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Introduction

A crucial part of the IEEE"s mission is to provide high quality technical information. The
PSES Conferences Committee has developed the following formal anonymous peer
review process to ensure the high quality of the technical material presented at PSES
Events.

Peer review is the evaluation of scientific, academic, or professional work by others
working in the same field. Practitioners working in the field should consider the
opportunity to act as a referee an important part of their practice; the act of publication is
an important contribution to the field, and the act of refereeing papers for publication is
one way to “pay-back” the time and effort others will give the papers written by the
practitioner.

The review process is done openly so that authors may benefit from reviewers’
comments. The review process is double blind, so the identity of both the author and the
reviewer is kept anonymous.

As a volunteer referee, you will make a major contribution to our field of engineering in
at least two ways, first by ensuring that PSES publishes quality papers that will
contribute to our field of practice, and second, by assisting your colleagues in improving
their writing. This is a significant responsibility, and one that is vital to the success of our
Symposia and our Society. Thank you!

Definitions
Editorial Board — Group of people lead by the Editorial Board Chair, responsible for the
peer review of manuscripts submitted to a conference or to a publication for review.

Editorial Board Chair — Person responsible for organizing and leading the efforts of the
Editorial Board.

Peer Review — Review process for manuscripts submitted to a conference or a
publication to ensure the quality of the manuscript. Peer review is conducted by
practitioners in the field of study or practice related to the subject of the manuscript.
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Referee — Person selected by the Editorial Board Chair to review and report on the
quality of a manuscript.

Technical Program Committee (TPC) — Committee responsible for the overall technical
program of a conference or event. The Technical Program includes paper
presentations, presentations, discussions, panels, tutorials and workshops.

Technical Program Committee Chair — Person responsible for organizing and leading
the Technical Program Committee.

TPC Structure

This organizational chart shows the general organization of the Technical Program
Committee. Note that only one track is shown in the diagram. The Technical Program
Committee Chair in consultation with the Editorial Board Chair and the Track Chairs in
consultation with the VP Technical Activities and the Technical Committee Chairs
decide how many tracks and what topic areas will be highlighted for each Symposium.
Each track can have as few as two reviewers up to any practical maximum decided by
the TPC Chair and the Track Chair. Questions or concerns should be raised with your
Track Chair, or taken to the Editorial Review Board for clarification.
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!

Technical Program
Committee Chair

VP Technical Editorial Board
Activities Chair
l Referee
Technical
Committee
l Referee
Track
Chair
Referee
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Figure 1 - Technical Program Committee Structure
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The Purpose of Peer Review

Peer review is used by academic and scientific organizations to ensure quality
contributions to the body of knowledge, and to ensure that plagiarism is controlled. The
peer review process can be though of as a quality control process. The overall quality of
the paper, including the spelling and grammar, and the technical basis for the work as
evidenced by the works referenced in the paper, the methodology used, the results
obtained, and the conclusions drawn from the work are all considered as part of this
process.

Proper referencing is very important in formal scientific writing, for a number of reasons:

1) Plagiarism is a serious ethical breach. Properly citing and referencing your work
can prevent any issues with plagiarism.

2) Authors are expected to know the literature related to their work, and to provide
thorough reference lists as part of their writing. Failure to provide adequate depth
and breadth in the reference list may show that the author has not done enough
research to back their work.

3) The frequency of citation for a paper is an indicator of the quality of that paper.
The more frequently cited a paper is, the more credibility it is given by other
authors and researchers working in the same field.

When you search academic databases for source materials for your work, they will often
be ranked by frequency of citation. This is an indication of the quality of the work and
could be considered to be a second level of peer review, since other authors will not cite
poor or inaccurate work.

Why we use a “Double Blind” Process

The process we use is called an “anonymous peer review” because the names of the
reviewers and the authors are withheld to help eliminate bias in the review. Since
reviewers are required to act as independent, objective referees of the content, using a
double-blind method allows the reviewers the freedom to be critical of an author’s work
without concern for any potential repercussions. The EDAS system automatically
prevents conflicts of interest based on your profile, so you will not normally be asked to
review a paper written by a co-worker as long as you have been forthcoming in
completing your profile in the system. If you find yourself asked to review a paper that
you have contributed to in any way, it is your responsibility to notify the Editorial Board
Chair of the conflict of interest, and to return the paper without reviewing it.
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Confidentiality

Information contained in a manuscript under review is confidential and shall not be
shared with others, nor shall reviewers use non-public information contained in a
manuscript to advance their own research or financial interests. Use of unpublished
information obtained through peer review activities constitutes a severe breach of
professional ethics. This includes rejected papers.

