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Title: ______________________________
Authors: ______________________________
Name of reviewer: ______________________________
Evaluation items:
1) Relevance: 1-10: ___,  Please explain your rating: ______________________________
What is the relevance of this work to a CS audience? 
        1: Not relevant
        4: Moderately relevant
        7: Relevant to researchers in subarea only
        10: Relevant to general CS

2) Significance: 1-10: ___, Please explain your rating: ______________________________
Are the results that were presented important? Are other people (practitioners or researchers) likely to use these ideas or build on them? Does the proposed work address a difficult problem in a better way than previous research? Does it promise to advance the state of the art in a demonstrable way? Does it provide unique data, unique conclusions on existing data, or a unique theoretical or pragmatic approach? 
        1: Not significant
        4: Moderately significant
        7: Significant
        10: Highly significant

3) Novelty: 1-10: ____, Please explain your rating: ______________________________
Are the problems or approaches novel? Is this a novel combination of familiar techniques? Is it clear how this work differs from previous contributions? Is related work adequately referenced? 
        1: Not novel
        4: Moderately novel
        7: Novel
        10: Novel and innovative; will open up new areas of research

4) Soundness of Approach: 1-10: ___, Please explain your rating: ______________________________
Is the chosen approach sound as evidenced by the experiment or prototype design and its stated purpose? 
        1: Not sound – (insufficient or inappropriate approach to test hypothesis)
        4: Moderately sound – (some gaps or errors that should be fixed)
        7: Mostly sound -- (few gaps or errors that can easily be overcome)
        10: Very sound (great plan, cannot identify any gaps or inconsistencies in approach)

5) Quality of Evaluation: 1-10: ___, Please explain your rating: ______________________________
Were the results evaluated in a concise and systematic manner? This means structured, complete, and clear evaluation regarding results and their alignment with the presenter’s hypothesis.
        1: No evaluation of results given
        4: Moderate evaluation – (an attempt was made to interpret results, but is incomplete)
        7: Fairly concise evaluation – (evaluation is good with some additional evaluation needed)
        10: Very concise evaluation – (clear and rigorous evaluation provided)

6) Clarity: 1-10: ___, Please explain your rating: ______________________________
Was the presentation clear? Was it well-organized? 
        1: Poor
        4: Satisfactory
        7: Good
        10: Excellent
7) Overall evaluation: 1-10: ___, Please explain your rating: ______________________________
        1: Poor
        4: Satisfactory
        7: Good
        10: Excellent
Reviewers Confidence
Confidence Score: 1-10: ____
Explanation of Confidence Score Values:
1: The reviewer's evaluation is an educated guess and it is quite likely that the reviewer did not understand central parts of the presentation. Either the presentation is not in the reviewer's area, or it was extremely difficult to understand.
4: The reviewer is fairly confident that the evaluation is correct. It is possible that the reviewer did not understand certain parts of the presentation, or that the reviewer was unfamiliar with a piece of relevant literature. 
7: The reviewer is confident but not absolutely certain that the evaluation is correct. It is unlikely but conceivable that the reviewer did not understand certain parts of the presentation, or that the reviewer was unfamiliar with a piece of relevant literature.
10: The reviewer is absolutely certain that the evaluation is correct and very familiar with the relevant literature.
Written feedback to Author
List some reasons for accepting the paper.


___________________________________________________________________________

List some reasons for not accepting the paper:


___________________________________________________________________________



