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PeLeH3upare
Hay4YHUX paaoBsa

TTocTynak peueHsuje paaa

m AyTOpU Wasby paa Yaconucy uam
KOHepeHLU ju
= Oppelyyje ce 2-5 peLieH3seHaTa Koju
peLieH3upajy paa, Hanuly OABOjeHe U3BellTaje
KOjU Ce Wasby ayTOpUmMa y3 OasyKy, Hnp.
npUXBaTUTU 6e3 u3meHa
NPUXBATUTU Y3 Matbe U3MeHe, Kao LWTO je HaBeaeHo
HyXHe Cy 3HaudjHe usmeHe paaa
paa Huje npuxsatrbue (046U jeH)
= OanyKy AOHOCU YpeaHUK Yaconuca nunm
npenceaasajyfiv KoHpepeHUU je




"
TTocTynak peleHsuje paaa

= AKO paj HUje HenpuxBaTsbUB, 04 ayTOpa Ce 3aXTeBa
Aa ra npepade y CKNagy ca 3aXTeBUMA peLieH3eHaTa u
MOHOBO ra mowasby

3a Yaconuce ce 3axXTeea Aa ce TAKCATUBHO HaGpoje UsMeHe n
TO NO CBAKOM NUTakY KOje CYy peLieH3eHTU NoCTasmnmn

paa ce NOHOBO LASbe Ha peLieHsunjy
m Lleo npouec moxe aa Tpaje meceumma
= Kaa ce paa npuxsatu, OHAG Ce POPMATUPA Y CKNaay
€a POpMaTOM 13AABAYA YaconUca
ayTOpV Camu (POPMATUPAjy PAA 3G KOH(epeHuuje
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"
TTpuxsaheHu paa

= Yysa ce y 6a3u paaosa 13aasaya
eneKTPOHCKa Bep3uja, a cee pefje WramnaHu 06nmk
m TTocToje cneuujanusosaHe Konekumje Koje

cakynrbajy 6ubnuorpagcke NoAaTKe 04 pasHUX
usaasava

AOAGJY ce [oAaTtHu meta-noaaum
nosesueare Ha Lieo TeKCT paaa Koa usaasava

"
Mogaen npuctuna paaosmma

m TTpeTnnata Ha Yaconuce, 360pHUKe
umtaouu nnahajy npuctyn

m OTBOpeH NpuUcTyn
ayTopu nnahajy 3a o6jassbusarbe




—
Konekuuje 3HauajHe 3a
WUHPOPMATUKY

Citeseer Digital library of 750k freely available papers in
computer and information science
http://citeseer.ist.psu.edu

Google General internet search engine
http://www.google.co.uk

Google Scholar Searches scholarly literature on the web.
http://scholar.google.con

Scirus Searches journals (ScienceDirect) and web re-

sources
http://www.scirus.com/
Windows Live Search Academic search engine - search academic jour-
Academic nals and content for article titles, author names,
article abstracts, and conference proceedings.
http://academic.live.com/
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——— vacrasax
Konekuuje 3HauajHe 3a
WUH(OPMATUKY

m ACM Digital Library: ACM journals and
conference proceedings

http://portal.acm.org

m TEEE Xplore: TEEE journals, conference
proceedings, and books
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org

m SpringerLink: Springer journals, conference
proceedings, and books
http://www.springerlink

N
PeueH3uparbe panosa

m PeueHsuparbe
OlieHa oA CTpaHe Konera u3 aate obnactu (peer
review)
npoLec KpUTUUKOT UCMIUTUBAHA HaYUHUX
pe3ynTaTta, uAeja U peanusaunje oa CTaHe OHUX
KOjU Cy eKcnepTu y UCTOj UnK CNIUYHOj obnacTu.
3a CBaKy 06NACTY je HEONXOAHO UMATU .
UCTPAXUBAYKY 3ajesHULly" - CKyn excnepara Koju
WUMGJY UCKYCTBO U KBASIMPUKOBAHU Cy AG OAPGAE
He3aBUCHY U 06jeKTUBHY peLieH3ujy.
He rapaHTyje Aa Hehie 6UTY rpeluaka 'y paaoBUMa



http://portal.acm.org/
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/
http://www.springerlink/

"
Peer review

m Peer review (also known as refereeing) is the process of
subjecting an author's scholarly work, research, or ideas
to the scrutiny of others who are experts in the same
field. Peer review requires a community of expertsina
given (and often narrowly defined) field, who are qualified
and able to Ferfor‘m impartial review. Impartial review,
especially of work in less narrowly defined or inter-
disciplinary fields, may be difficult o accomplish; and the
sighificance (good or bad) of an idea may never be widely
appreciated among its contemporaries.