Following publication, reviewers may contact authors to discuss the use of the material
where it holds interest for the reviewer.

If a breach of confidentiality is suspected, the Technical Program Committee Chair will
conduct an investigation into the allegations. Breaches in confidentiality will be reported
to the author of the paper, to the IEEE and to any other parties that may be affected by
the breach.

General Review Process

Role of the Referee

Referees act as advisors to the Editorial Board Chair, and are members of the Editorial
Board. Referees are expected to express an opinion on the merits and probability of
correctness of the results, and the quality of the presentation in the manuscript [36].

Referees hold considerable power and can severely damage the self-esteem and the
career of authors through a series of poor review reports. Referees are expected to
bring objectivity, fairness, speed, professionalism, confidentiality, honesty and courtesy
to the task.

Becoming a Referee

There are two ways to become a referee: By volunteering and by invitation. If you wish
to volunteer, you must contact the Editorial Board Chair and provide your credentials
and your areas of interest. If you are invited, you will receive an email invitation through
the EDAS system from the TPC.

Selection of Referees

The Editorial Board Chair, with the support of the Technical Program Committee Chair,
the Track Chairs and the Technical Activities Committee Chair, select reviewers.
Referees are selected for their overall qualifications in the field, their objectivity
regarding a particular manuscript, and for their specific knowledge in the subject area.
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The Editorial Board Chair maintains a list of the available referees, assigning them to
event tracks as appropriate for their qualifications.

Referee Assignments

Track Chairs supervise referees. It is the Track Chair’s responsibility to ensure that
reviews are completed on schedule and that the Referee Reports are returned to the
Editorial Board Chair. Some cross assignments will be made to ensure that papers are
written clearly enough to be understandable for readers not involved in the specific area
of practice.

The Review

The overall process flow is shown in Error! Reference source not found.. Reviews
should be prompt and thorough. At least two and preferably three referees competent in
the subject matter will review each manuscript submitted for publication.

Reviews will be conducted using the appropriate Review Report Rubric (see
appendices), along with a summary of the paper and any comments that the referee
wants kept confidential from the Editor. Additionally, separate pages can be attached
with comments and guidance for the author, if there is not enough space on the rubric.
Reports are returned to the Editorial Board Chair. The Editorial Board Chair and / or the
TPC Chair will make the final determination to publish or reject each manuscript based
on referee reports.

Review Rubrics may be returned to authors by the Editor, along with the comments and
guidance for the author from the referees.

Three potential results exist for each manuscript:
1. Accept — The manuscript will be published following presentation.

2. Accept with Revisions — Comments regarding needed revisions are returned to
the author(s). The author(s) can then revise and resubmit or withdraw the
manuscript.

3. Reject — The manuscript will not be published through PSES.
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Authors of papers “Accepted with Changes” will receive feedback from the referees on
recommended changes to improve the quality of the paper. If the author chooses not to
make changes, then these papers are rejected.

The Technical Committee's decision is always based on all the reviews received, but
mixed reviews present the need for the exercise of editorial judgment. The final decision
for acceptance or rejection lies with the Editorial Review Chair. The review process shall
ensure that all authors have equal opportunity for publication of their papers.

Review Guide

Papers are managed via the web-based EDAS (Editors Assistance) system. Instructions
for setting up an account and using EDAS are found in the EDAS Author’s Instructions,
http://edas.info/doc/authors.html.

The rest of these guidelines assume that you have an active EDAS account and are
familiar with using the EDAS system.

1. Submit your Reviewer Competency Inventory to the Editorial Board Chair.

2. Update the conflict of interest portion of your profile.

3. You will be assigned abstracts and / or papers for review via the EDAS system
by the Editorial Board Chair. Notification of assignment will be done by email.
Make sure to accept your invitations!

How to Review a Manuscript

Professionalism is very important. Remember that you are obligated by the IEEE Code
of Ethics [1] to act in a way that is respectful and supportive of your colleagues, and this
includes those who are not IEEE members. Peer review is a key part of academic and
scientific work, and extends to practicing engineers, technologists and technicians who
choose to publish. Becoming a referee shows your commitment to your colleagues and
your profession, and has the side benefit of improving your own writing skills.

Referees are selected primarily for their technical expertise. The Technical Program
Committee expects referees to focus on the technical content of the manuscripts they
review. Editorial work on grammar, spelling, typographical errors and the like are the
responsibility of the Editorial Board Chair. Referees can and should make notes on the
quality of the writing as a guide to the editor, but the focus must remain on the quality of
the technical content. Tearing apart another’s work can be relatively easy, but much
harder is provision of respectful and helpful suggestions. Consider the kinds of
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comments you would hope to receive from colleagues reading your work, and provide
constructive criticism of the technical content of the manuscript.

