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Dear Mr. Todi,

Based on the recommendation of the guest editors of the special issue "IUI 2018 Highlights", I'd like to inform you that your submission is "Accepted conditional upon major revisions".

In view of the rigorous standards applied by ACM journals, this result is a good one to achieve after the first round of reviewing. The Guest Editors and the reviewers have carefully outlined the changes that are required for your manuscript to be accepted. If you are able to make all of these changes to the satisfaction of the original reviewers and of the associate editors, your manuscript will be accepted for publication in TiiS.  But please note that  it is still possible for the revised manuscript to be rejected or for further revisions to be requested - if the revisions are not found to be entirely successful.

Because of the tight deadline imposed on the special issue, please let us know as soon as possible if you cannot make the required revisions within 45-day time frame.

Look forward to seeing your revised manuscript,

Best regards,
Michelle Zhou
ACM TiiS editor-in-chief

DECISION CATEGORY:

"Accepted conditional upon major revisions"


EXPLANATION OF DECISION CATEGORY (from http://tiis.acm.org/reviewing-procedure.html#categories): "If the authors complete the set of 'major revisions' that have been listed explicitly as such by the associate editor, one or more of the original reviewers will check the revisions and report their evaluations of them to the associate editor. If the revisions are judged to be adequate, the article will appear in an upcoming issue of TiiS."

"'Major revisions' are changes to the manuscript (a) which the associate editor believes the authors can probably complete but (b) which are too extensive or substantial to fall into the category of 'minor revisions'."

ASSOCIATE EDITOR COMMENTS by Editors IUI18:

foundation [R2] we note R3 is concerned that it neglects to study the user's reactions. Two of the reviewers suggests recommending accepting this paper with minor revisions while the final reviewer suggests major revisions. Considering what has been asked for, the number of changes to be made move this paper to the minor/major borderline. As a result, and to ensure you have sufficient time to address the reviewers' comments thoroughly, and the following major issue, we are recommending this for a major revision. 

One major issue to address clearly is that two of the reviewers were concerned with the lack of a user study on the impact of adaptations, "the paper discussed some sorts of tradeoffs between the different generative models, yet these differences were left un-evaluated [R1]" and "The article does not study how do users react to different ways of familiarization, which I think is an important question [R3]". The authors should address how such an evaluation can be conducted in future work and why it isn't needed for the contributions here. 

Further, in your resubmission, please do the following (points marked "consider" mean you are free to decide for yourself which of them you can address): 

* R1: 
  + Consider R1's suggestions about how to clarify the "pros and cons of using this technique to modify pages" 
  + Address R1's point about new vs familiar in your paper 
  + Address R1's point on providing presentation (i.e. visualisation) of the changes before and after and error bars to help gauge the effect size 


R2: 
  + Address R2's points on the procedure and theoretical underpinning of this work 
  + Consider R2's point on the cognitive costs i.e. mental computation 
  + Address R2's points on the need to explain, not simply list related work e.g. first paragraph of section 2.2 
+ Address R2's point to improve Figure 3. 
+ Address R2's points on the minor details 

R3: 
  + Clarify the use of time in principle I but not others in R3's review. 
  + Clarify the motivation for alpha, beta, and gamma and if and how they were determined 
+ Clarify the spatial probability distribution used 
+ Address R3's request for mathematical details in section 3.3 
+ Address the typos 

In your cover letter accompanying your resubmission, please explain how you addressed the above points, and where these improvements are in the paper. 

If you decide not to resubmit, please let us know ASAP.


REVIEWS (including author clarification, if submitted; if there has been any change relative to the reviews that were sent for clarification, it will have been mentioned in the editors' comments above):

Reviewer: 1

Comments to the Author
This paper presents a way of automatically redesigning a web page based on the appearance of pages in user's browsing history. It uses several different models that can result in slightly different generated pages. I found this work interesting and, in general, well presented. My primary problem with this work was the very limited 'results' section, which really gave me very little information by which to understand the pros and cons of using this technique to modify pages.

First, the study only evaluated one of the models: (visual statistical learning), thus much of the tradeoffs between the models which was the subject of the rest of the paper has been left for future work.
I found it frustrating that so much of the paper discussed some sorts of tradeoffs between the different generative models, yet these differences were left un-evaluated.

In addition, no measures of subjective preference were made available, since that could be significant.   In previous work, adapting the UI can be perilous, since users might get to know and understand a particular interface and subsequently modifying that interface can be the source of frustration.  

The authors argue that ‘The cost of adaptation is often a concern for adaptive user interfaces. Our work circumvents this as familiarisation restructures only new and unfamiliar designs, instead of continuously adapting or modifying frequently-used layouts. One could criticise our approach for compromising brand identity, or undermining the designer, by modifying designs. However, we argue that usability of an interface supersedes these aspects for the end-user. ‘

It's not clear to me what’s ‘new’ and what’s familiar – while a website might not be in the current working history, people may be well familiar with well known websites (say Amazon) even if not in a particular history.  
Also brand-identity, there may be some significant undermining of interaction design ‘intention’ by designers when an interface may be automatically adapted and different parts moved and may not even fit the page as well as hand-designed versions. 

