tells which form of standardization was chosen (0-1 or zero-mean/unit variance. (0.5) Another could replicate your work from the detail given. 
	Minor error in calculations that does not appear to impact classification accuracy greatly, or details missing in report.
	Error that causes substantial errors in classification, or vague description in report.
	

	SVM 
classification (x3)
	Clear evidence in report of much experimenting with SVM hyperparameters. Evidence (a table or figure) that the hyperparameters chosen for the final classification are optimal (or reasonably close) with respect to both the validation accuracy and the number of support vectors.
	Showed accuracy and number of support vectors for a few select combinations of optimal hyperparameters with little evidence shown that they are the best.
	Chose parameters or kernel without providing evidence that they are better than others.
	

	Experimental setup & 
results 
(x4)
	Includes description of experimental setup (source of images, number in each set, and approximate resolution). Final results on the test set shown as accuracy on it and as TPR vs FPR in an ROC curve. Enough details so your work could be replicated.
	Missing some details. Like ROC curve missing.
	Vague or incomplete
	

	Discussion 
(x4)
	Includes simplifying assumptions made. Includes intelligent evaluation of your system’s performance: success & failure images each shown and discussed, with numerical distances to boundary, for one close to boundary and one far from boundary in each category (TP, FP, TN, FN). Next steps to take, given more time, both in the short- (2-3 weeks) and long-term (up to a year). 
	Same, but details missing like if little future work or SVM distances not considered.
	Document doesn’t document clear thoughts about results and future work.
	

	Writing mech. and proofing (x1)
	Document is free of typos and errors in writing mechanics: spelling, grammar and punctuation.
	Document has a small number of such errors (e.g., 4-6).
	Document has many such errors.
	

	Professional writing style (x1)
	Writing is professional, clear and unambiguous, without exaggeration, and not unnecessarily wordy. Informal expressions and slang (e.g., “a lot”, second-person “you”) not used. Passive voice not abused.
	Writing is mostly clear and unambiguous. Easy to read, but occasional instances of informal writing.
	Writing is informal or unprofessional enough to be distracting.
	

	Aesthetics and organization (x1)
	Organized & formatted like a conference paper. All figures, tables, and equations are numbered, large enough and colors clear enough to read easily, and referenced by number in the text. Spacing consistent. No headers at bottom of page, no tables split across columns or pages.
	Mostly aesthetically-pleasing, but has minor problems.
	Document looks sloppy or blatant errors showing it was not proofread.
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