Suggested Review Flow

* Read the paper through without making notes to get a feel for the work.
* Re-read the work, making notes of key points, conclusions, and problems.

e Summarize the work in a paragraph or two. Make sure that you have included the
key points and conclusions.

* Use the scoring rubric to score the work and provide a recommendation to the
Editorial Board Chair.

* Within a short period of time, one or two weeks at most, and not later than the
latest submission date shown in EDAS, complete the assignments and submit
your comments using the EDAS system forms.

The rubric provided in the appendix is provided as a minimum guideline. The more
specific you can be in your comments, the more useful your review will be to the Editor
and the authors.

Some "Do's" and "Don’ts" of Peer Reviews [2]
Do:

1. treat authors with courtesy and respect.
2. comment on the performance, don’t comment on the person.

3. focus on how the argument is supported (or not), don’t comment on whether you
agree or disagree with it.

4. aim for balance and completeness in pointing out strengths and problem areas.
5. comment on specific examples of strengths and problem areas.

6. aim to help the writer see how to improve future work as well as the current draft.
7. look for format problems. Refer to the IEEE format guide as a reference.

8. look for excessive reproduction of other works. i.e. Copying 14 pages of
regulatory text into the document is not acceptable and constitutes plagiarism.
Copying a paragraph or two of the regulations, and then expanding upon or
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explaining them is acceptable, as long as the quotation is properly cited. For
more information on plagiarism, see the IEEE Plagiarism Office:
http://www.ieee.org/publications_standards/publications/rights/plagiarism_FAQ.ht
ml

Don’t:
9. use snippy marginal comments such as "So what?" or "What's your point?"

10.get into debates over unresolvable questions of individual value and belief (for
example, questions relating to religion, gun control, or abortion).

11.argue with the writer. Raise objections or ask for explanations only to clarify and
suggest ways of strengthening the argument.

12.confine your comments to mechanical details such as spelling and grammar, do
your best to comment on issues of spelling and grammar that affect the quality
and clarity of the thesis or argument.

13. make vague, global comments.
14.rewrite for the writer.

Review Criteria

PSES accepts seven different types of technical material for publication or presentation.
These include:

1) Newsletter articles and letters
2) Research papers

3) Survey papers

4) Historical papers

5) Technical Presentations

6) Poster Presentations

7) Tutorials / workshops

Some authors suggest an alternate taxonomy for scientific papers [36], equally valid to
the approach taken by PSES. Review reports are found in the Appendix to this
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Guideline. Throughout the descriptions, the word “author” should be read to include one
or more authors.

Newsletter articles / letters

Newsletter articles and letters are reviewed by the newsletter Editor in Chief based on
publication criteria developed over the life of the newsletter. Peer reviewers are not
generally involved with newsletter publication.

Research manuscripts

The key points for the review of a research manuscript include [3]:

* Newness. How new is the material included in the paper? Has the author
included enough information to permit replication of the research by others? Is
there enough material to warrant a full paper, or should it be condensed into a
note or a letter?

* Bibliography. Has the author provided a comprehensive bibliography of relevant
sources? Does the bibliography include historical and current sources? Is every
source referenced also cited in the manuscript?

* Reliability of methods. Do the methods described support the conclusions
drawn by the authors?

* Internal Contradictions. Are the author’s arguments consistent? Does the data
support the arguments? Are the computations correct?

* lllustrations and tables: Do the illustrations show what the text claims they
show? Do tables clear or confusing? Is there a good balance of text, illustrations,
and tables? Are there duplications in the text and tables? Would material in the
text be better represented in a table?

» Clarity. Is the paper written clearly? Could someone not directly involved in the
specialty follow the material?

» Validity of the logic. Are there defects in the reasoning used by the author?

* Alternate interpretations. Are there alternative explanations that could be
drawn from the data?

* Loopholes. Are there loopholes in the observations? If there are, is closing them
i) essential, ii) desirable, iii) interesting?

10
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* Forbidden topics. There are two aspects of the material that are considered to
be “forbidden topics” for review. These topics have no relevance to the
acceptance or rejection of the manuscript: i) experimental design, and ii) scope or
goal. These topics are solely the realm of the author in deciding on their research
and the approach they chose to take. No commentary on these topics will be
accepted.

Survey manuscripts

Survey manuscripts cover the results of a number of previous works, providing an
overview of a topic. These papers are often called “meta studies”. Conclusions are
drawn from analysis of the results of the pre-existing works. Survey manuscripts are
also used when the topic involves the review of regulations or standards and the impact
of these documents. Survey manuscripts should be reviewed using Review Report 2.

