Paper Review Policy
.

All comments to/from the reviewers and all paper revisions except for a possible final revision after the paper has been accepted (should the paper be accepted) should follow the guidelines above. Where practicable all papers will be reviewed by a minimum of three separate reviewers.
1. Prior Publications Policy
Manuscripts that have been submitted simultaneously to other magazines, journals or to conferences, symposia, or workshops without the prior written consent of the Organizing Committee will be rejected outright and will not be reconsidered. Widely disseminated conference proceedings and newsletters are a form of publication, although they are usually only semi-archival and often not fully refereed. The papers must meet the organizing committee’s requirements for research articles.
2. Double-Blind Reviewing Policy

The following general guidelines, in keeping with ACM policy, will be applied to papers submitted to this workshop.

1.
The organizing committee reaffirms the general ACM policy that "the quality of a refereed publication rests primarily on the impartial judgment of their volunteer reviewers." 

2.
The organizing committee will continue to strive to ensure fairness in reviewing, even if that involves more work for the organizing committee organizing committee. 

3.
It is the organizing committee policy that every submission should be judged on its own merits. The identity and affiliation of the authors should not influence, either positively or negatively, the evaluation of submissions to the organizing committee. 

4.
In consideration of the above, the organizing committee will utilize double-blind reviewing, in which the identities of the reviewer and author are not made known to each other. 

5.
The organizing committee will continue to strive to make the submission process for authors as simple as possible. 

6.
The organizing committee will continue to strive to effect a comprehensive review of each submission. 

Note that this policy is not dependent on absolute or even relative blinding efficacy. The central and unambiguous message is that every submission should be judged solely on its own merits. This message applies even when reviewers know exactly who the authors are. 

3. Ensuring Anonymity 

To ensure anonymity of authorship, authors must blind their paper by performing the following simple alterations. 

· Authors' names and affiliations must not appear on the title page or elsewhere in the paper. 

· Funding sources(s) must not be acknowledged on the title page or elsewhere in the paper. 

· All personal acknowledgments should be omitted. Research group members or other colleagues or collaborators must not be acknowledged anywhere in the paper. There should also be no acknowledgment section in the paper. 
· Source file naming must also be done with care. It is strongly suggested that the submitted file be named as rcs_submission.pdf or rcs_submission.doc. 
· Authors should remove name and affiliation information from the "properties" of the authors document. 

4. Prior Published Work

Despite the anonymity requirements, the authors should still include relevant prior published work of the authors in the references as omitting them could potentially reveal the authors identity by negation. Prior published work is defined as any research paper that has been published and made available prior to submission to this workshop.
Care must be taken in referring to the authors prior published work. Reference the authors prior published work in the third person (just as the authors would any other piece of work that is related to the submitted paper). This allows the authors to set the context for the submitted paper, while at the same time preserving anonymity.  For example:
In previous work [Doe 1997, Smith 1998], algorithms were presented for ... We build on that work by ... 

5. Conflicts of Interest
As conflicts of interest between the author and reviewer are harder to detect in double-blind review, authors are required to submit a list of all such conflicts in their cover letter.  Specifically, the authors should list all people who are potential reviewers and who have a relationship with one of the authors involving the following. 

· Known family relationship as spouse, child, sibling, or parent. 

· Business or professional partnership. 

· Past or present association as thesis advisor or thesis student. 

· Collaboration on a project or on a book, article, report, or paper within the last 48 months. 

· Co-editing of a journal, compendium, or conference proceedings within the last 24 months. 

· Other relationship, such as close personal friendship, that the authors think might tend to affect the their judgment or be seen as doing so by a reasonable person familiar with the relationship. 

Please list these people under the appropriate categories

6. Well Known Systems

Papers on well-known or unique systems may be more difficult to blind. Blatant statements that could identify one of the authors be ambiguated. A common approach is to state that the developers of the system (which might well have been the authors of the submitted paper) made the system available to the authors of the submitted paper (which is strictly a true statement). For software, the developers might have shared the source code with the authors; for a hardware system, the developers might have made the system available for use by the authors.