m Although generally considered essential to academic
quality; and used ih most important scientific publications,
peer review has been criticized as ineffective, slow, and
mispnd)ersfood (see anonymous peer review and open peer
review).
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"
OueruBarbe paaosa

m PelieH3uparbe je 0UnrfieaHO COLMjasTHa GKTUBHOCT

Y MarUM 30jeSHULIAGMA, YeCTO pelieH3npaTe paaose CBOjUX
NO3HaHUKa

BULWeCcTpyKe pelieH3unje (2-5 peLieHseHara)

= Tunosu peleHsunja
AHOHVUMHE - UAEHTUTET peLieH3eHTa HUje NO3HaT ayTopuma

[lynno-ckpuseHe - MAGHTUTET ayTOpa HUje No3Hat
peLieH3eHTUMa, a HU 06pHYTO

OTBOpeHe pelieH3uje - CBU UAGHTUTETU Cy NO3HATU

" JEE
Ouerumsarbe paaosa - NUTakbA

m What is the main topic of the article?
m Is the topic of the paper sufficiently
interesting (for you personally or in general)?

m What was/were the main issue(s) the author
said they want to discuss?

= Why did the author claim it was important?

= How does the work build on other’s work, in
the author's opinion?
Did the author miss important earlier work?



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scholarly_method
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Idea
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Expert
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peer_review
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anonymous_peer_review
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Open_peer_review
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Open_peer_review

. HacTagak
OueruBarbe pafosa - NUTAHA

m Are the evaluation methods adequate?
m Are the theorems and proofs correct?

m What simplifying assumptions does the author
claim to be making?

m Are arguments convincing?

m Does the author mention directions for
future research that interest you?
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TTpumep - peueHsuje 3a
JeaHy KoHgepeHUu jy

—
PeLeH3upatbe 3a KOHpepeHuM je

m PasHe BpcTe KOHpepeHUU ja
BPJ10 jake KOH@epeHUUje (HMNp. FoAULLbU CaCTaHLM
NPOQECUOHATTHUX YAPYXKerba)
= npuxsara ce 10-20% npujasrbeHux paaosa
= 0AroBapa pagy y Yaconucy
nobpe KoHgepeHLUU je
CKUMNO3UjyMU
npogpUTAcHULE




—
TTpumep - nobpa KoHPepeHuU ja

mAPPROPRIATENESS
mORIGINALITY/INNOVATIVENESS
sSOUNDNESS/CORRECTNESS
sMEANINGFUL COMPARISON
nSUBSTANCE

sIMPACT OF IDEAS OR RESULTS
mREPLICABILITY

sIMPACT OF RESOURCES
uCLARITY

=RECOMMENDATION
mREVIEWER CONFIDENCE
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—
TTpumep - APPROPRIATENESS

Does the paper fit in ACL 2010? Please answer this
question in light of the desire to broaden the scope of
the research areas represented at ACL.

5: Certainly.

4: Probably.

3: Unsure.

2: Probably not.
1: Certainly not.

TTpumep - ORIGINALITY

Does this paper break new ground in topic, methodology, or
content? How exciting and innovative is the research it describes?

5 = Seminal: Significant new analysis or insight -- no prior research

has attemptedsomething similar.

4 = Creative: An infriguing analysis that is substantially dif ferent

from previous research.

3 = Respectable: A nice research contribution that represents a

significant extension of prior analyses or approaches.

2 = Pedestrian: Obvious, or a minor extension o existing work.

lb: Significant portions have actually been done before or done
etter.




TTpumep - CORRECTNESS

First, is the anul¥sis sound and the method of analysis well-chosen?
Second, can one trust the claims of the paper -- are they
supported bz the analysis and are the results correctly
inferpreted?

5 = The analysis is very apt, and the claims are convincingly
supported.

4 = Generally solid work, although there are some aspects of the
analysis that I am not sure about.

3 = Fairly reasonable work. The analysis is not bad, and at least the
main claims are probab|¥ correct, but I am not entirely ready to
accept them (based on The material in the paper).

2 = Troublesome. There are some ideas worth salvaging here, but
the analysis should really have been done differently.

1= Fatally flawed.
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TTpumep - COMPARISON

Does the author make clear where the analysis sits with respect to
existing literature? Are the references adequate?

5 = Precise and complete comparison with related work. Good job
given the space constraints.

4 = Mostly solid bibliography and comparison, but there are some
references missing.

3 = Bibliography and comparison are somewhat helpful, but it could
be hard for a reader to determine exactly how this work relates to
previous work.

2 = Only partial awareness and understanding of related work, or a
flawed comparison.

