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The paper is about [restatement of the abstract].
The main claimed contributions are:

1.X

2.Y

3.Z

However, | don't agree that X is novel.

I've seen it in [Foo, 1989].

Moreover, Y is trivial.

And, Z is simply incorrect by the [some argument].

In conclusion: strong reject.
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The paper is a clever generalization of [Foo, 1989].
The main claimed contributions are:

1.X

2.Y

3.Z

But, | see the real contribution as W.

In conclusion: strong accept.
goododooooood

> -- Reviewer 1 --

> The paper is about [restatement of the abstract].
> The main claimed contributions are:

>1.X
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>2.Y

>3.Z

> However, | don't agree that X is novel.

> |'ve seen it in [Foo, 1989].

> Moreover, Y is trivial.

> And, Z is simply incorrect by the [some argument].
> In conclusion: strong reject.

> -- Reviewer 2 --

> The paper is a clever generalization of [Foo, 1989].
> The main claimed contributions are:

>1.X

>2.Y

>3.Z

> But, | see the real contribution as W.

> In conclusion: strong accept.
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> -- Reviewer 1 --

> The paper is about [restatement of the abstract].
The summary is accurate at a high-level, but misses some key details like A, B and C.
> The main claimed contributions are:

>1.X
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>2.Y

>3.Z

Agreed.

> However, | don't agree that X is novel.
> |'ve seen it in [Foo, 1989].

While [Foo, 1989] does contain a method for doing X in specific cases, we have generalized the method for
*all* cases. Consider the following case:

[motivating case]

This case is beyond the limits of [Foo, 1989], while it is in scope for our technique. This is the key distinction
in our work, and we discussed this in more detail in the related work on page 11.

> Moreover, Y is trivial.

While we agree that Y is *simple* once the construction is seen, we argue that it is not *trivial* to create this
construction in the first place. If Y were trivial, we might have expected earlier work such as [3] and [4] to use
it, yet they did not. Instead, they opted for a muc more complicated partial solution.

> And, Z is simply incorrect by the [some argument].

It appears that there is a misunderstanding. We realize now that our presentation obscured some important
facets of Z. The reviewer seems to think that Z is Z*, and we would agree that Z' is incorrect.

> In conclusion: strong reject.

We respectfully disagree.

> -- Reviewer 2 --

> The paper is a clever generalization of [Foo, 1989].
This is an accurate summary.

> The main claimed contributions are:

>1.X

>2.Y

>3.Z
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We concur.

> But, | see the real contribution as W.

We thank the reviewer for raising the point. We agree: W is a real contribution.
> In conclusion: strong accept.

We agree.
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> The paper is a clever generalization of [Foo, 1989].
This is an accurate summary.

> And, Z is simply incorrect by the [some argument].

It appears that there is a misunderstanding. We realize now that our presentation obscured some important
facets of Z. The reviewer seems to think that Z is Z', and we would agree that Z' is incorrect.

> However, | don't agree that X is novel.
> |'ve seenitin [Foo, 1989].

While [Foo, 1989] does contain a method for doing X in specific cases, we have generalized the method for
*all* cases. Consider the following case:

[motivating case]

This case is beyond the limits of [Foo, 1989], while it is in scope for our technique. This is the key distinction
in our work, and we discussed this in more detail in the related work on page 11.

> Moreover, Y is trivial.
While we agree that Y is *simple* once the construction is seen, we argue that it is not *trivial* to create this
construction in the first place. If Y were trivial, we might have expected earlier work such as [3] and [4] to use

it, yet they did not. Instead, they opted for a much more complicated partial solution.

> But, | see the real contribution as W.
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We thank the reviewer for raising the point. We agree: W is a real contribution.
> The paper is about [restatement of the abstract].

The summary is accurate at a high-level, but misses some key details like A, B and C.
> The main claimed contributions are:

>1.X

>2.Y

>3.Z

Agreed.

> The main claimed contributions are:

>1.X

>2.Y

>3.Z

We concur.

> In conclusion: strong accept.

We agree.

> In conclusion: strong reject.

We respectfully disagree.
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> The paper is a clever generalization of [Foo, 1989].
This is an accurate summary.

> And, Z is simply incorrect by the [some argument].
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It appears that there is a misunderstanding. We realize now that our presentation obscured some important
facets of Z. The reviewer seems to think that Z is Z*, and we would agree that Z' is incorrect.

> However, | don't agree that X is novel.
> |'ve seen it in [Foo, 1989].

While [Foo, 1989] does contain a method for doing X in specific cases, we have generalized the method for
*all* cases. Consider the following case:

[motivating case]

This case is beyond the limits of [Foo, 1989], while it is in scope for our technique. This is the key distinction
in our work, and we discussed this in more detail in the related work on page 11.

> Moreover, Y is trivial.

While we agree that Y is *simple* once the construction is seen, we argue that it is not *trivial* to create this
construction in the first place. If Y were trivial, we might have expected earlier work such as [3] and [4] to use
it, yet they did not. Instead, they opted for a much more complicated partial solution.

> But, | see the real contribution as W.

We thank the reviewer for raising the point. We agree: W is a real contribution.

> The paper is about [restatement of the abstract].

The summary is accurate at a high-level, but misses some key details like A, B and C.
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We thank the reviewers for the time and expertise

they have invested in these reviews.

719



> The paper is a clever generalization of [Foo, 1989].

This is an accurate summary, and we'd like to amplify the recognition of W as an additional contribution of
the work by reviewer 2.

We'll reply to individual points below:
> And, Z is simply incorrect by the [some argument].

It appears that there is a misunderstanding. We realize now that our presentation obscured some important
facets of Z. The reviewer seems to think that Z is Z', and we would agree that Z' is incorrect.

> However, | don't agree that X is novel.
> |'ve seenitin [Foo, 1989].

While [Foo, 1989] does contain a method for doing X in specific cases, we have generalized the method for
*all* cases. Consider the following case:

[motivating case]

This case is beyond the limits of [Foo, 1989], while it is in scope for our technique. This is the key distinction
in our work, and we discussed this in more detail in the related work on page 11.

> Moreover, Y is trivial.

While we agree that Y is *simple* once the construction is seen, we argue that it is not *trivial* to create this
construction in the first place. If Y were trivial, we might have expected earlier work such as [3] and [4] to use
it, yet they did not. Instead, they opted for a much more complicated partial solution.

> But, | see the real contribution as W.

We thank the reviewer for raising the point. We agree: W is a real contribution.

> The paper is about [restatement of the abstract].

The summary is accurate at a high-level, but misses some key details like A, B and C.
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