The key points for the review of a survey manuscript include [3]:

* Currency. How current is the material surveyed? Are their new sources that the
author has not referenced in the manuscript?

* Bibliography. Has the author provided a comprehensive bibliography of relevant
sources? Have both current and historical sources been used? Is every source
referenced also cited in the manuscript?

* Reliability of methods. Do the methods described support the conclusions
drawn by the authors?

* Internal Contradictions. Are the author’s arguments consistent? Does the data
support the arguments? Are the computations correct?

* lllustrations and tables: Do the illustrations show what the text claims they
show? Do tables clear or confusing? Is there a good balance of text, illustrations,
and tables? Are there duplications in the text and tables? Would material in the
text be better represented in a table?

» Clarity. Is the paper written clearly? Could someone not directly involved in the
specialty follow the material?

» Validity of the logic. Are there defects in the reasoning used by the author?

* Alternate interpretations. Are there alternative explanations that could be
drawn from the data?

11
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* Loopholes. Are there loopholes in the observations? If there are, is closing them
i) essential, ii) desirable, iii) interesting?

Historical manuscripts

Historical manuscripts discuss the history of some aspect of the field, e.g., development
of particular requirements or test methods, materials or constructions. Conclusions are
drawn from analysis of the pre-existing works. Historical manuscripts should be
reviewed using Review Report 3.

The key points for the review of an historical manuscript include [3]:

* Thoroughness. Within the scope of the manuscript, has the author been
thorough in seeking out historical sources as basis for the work?

* Bibliography. Has the author provided a comprehensive bibliography of relevant
sources? Have both current and historical sources been used? Is every source
referenced also cited in the manuscript?

* Internal Contradictions. Are the author’s arguments consistent? Does the data
support the arguments? Are the computations correct?

* lllustrations and tables: Do the illustrations show what the text claims they
show? Do tables clear or confusing? Is there a good balance of text, illustrations,
and tables? Are there duplications in the text and tables? Would material in the
text be better represented in a table?

» Clarity. Is the paper written clearly? Could someone not directly involved in the
specialty follow the material?

» Validity of the logic. Are there defects in the reasoning used by the author?

* Alternate interpretations. Are there alternative explanations that could be
drawn from the data?

* Loopholes. Are there loopholes in the observations? If there are, is closing them
i) essential, ii) desirable, iii) interesting?
Technical Presentations

Review of presentation materials presents some interesting challenges. Since the mid-
1990’s and the advent of presentation software, “Death by PowerPoint” has become an
increasing problem for audiences. Authors will often include too much information on

12
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their presentation materials because it is easy to copy and past large amounts of text
into presentation slide decks. In the worst cases, presenters simply read their slides to
the audience! IEEE USA has produced some good guides that are available
inexpensively [28], [29], [30], and [31].

PSES accepts presentations under two different sets of circumstances: presentation
materials associated with a formal paper, and presentations without a formal paper. The
same criteria apply in both cases.

There are five common mistakes made when developing presentation materials [4]:
1) Too much information
2) Not enough visuals
3) Poor Quality visuals
4) Poor graphic design (all over the place)
5) Lack of Preparation

Of these five areas of focus, the first four can be reviewed as part of the peer review
process. The fifth is outside the scope of the TPC, but the audience will definitely grade
the presenter’s efforts following the presentation! Remember that presentation materials
are intended to support the presenter’s talk, not replace it.

Key points when reviewing a presentation include:

1. Number of slides — Less is almost always more. A slide deck should have one
slide for each main point the speaker intends to make, plus a title slide at the
start and a contact information slide at the end. Slide decks can have up to one
slide per minute of presentation time, but this is likely to lead to viewer overload.
When presenters have used animations to build a slide, consider each step in the
animation as a slide. A 35-minute presentation should never have more than 37
slides total, half this is better.

2. Information Density — As a general rule, each slide should have one main point,
one image or figure. Slides that are chock-a-block with text, or include figures
with tiny text, or images with poor resolution, resulting in chunky, pixelated
images are unacceptable. Slides may have one main point with a few sub-points
if absolutely necessary. Slides should be predominantly graphical for best impact.

13
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Figure 3 - Example of a poor slide [6]

Figure 3 is an example of a slide that is overloaded with text. Guy Kawasaki
suggests that slide text should never be less than 30 point, preventing this kind of
disaster. Executive summaries are never intended to be visual aids and have no
place in a presentation!