1= Little awareness of related work, or lacks necessary comparison.

20

TTpumep - SUBSTANCE

Does this paper have enough substance, or would it benefit from
further work? Note that this question mainly concerns the amount
of work; its quality is evaluated in other categories.

5 = Contains more ideas and analysis than most publications in this
conference; goes the extra mile.

4 = Represents an appropriate amount of work for a publication in
this conference.

3 = Leaves open one or two natural questions that should have been
pursued within the paper.

2 = Work in ?rogress. There are some good ideas, but perhaps not
enough substance in the paper yet.

1= Seems thin. Not enough ideas here for a full-length paper.
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TTpumep - IMPACT

How significant is the work described? If the ideas are novel, will
they also be useful or inspirational? If the analysis is sound, is it
also important? Does the paper bring new insights?

5 = Will affect the field by altering other people's choice of
research topics or basic approach.

4 = Some of the ideas or analysis will substantially help other
people's ongoing research.

3 = Interesting but not too influential. The work will be cited, but
mainly for comparison or as a source of minor contributions.

2 = Marginally interesting. May or may not be cited.

1= Will have no impact on the field.

22
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TTpumep - REPLICABILITY

Will members of the ACL community be able to reproduce or verify
the analysis presented in the paper? Members of the ACL
community:

5 = could easily reproduce the analysis.

4 = could mostly reproduce the analysis, but there may be some
variation because of minor variations in their interpretation of the
protocol or method.

3 = could reproduce the analysis with some dif ficulty.

2 = would be hard pressed to reproduce the analysis. The .
contribution depends on data that are simply not available outside
the author's institution or consortium; not enough details are
provided.

1= c;uld not reproduce the analysis here no matter how hard they
tried.
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TTpumep - CLARITY

For the reasonably well-prepared reader, is it clear
what analysis has been performed and why? Is the
paper well-written and well-structured?

5 = Very clear.
4 = Understandable by most readers.
3 = Mostly understandable to me with some effort.

2 = Important questions were hard to resolve even with
effort.

1= Much of the paper is confusing.
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S
TTpumep - RECOMMENDATION

There are many good submissions competing for slots at
ACL 2010; how important is it to feature this one? Will
people learn a lot by reading this paper or seeing it
presented? In deciding on your ultimate
recommendation, please think over all your scores above.
But remember that no paper is perfect, and remember
that we want a conference full of interesting, diverse,
and timely work. If a paper has some weaknesses, but
you really got a lot out of it, feel free to fight for it. If
a paper is Solid but you could live without it let us know
that you're ambivalent. Remember also that the author
has a few weeks to address reviewer comments before
the camera-ready deadline. Should the paper be
accepted or rejected?

25
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E—
TTpumep - RECOMMENDATION

6 = Exciting: I'd fight to get it acceﬁ‘red,‘ probably
would be one of the best papers at the conference.

5 = Strong: I'd like to see it accepted; it will be one of
the better papers at the conference.

4 = Worthy: A %ood paper that is worthy of being
presented at ACL.

3 = Ambivalent: OK but does not seem up to the
standards of ACL.

2 = Leaning against: I'd rather not see it in the
conference.

1=Poor: I'd fight o have it rejected.
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—
REVIEWER CONFIDENCE (1-5)

5 = Positive that my evaluation is correct. I read the paper very
carefully and am familiar with related work.

4 = Quite sure. I tried to check the important points carefully. It's
unlikely, though conceivable, that I missed something that should
affect my rafings.

3 = Pretty sure, but there's a chance I missed something. Although
T have a good feel for this area in general, I did not carefully check
the paper's details, e.g., the math,'experimental design, or novelty.
2 = Willing to defend my evaluation, but it is fairly likely that T
missed some details, didn't understand some central points, or
can't be sure about the novelty of the work.

1= Not my area, or paper is very hard to understand. My evaluation
is just an educated guess.
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0
Detailed Comments

m Please supply detailed comments to back up your
rankings. These comments will be forwarded to the
authors of the paper. The comments will help the
committee decide the outcome of the paper, and will
help justify this decision for the authors. Moreover,
if the paper is accepted, the comments should guide
the authors in making revisions for a final manuscript.
Hence, the more detailed you make your comments,
the more useful your review will be - both for the
committee and for the authors.

28
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E—
Confidential Comments for
Committee

You may wish to withhold some comments from the
authors, and include them solely for the committee's
internal use. For example, you may want to express a
very strong (negative) opinion on the paper, which might
offend the authors in some way. Or, perhaps you wish to
write something which would expose your identity to the
authors. If you wish o share comments of this nature
with the committee, this is the place o put them.
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