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These notes describe how Matthew Flatt and I used the HotCRP.com service to support the 
evaluation of artifacts submitted to ECOOP 2015. It may help future artifact evaluation committee 
(AEC) chairs repeat the process (and avoid the same mistakes :-). For comprehensive information 
on artifact evaluations refer to http://www.artifact-eval.org. 

HotCRP.com is a commercial service. Check with the organizers if the budget allows covering 
HotCRP costs for running the artifact evaluation process. Eddie Kohler 
<kohler@seas.harvard.edu> was our HotCRP.com contact. He kindly provided support for all 
non-conventional uses of HotCRP required by our workflow. 

Registering a HotCRP.com account 

●​ I filled the form at https://hotcrp.com using SIGPLAN as conference class: 

 

●​ In about 4 hours, I received a confirmation email: 

From: ECOOP 2015 Artifacts HotCRP <noreply@ecoop2015aec.hotcrp.com> 
To: demetres@dis.uniroma1.it 
Subject: [ECOOP 2015 Artifacts] Account information 
 
Greetings, 
 
An account has been created for you at the 29th European Conference on 
Object-Oriented Programming - Artifact Evaluations (ECOOP 2015 Artifacts) 
submissions site. 
 
        Site: https://ecoop2015aec.hotcrp.com/ 
       Email: demetres@dis.uniroma1.it 

http://www.artifact-eval.org
mailto:kohler@seas.harvard.edu
https://hotcrp.com/


    Password: ********** 
 
Use the link below to sign in. 
 
https://ecoop2015aec.hotcrp.com/?email=demetres%40dis.uniroma1.it&password=*****
***** 
 
If you already have an account under a different email address, you may 
merge this new account into that one. Go to your profile page and select 
"Merge with another account". 
 
Contact demetres@dis.uniroma1.it with any questions or concerns. 
 
- ECOOP 2015 Artifacts Submissions 

 

Creating a mailing list of the co-chairs 

I created a dedicated mailing list ecoop15aec@dis.uniroma1.it in Google Groups including the 
email addresses of AEC co-chairs (Matthew and myself). 

Setting up conference information settings 

●​ I opened the Administration->Settings panel and completed the basic info:  

 

Adding the co-chair 

●​ I opened Administration->Users, clicked "Create account", and registered my co-chair 
Matthew Flatt as PC chair + Sysadmin: 
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Preparing the site for submission 

HotCRP is designed for papers, not artifacts. This wasn't a problem. We asked authors to: 

1.​ Submit the preliminary version of the accepted research paper (this is crucial in the artifact 
evaluation process in order to check if artifacts live up to the expectations set in the 
papers). The standard submission form already contains fields for this. It would have been 
useful to customize the description text of built-in fields to better clarify, something HotCRP 
did not allow us to do at the time. For instance, I would have liked to clarify that the 
"Abstract" is not the paper's abstract, but rather the artifact's abstract. 

2.​ Submit a link to a compressed archive file containing the artifact and the MD5 sum of the 
file to allow checking for file integrity. To do so, I just added two custom fields, to appear at 
the top of the submission page: 

a.​ Artifact download link: "Please provide an HTTP or FTP link to a single 
compressed archive file (gz, zip) containing everything needed for supporting a full 
evaluation of the artifact. <b>Artifacts will be downloaded by the AEC following the 
link provided here</b>. A confirmation email will be sent to the contact author(s) 
when the artifact has been successfully downloaded." 

b.​ MD5 sum of the artifact: "Please insert the MD5 sum of the submitted compressed 
archive (a 16-bytes hex code, e.g., 595f44fec1e92a71d3e9e77456ba80d1). The 
AEC will use this value to <b>check the integrity of the file downloaded from the link 
provided above</b>." 



 

Opening/closing submissions 

The site was opened for submissions in the settings as follows:  

 

After the submission deadline, I closed the submissions by unchecking the "Open site for 
submissions" flag. 

Bidding 

[...] 

Assigning artifacts to AEC members 

[...] 

Starting phase 1 (kick-the-tires) 



●​ We prepared a review form (Settings->Review form) containing just the following 3 fields: 
○​ Initial inspection comments (AEC only): "Describe in a nutshell if the artifact 

initial inspection got thumbs up or down + anything you would like to be kept hidden 
from the authors" 

○​ Kicking-the-tires outcome: "Describe briefly what experiences you had with the 
artifact upon a brief initial inspection: I could make it work out of the box; there were 
minor issues, or there were show-stopping issues? If there are any questions for the 
authors, please add them here. Please ask the questions in such a manner that the 
authors can reproduce the situation that caused trouble for you. Be specific and 
right to the point." 