Activity I_( Drive to work )4‘ Local routes, major hi-ways
~ - T

Daily occurrence during peak hours.

Hazardous event I—( Collision “ Poor driving conditions, excessive speed, vehicle failure,

driver error, lack of attention

Result of ocourrence ———(  Severe liability )——‘ Up to and including permanent disability or death, property

damage, insurance rate increase.

Due to the severity of the hazard and the relatively high
likelihood of the occurrence of the event this level of risk
must be reduced.

e N
Risk reduction l_( Reduce exposure )4‘ Find work closer to home, travel during non-peak hours,
— 5

reduce speed etc.

(Engineered controls )—— ABS brakes, airbags, increased crumple zone etc

With risk reduction measures in place the probability of the
Residual risk I—( LOW occurrence of harm has been lowered. The cost of further
limitations placed on travel may be grossly disproportionate
to the benefit gained

/ Employ active restraints, maintain vehicle, avoid
N Personal controls distractions, driver training, driving experience, obey the
laws

-~ With risk reduction measures in place the probability of the
Final residual isk F———( occurrence of harm has been reduced to a reasonable level

" K The insurance industry evaluates the risk
Legislated ris |—1 reduction measures and provides financial

reduction compensation in the event of an occurrence

SO 14121:2007 /1SO 13849-1:2006

Figure 4 - Example of a poor slide design [5]

Figure 4 is a slide that attempts to connect graphics with text, however there is
too much information on the slide, and the text is far too small.

14
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Modeling customer dynamics

[J Model 1: Lost-for-good (Dwyer 1989)
Two-state model: customer / no customer
— Customer who has left never returns
Modeling issue: lifetime analysis

[J Model 2: Always-a-share

- multi-state model
More complete dynamics (includes Lost-
for-good dynamics)

~ Modeling issues: describe state changes

— Classical model: Markov Chains
%Pfeilfer!’(}arrawag (2000), Piersma/Jonker
2000), Tirenni (2005))

— Basic assumption: the probability of a state
change (,hazard rate) does not depend on
iihn?eeaSL in particular not on the sojourn

Frontiers in Service Conference, Karlstad, June 10-13, 2010 n Swiss Institute

zh
aw
Figure 5 - Example of a poor slide design [6]

Figure 5 shows two problems: too much text and an incomprehensible chart. Too
much data in any form is a problem, unless the point is the illustration of
confusion due to too much data!

your current
PowerPoint presentations.

Figure 6 - Example of good slide design [7]

Figure 6 shows the use of a simple message and a powerful image. This is a
great example of good slide design.

3. Image quality — Images should be high-resolution photos, line art, or charts. Tiny
text used for legends or other purposes is not acceptable.

15
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(Change in MCE Expense Plus Proposed Fee)

(Subtract from the “Cost Paid for TCS in 2013” to get new cost paid for TCS)

IEEE OU OU Pays 0% | OU Pays 25% | OU Pays 50% | OU Pays 75% |OU Pays 100%| # TCS Papers | # TCS Confs.
[TAB $1,369.448 $1,107,026 844,605 582,183 $319,762 44,868 377
IMGA $804,278 $524,424 244,569 ($35,285; 315,140; 50,890 356
|Standards $0 ($721) ($1,442) (§2.163) $2,884) 40 2
IEEE-USA 0. 435, 869 1,304 1,739; 40 1
AB OU OU Pays 0% | OU Pays 25% | OU Pays 50% | OU Pays 75% |OU Pays 100%| # TCS Papers | # TCS Confs.
SP-01 $80,355 $76,677 $72,999 $69,320 $65,642 599 6
IBT-02 $4,688 $4,688 $4.688 $4,688 $4,688 0 0
IAP-03 $45,645 $31,511 $17,376 $3.241 ($10.893) 3,082 10
ICAS-04 55,294 33,924 12,555 8,815) (830,184) 3,409 34
INPS-05 $34,082 $32,013 $29,944 $27,874 $25,805 399 2
|VT-06 $25,076 24,657 24,238 23,820 23,401 35 1
IR-07 $7,260 $4,082 $904 (82,274) (85,452) 466 6
ICE-08 $10.616 (84.594) ($19.804; 35,014) (850.224) 3,903 2
IM-09 $18.775 $13,569 8,363 $3,157 $2,049 1,083 5
IAES-10 $21,588 $18,766 $15,944 $13,122 $10,300 447 5
CIS-11 $27,652 $23,254 $18,857 $14.459 $10.061 944 3
IT-12 $23.774 $19.697 $15,621 $11.544 $7,467 629 7
IE-13 $37,582 $28,091 $18,601 $9,110 (8381) 1,539 15
MC-14 $6,836 $4,625 2,414 $203 $2,008 361 3
[ED-15 $56,834 $39,929 $23,025 $6,121 $10,784) 2,905 24
IC-16 $171,181 $151,246 $131,310 $111,375 $91,439 2,721 39
[MTT-17 $48,105 $40,848 $33,591 $26,334 $19,077 1,172 11
[EMB-18 $36,981 $18,709 $436 (817,836 36,109 3,804 16
ICOM-19 $96,705 $69,359 $42,014 $14,668 ($12,678) 3,323 60
15 for Humanity