7. Criteria for Publication

For a paper to be accepted it must meet four criteria: 

1.
Originality 

2.
Soundness of methodology 

3.
Importance to design researchers 

4.
Relevance to design practices
8. Acceptance/Rejection

A paper may be given any of the following ratings. Additional comments may also be provided by the reviewers to assist authors.

· Approved (suitable to publish as is), 

· Approved if modified (needs minor or moderate modification before considering for publication), 

· Resubmit for Review (needs more detail or more significant modification before being considered for publication),

· Disapproved (requires major modification before considering for publication). 

9. Review Timing
The organizing committee and the program committee/reviewers will endeavor to remain within the published time schedule in order to provide timely reviews to authors.
10. Confidentiality during Review 
Reviewers should treat the contents of the paper under review as strictly confidential, not to be disclosed to others prior to publication. A reviewer should not use or share with others material from a paper he/she has reviewed. Nor should a reviewer distribute copies of a paper under review, unless it has been made public.

11. Conflicts identified by Reviewers
Reviewers are requested to inform the organizing committee of any conflicts of interest in reviewing a paper. Such conflicts of interest can occur if the reviewer is asked to referee a paper written by a colleague of the same organization, former or current student, former advisor, or closely-related person. Another type of conflict occurs, for example, when the reviewer is a direct competitor of the author of the paper for a grant. If the conflict is severe, the reviewer should recuse himself/herself. While the application of double blind review should reduce the possibility of conflict, should any reviewer become aware of any conflict he/she is obliged to make this known to the organizing committee.

12. Cover Letter
The submission should include a cover letter that is separate from the paper. Include in the cover letter the following information. 

· A list of all authors of the submitted paper 

· Full information on each anonymous citation 

· Conflict of interest information, with names in the listed six categories 

· Author statements on the prior publication policy 

This cover letter can be short.  The cover letter will be seen by the organizing committee but not by the reviewers. 
13. Appeals
If an author has concerns about how their paper was handled, that author should first bring those concerns to the workshop representative as indicated in the website. In almost all cases, any misunderstanding will be able to be resolved then. If the concern is not addressed, the author can ask for the processing of the paper to be referred to another member of the organizing committee. This is the representative’s decision. Should the representative decide not to turn over the processing of the paper, the organizing committee decision will stand. Otherwise, the alternate organizing committee member will reexamine the materials, and make the final organizing committee decision.

14. Notes for Reviewers
All reviewers are reminded that they should adhere to the following general guidelines in addition to the previously mentioned guidelines.
1. Reviewers must check that the paper attached to the email matches the Paper Title and Paper number allocated to the authors. 

2. Select the description which indicates the your professional experience and knowledge in evaluating this paper - well qualified, moderately qualified, or minimally qualified. 

3. Carefully examine the paper to determine if you (the reviewer) saw the content of this paper elsewhere, and make it clear where this paper was previously seen. 

4. In the 'Judgment Basis/Score' table, consider each judgment basis carefully, and choose the score for each of the criteria. 

5. Based on the scores the authors chose above, rate the paper. Decide whether the paper is:
· Approved (suitable to publish as is), 

· Approved if modified (needs minor or moderate modification before considering for publication), 

· Resubmit for Review (needs more detail or more significant modification before being considered for publication),

· Disapproved (requires major modification before considering for publication). 

6. If the authors have chosen 'Approved if modified', ‘Resubmit for Review’ or 'Disapproved', the authors are required to fill out the “Comments to the Authors” section. Please use this section to indicate what changes would be necessary for the paper to become suitable for publication. “Additional Comments to the Organizing Committee” section may include any additional comments which should not be forwarded to the authors. Reviewers will be sent any revised papers for final Judgment Basis Scoring.

7. Comments may be as long and/or complex as required in order to provide the maximum guidance to authors.  Comments should be constructive, polite and always carried out in a professional manner.

8. Either comments section may be filled out if the reviewer chooses ‘Approved’ and wish to make additional comments with regard to the paper, e.g. it was particularly strong in one area, etc. 

� 	This policy has been created from ACM standard review policy and the guidelines of many good conferences.