Smaller issues: I would have liked a better summarization/visualization of how page changes looked between different model versions. I found myself closely examining different versions to determine what (if any) changes were made between versions and a simple red-ink markup of how the images varied might have been helpful.

All of these ‘negatives’ aside, overall, I found this work interesting, and would like to see it accepted.  At least expanding the results to give a visual representation of the results with error bars might help gauge the effect size. 



Reviewer: 2

Comments to the Author
This paper is well-written and provides a rich, theoretical background that complements and expands on the authors' IUI work. I appreciate them explaning the rationale and more science behind their decisions building and implementing the system. This paper is a solid foundation that introduces a system and proves its worth (with improved performance), and can be used as the foundation for future work in computational UI design.  


There are still a few questions, both about the procedure and theoretical of this work (were the weights for Sp just decided by the authors or was there a rationale for their values? Is only seeing 5 UIs a few times a large enough training set? How do past experiences and recency affect performance?) I would appreciate the authors either clarifying this in a revision or discussing them a little futher.

While part 7 provides value discussing the cost of the different principles, none of these seem like very serious considerations for a modern processor-- especially since these can be cached/optimized and possibly done server-side. I would encourage the authors to also incorporate how this might affect mental computation.

The fleshed out related work is nice, but there are a few places where the author just state work has been done without explaining the work. The entire first paragraph of 2.2 states that work has been done, but fails to mention any results or takeaways or why this is important.

I don't love Fig. 3, would it work to overlay that on an actual UI or show them side-by-side?

Minor details:
"In the [Gajos et al. 2006a]," -> did you mean to remove "the" or name the system?
"copmutational" in 2.1
"in-built trackpad" s/in-built/built-in 8.2

Reviewer: 3

Comments to the Author
<u> Major concerns </u>
My main concern with this article is that while there is a lot of theory & implementation details (which I appreciated) about different ways of familiarization, the evaluation does not study all the ways. The reported numbers are only from the statistical learning principle. The article does not study how do users react to different ways of familiarization, which I think is an important question. I think this was the most critical feedback when the conference paper was reviewed and I am very disappointed that this was not addressed in the journal version. Without this comparative study, it does not make a whole lot of sense to go through so much detail. 
<u> Minor comments </u>
1. The scores for Principle I use the time a user spends on the page. This variable is not used in other principles. Please include an explanation for why this is so.
2. In section 3.2, the system uses specific values for alpha, beta, and gamma. Please include a motivation for why those numbers. If they were determined empirically, please provide details.
3. Please provided mathematical details for how the score was calculated in section 3.3. Given that this is the principle that was empirically evaluated, know how exactly statistical learning was implemented is very useful. What algorithm was used to generate spatial probability distribution. 
<u> Typos etc. </u>
1. It is jarring to read quoted words. Please remove unnecessary quoting. If necessary, please use the right direction of the quotes.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR STARTING A REVISION

Your Author Center at https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/tiis shows instructions for creating a revision. If you like, you can perform the first few technical steps automatically by clicking on the following link:
*** PLEASE NOTE: This is a two-step process. After clicking on the link, you will be directed to a webpage to confirm. *** 

https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/tiis?URL_MASK=81c08118600b42b4a92e4432e7d4f9fa
Either way, on the first web page in the revision workflow you will see detailed instructions on how to prepare a cover letter for the revision, which should be consulted early in the revision process. (These instructions are also available directly via http://tiis.acm.org/s1/html/authors-start-revision.html .)

Now that the manuscript has been conditionally accepted, we recommend that you take into account at this point the formal requirements for final manuscripts that TiiS requires to be fulfilled before an accepted manuscript can be sent to the ACM production team for copyediting and typesetting. You can find these formal requirements at http://tiis.acm.org/s1/html/authors-first-look-instructions.html (they are formulated in a way the presupposes that the manuscript has already been definitely accepted). If the next version of your manuscript fulfills these requirements as far as possible, it will be possible to proceed to publication more quickly.

According to general TiiS policy, after a decision of "Accepted conditional upon major revisions", a revision is to be submitted within 45 days. The exact date - which may be adjusted on the basis of correspondence between the you and the editor-in-chief - will be found in your Author Center in the ScholarOne Manuscripts system (http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/tiis).

More precisely: The system will not accept your revision after 11:59 PM EASTERN U.S. TIME (e.g., New York time) on that day. If for some reason you just miss that deadline, write to tiis-eic-assistant@acm.org explaining the situation, and the option will be reopened.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