Positive numbers are favorable to the IEEE OU

Figure 7 - Example of a poor table design [8]

Figure 7 is an example of poor chart design. There is too much data, the fonts
are too small, and any message is lost in the clutter.

Logistic Regression Model of System:Immune

Cell Ratio Factors-Survival Lung Cancer

Corratabons (ILCLSTL 1VN'I

Iewne (el A Factes &V Senvimd
Tnenhigy o Luog Comcer Pucn <199

Lagivic Reyeriin

Patients:

Figure 8 - Example of a poor chart design [6]

Figure 8 shows both poor chart design, and poor slide design. Attempting to
include 100 smaller charts on a single slide results in complete loss of
information, and the title fails to follow grammatical construction.

<©IEEE
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4. Charts [34] - Look for charts that have more than three (3) curves in a single
visual. If multiple scales are used, identify each curve with the appropriate scale,
perhaps with color. Verify that the scales are correctly chosen for the displayed

data.
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Figure 9 - Correct X and Y Scale
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Figure 10 - Correct X, Wrong Y Scales
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Figure 11 - Correct Y, Wrong X Scales

If black and white charts are used, look for differentiation between the curves on the
graph by the use of:
- Different line styles

- Different marker styles

14
12 —
//
10 —
-~
8 //
L
-~
4 -~
-~
2
0 T
0 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 12 - Correct: Different Line Style
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Figure 13 - Correct: Different marker styles
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Figure 14 - Wrong: No differentiation

Use of colour:
- Circle important parts of a curve in color
- Color significant figures on a table
- Color the background of important parts in a diagram
- Use different colors for sets in bar or column charts
- Separate the title from the text by different colored backgrounds and schemes
- Emphasize a word by coloring the letters (negative visual) or the background

(positive visual). Alternately, color all words except the one to be emphasized.

5. Graphic Design — ISPCE provides a template slide deck for authors to use when
preparing their presentations. All presentations should be on this template. Some
presentation tools, e.g., Prezi, do not make this simple, so there may be reasons
for exceptions to this rule. In general:

a. Use ISPCE template wherever possible
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b.

C.

j-

Use simple layouts

Avoid repetitive graphics (including logos on every slide)
Use consistent colour scheme throughout

Use consistent, sans serif font throughout

Use adequate text size for legibility at audience distances (recommend a
minimum 30 pt font)

Avoid large blocks of text
Avoid bullet points as much as possible
Use Tables and Charts to present data, but ensure text is legible

Use high quality images

6. Presenter’s Notes — Presenters should be encouraged to put supplementary
information, including references, into the Presenter’s Notes section of the slide
deck. The notes can then be handed out as hard copies, or provided as a PDF to
attendees. Error! Reference source not found.Figure 15 shows an example of
how this can be done.
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The Relative Impact of Control Reliability on
Machinery Risk-Nix

=,

S R S e

SR T e

ISO 13849-1 Fig. 2 illustrating the relative contributions of mechanical and
SRP/CS to risk reduction.

The RED arrow and dashed vertical line represents the uncontrolled (or
intrinsic) risk presented by a machine, R;. The risk control methods applied to
the design of the machine should be selected and applied to reduce this risk.
Some safeguarding devices may add new hazards that did not exist in the
original design, so it is possible to increase the degree of risk by adding new
hazards. Any new hazards introduced must be assessed and controlled in the
same way as the intrinsic risk from the design.

The GREEN arrows represent the reduction in risk from the intrinsic risk. R,
and dashed line ‘b, represent the target maximum risk that can be tolerated
based on legislative and social requirements. R, and dashed line ‘a’ represent
the ‘actual’ level of risk following the application of risk control measure to the
design, and is, in this case, lower than the target value R,.

The ORANGE arrows in R1,, and R2,, show the contribution to risk reduction
from i or non-control-system-based . Note that in both
cases, the residual risk at the end of the orange arrows is higher than the
target maximum value. The GREEN arrows R1ggp,cs and R2gpp,c5 represent
the control system contribution to risk reduction.