○​ Computing platform(s) used for assessing the artifact: "Provide a detailed 
description of the computing platform(s) you used to run the artifact, including 
hardware, operating system, and any relevant configuration details (e.g., VM 
version and settings), etc." 

 

●​ Then we opened the site for reviewing in Settings->Reviews: 

 



●​ We also created two rounds of reviewing in Settings->Reviews: 
a.​ "KickTheTires": for phase 1 
b.​ "Evaluation": for phase 2 

and set "KickTheTires" as current round: 

 

●​ We made sure reviews and decisions are invisible to authors (Settings->Decisions): 

 

Opening/closing the site for author responses 

●​ To open the site for author responses, we: 
1.​ set "Can authors see reviews and author-visible comments for their papers?" to 

Yes 
2.​ checked the "Collect authors’ responses to the reviews" flag 
3.​ updated the instructions to: "The authors’ response should address reviewer 

concerns, correct misunderstandings, and generally help the reviewers with 
problems that they encountered running the artifact.": 



 

●​ At the and of the response period, we set flags back to their original status: 

 

This is ***very*** important, otherwise authors are notified of reviews submitted in 
phase 2! 

Starting phase 2 (reviewing) 

This was the most critical part of using HotCRP, as it required manual intervention by Eddie 
Kohler <kohler@seas.harvard.edu>. He "unsubmitted" all reviews (by performing a query on 
the HotCRP DB), essentially starting over a new reviewing process on the same set of artifacts. 
We wanted to make sure a reviewer cannot see the reviews written by other AEC members until 
he/she submits his/her own. 

Before starting phase 2, we extended the review form with additional fields: 

[...] 

Appointing discussion leaders (Apr 16) 

Leaders were manually assigned taking into account different criteria 
(reviewer's confidence, quality of its review, previous reviewing load, etc.). 
After announcing assignments by email using HotCRP, I manually highlighted 
them using the "Discussion lead" attribute of each artifact: 

I guess I could have appointed leaders using the "Review assignment" feature 
of HotCRP, too. As we did the assignment manually, it was probably faster this 
way. 
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Setting up decision types 

The only predefined decision types in HotCRP were "Accept" and "Reject". To support a more 
gradual approach, I introduced the "Proposed accept" and "Proposed reject" types, which were 
used to mark the decisions proposed by discussion leaders as a result of the reviewers' 
discussions. "Proposed accept" and "Proposed reject" were turned into "Accept" and "Reject" just 
before proceeding to author notification, allowing some time for everyone to speak up if he/she had 
any objections. 

 

Closing the site for reviewing 

At the end of the reviewing process, the site must be closed for reviewing (or authors won't be able 
submit the final version of their artifacts!). To do so, I unchecked the "Open site for reviewing" flag. 

 



Notifying authors and making reviews visible to them 

[...] 

Collecting the final versions of the artifacts 

●​ First, I revised the submission form by changing the descriptions of the custom fields and 
added an additional fields to allow authors to submit the LaTeX sources of the artifact 
description document: 

○​ Artifact download link: "Please provide an HTTP or FTP link to a single 
compressed archive file (gz, zip) containing the final artifact version that will be 
published on the DROPS server. <b>Artifacts will be downloaded following the link 
provided here</b>." 

○​ MD5 sum of the artifact: "Please insert the MD5 sum of the submitted compressed 
archive (a 16-bytes hex code, e.g., 595f44fec1e92a71d3e9e77456ba80d1). This 
value will be used to <b>check the integrity of the file downloaded from the link 
provided above</b>." 

○​ LaTeX source files of the artifact description document: "A single compressed 
archive file (gz, zip) containing everything needed to generate the artifact 
description document PDF." 

 

●​ Then, I set the deadline and opened the site for collecting the final versions in the 
"Decisions" settings : 1

1 Note that, as the deadline was the end of May 3 (Anywhere on Earth), I entered "3 May 2015 23:59:59 
UTC-12" in the Deadline field, which was automatically changed to "4 May 2015 7:59:59am EDT" when I 
saved changes. 



 

●​ Finally, we sent authors of accepted artifacts instructions for preparing the final version of 
their artifacts. 
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