The YELLOW box in the diagram represents the concept of ‘as low as
reasonably practicable’ or ‘ALARP’.

‘1" represents ‘Solution 1’ and the ‘2’ represents ‘Solution 2'. These could be

two different design approaches to one hazard, or they could be two separate
hazards and the controls for each. ‘3’ represents ‘adequately reduced risk’,

IEEE Product Safety Engineering Society, ©2013 9

Figure 15 - Example of Presenter's Notes used for handout

Poster Presentations

No criteria have been set.

Tutorials and Workshops

No criteria have been set.

< IEEE

21



S Product Safety
ﬁ Engineering Society @ IE E E

Product Safety Engineering Society

References

[1] (2013). IEEE Code of Ethics [Web Page]. Available:
http://www.ieee.org/about/corporate/governance/p7-8.html

[2] (2013). Do’s and Don'’ts of Peer Review [Web Page]. Available:
http://www.mhhe.com/mayfieldpub/maner/resources/peer5.htm

[3] B. K. Forscher, "Rules for Referees," Science, vol. 150, pp. 319-321, 1965.

[4] J. Desjardins. (2013, 2013-09-13). “You Suck at PowerPoint!” [Slideshare
presentation]. Available: http://www.slideshare.net/jessedee/you-suck-at-
powerpoint.

[5] T. J. Doyle, "Risk Assessment and Control," ed: Industrial Safety Integration,
20009.

[6] S. J. Purewal, (2010, 2013-11-25). "The World's Worst PowerPoint
Presentations," ed. PCWorld: IDG Consumer & SMB.

[7] N. Cashion, "Burn Your PowerPoints," ed. San Francisco, New Delhi:
Slideshare.net, 2010, p. 48.

[8] W. W. Moses, "Conferences Committee Ad Hoc Summary: Appropriately
Allocating Expenses from TCS," ed. Piscataway, N.J.: IEEE, 2013.

[9] A. J. Smith, "The task of the referee," Computer, vol. 23, pp. 65-71, 1990.

[10] F. Manola, "How to get even with database conference program committees,"
Database Engineering Bulletin, vol. 4, pp. 30-36, 1981.

[11] B. Lucey, "Peer review: how to get it right — 10 tips," in The Guardian Higher
Education Network vol. 2013, ed: The Guardian, 2013.

[12] M. N. Wegman, "What it's like to be a POPL referee; or how to write an extended
abstract so that it is more likely to be accepted," ACM SIGPLAN Notices, vol. 21,
pp. 91-95, 1986.

[13] R. A. Day, "How to write a scientific paper," Professional Communication, IEEE
Transactions on, vol. PC-20, pp. 32-37, 1977.

[14] K.S. Thomson. “Marginalia, The literature of science.” American Scientist, vol. 72.
Pp. 185-187, 1985.

22



R

[ 1]

117
A\ 1///4
a4

Product Safety
PSES Engineering Society @ I E E E

Product Safety Engineering Society

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

M. Maner. (2001, 2013-11-11). The Research Process (2 ed.) [Web Pagel].
Available: http://www.mhhe.com/mayfieldpub/maner

Peer Review Manual 2013-2014. Natural Sciences and Engineering Research
Council of Canada, [online]. Available: http://www.nserc-crsng.gc.ca/NSERC-
CRSNG/Reviewers-Examinateurs/IntroPRManual-IntroManuelEP_eng.asp.
Accessed: 2013-11-11.

PLOS ONE Guidelines for Reviewers. PLOS Journals, [online]. Available:
http://www.plosone.org/static/reviewerGuidelines. Accessed: 2013-11-11.

I. Hames. COPE Ethical Guidelines for Peer Reviewers. Vol. 1. Committee on
Publication Ethics, [online]. Available:
http://publicationethics.org/files/Ethical_guidelines_for_peer_reviewers_0.pdf.
Accessed: 2013-11-11.

Elsevier Reviewer Guidelines. Elsevier B.V., [online]. Available:
http://www.elsevier.com/reviewers/reviewer-guidelines. Accessed: 2013-11-11.

IEEE Signal Processing Society Guide For Reviewers. IEEE Signal Processing
Society, [online]. Available:
http://www.signalprocessingsociety.org/publications/guides/guide-for-reviewers/.
Accessed: 2013-11-11.

IEEE TMI review guidelines: A letter to all IEEE TMI reviewers. |IEEE
Transactions on Medical Imaging, [online]. Available: http://www.ieee-
tmi.org/Reviewer-Info.html. Accessed: 2013-11-11.

Managing peer reviews. IEEE, [online]. Available:
http://www.ieee.org/conferences_events/conferences/organizers/managing_peer
_reviews.html. Accessed: 2013-11-11.

IEEE Publications Services and Products Board Operations Manual. 8.2
Publication Guidelines. IEEE, [online]. Available:
http://www.ieee.org/documents/opsmanual.pdf. Accessed: 2013-11-11.

S. Greenberg. “How to referee a technical paper.” University of Calgary, AB,
Canada. 1995. Available:
http://saul.cpsc.ucalgary.ca/public/Lectures/HowToReferee.pptx Accessed: 2013-
11-11.

23



R

[ 1]

117
A\ 1///4
a4

Product Safety
PSES Engineering Society @ I E E E

Product Safety Engineering Society

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

M. Lightner. “The paper review process: Challenges and opportunities.” 2011
IEEE Panel of Conference Organizers, [online]. Available:
https://taw.ieee.org/mpt/uploads/0/398/398_ThePaperRe_686_1.pdf. Accessed:
2013-11-11.

A. Tsaliovich. Paper Review Instructions. 2003 IEEE Symposium on
Electromagnetic Compatibility. 2002.

I. Hames, Peer Review and Manuscript Management in Scientific Journals:
Guidelines for Good Practice. Malden, MA, USA: Blackwell Publishing, 2007.

N. K. Patel, Technical Presentations, Book 1: Strategy — Preparation and
Planning. Washington, DC: IEEE-USA, 2010.

N. K. Patel. Technical Presentations, Book 2: Structure — Anatomy of a
Successful Presentation. Washington, DC: IEEE-USA, 2010.

N. K. Patel. Technical Presentations, Book 3: Style — Dynamic Delivery
Techniques. Washington, DC: IEEE-USA, 2010.

N. K. Patel. Technical Presentations, Book 4: Supplements — Effective Visual
Aids. Washington, DC: IEEE-USA, 2010.

C. Atkinson. (2013). Beyond Bullet Points | The better way to use PowerPoint.
Available: http://beyondbulletpoints.com/

G. Reynolds. (2013). Presentation Zen. Available:
http://www.presentationzen.com

E. Joffe. “Preparing an Effective Technical Presentation”. IEEE EMC Society.
2003.

J. Hill. “Quite Possibly The World’s Worst PowerPoint Presentation Ever”,
Elmhurst College [online]. 2005. Available:
www.elmhurst.edu/~jacobh/WorstPresentationEverStandAlone.ppt. Accessed:
2013-11-27

I. Parberry. “A Guide for New Referees in Theoretical Computer Science”,
Academic Press, Inc. 1994. Available: http://larc.unt.edu/ian/pubs/referee.pdf.
Accessed: 2013-12-17.

24



7 PSES

7774
N\
Product Safety Engineering Society

Product Safety
Engineering Society

Peer Review Rubric

<©IEEE

Title: | Doc #
Lead Author:
Total Score:
Review Item Description Scoring
1: No
Is the content appropriate for the conference themes? Use the Call for
Papers as a guide for the topics. If a submission is related to our area of
Relevance ) . :
practice but in a new area not mentioned on the Call for Papers, accept
the paper.
5: Yes
1: Unacceptable
S - . 2: Poor
S How would you rate the originality of the submission? Consider new —
Originality . 3: Fair
theories, methods or results.
4: Good
5: Excellent
1: Unacceptable
. How would you rate the technical quality of this submission? Does the 2: Poor
Technical ; i ? 3: Fair
Quality author provide references as the basis of the paper? Are the references :
properly cited in the work? 4: Good
5: Excellent
- Is the paper well organized? Are there clear thesis and concluding 1: Unacceptable
Clarity statements? Is the language clear? Is the spelling and grammar e
Py acceptable? Has the author used photos, figures, charts, graphs or other 3: Fair
Presentation visual aids appropriately to clarify the content? Has the author followed 4: Good
IEEE Formatting Guidelines? Are references provided and properly cited? | 5: Excellent
1: Reject
Overall Rating Do you recommend acceptance or rejection? 3: Accept with
Changes
5: Accept

Guidance to
Author(s)

Please provide specific recommendations that you would like to suggest to the author for

improving the paper:

Total Score

(Sum the individual scores assigned above, score is out of a total of 25 points)

For papers where a 5 is assigned for Relevance, and where the paper scores less than:

17 points — Work with author to improve the paper

13 points — Paper is recommended for rejection, even if a 5 is assigned for Overall Rating
Papers scoring more than 17 points should be considered for an award. The Editorial Board should review papers
scoring above 20 and make recommendations to the Awards Committee for outstanding work.
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