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Bridging communities

Journals
Conferences

Å Considered mature publications

Å Thorough revision process

Å Expert reviewers for each submission

Å Long process (~1 year)

ÅNo dissemination component

Åé

Å Top-class in computer science

Å Very quick turn-around (4-6 months)

Å Streamlined review process

Å Dissemination at conferences

Å Pre-selected committee

ÅRebuttals are a waste of time

Åé
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Bridging communities

Journals
Conferences

Papers Co-Chairs Proceedings Chair Area Editors:

Å Michael Wehner

Å Omar Ghattas

ÅGeorge Biros

Å Ioannis Xenarios

Å Mark von Schilfgaarde

Å George Lake

Å Jeroen Tromp
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- Area editors pick reviewers

- More appropriate reviewers

- More work for the chairs
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The PASC process: four pillars

No pre-selected committee

- Two-week revision

- Similar to journals (no rebuttal)

- Pressure on authors

Short revision process

- Blind to reviewers and chairs

- Reduces bias significantly

- COI management harder

Fully double-blind

- Round-1 reviewers asked

- Improved expertise in round 2

- Potential inconsistencies

Suggested Expert Reviews
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Submissions overview:

Á 44 submissions (stage 1)

ÁAuthors: US: 53, CH: 43, UK: 9, SA, JP, FR: 6, Others: 26

Á Most in Math & CS, others reasonably balanced



spcl.inf.ethz.ch

@spcl_eth

6

Reviews and acceptance

Á 182 reviews total (two stages, ~60k words total)

Á 12 accepted papers (each paper discussed in physical meeting)

ÁAuthors: CH: 12, US: 8, Fr, JP: 6, Others: 16



spcl.inf.ethz.ch

@spcl_eth

Á Carefully briefed expert reviews 

Á23 papers were invited to stage 2 

Were asked to mark differences made in revision

ÁFull review after revision (+ recommended experts)

Á Face-to-face meeting in Lausanne (1 day)

Á Discussed each paper, asked questions

ÁWhat did I learn while reading the paper? (quality)

ÁHow many people would attend the talk? (relevance)

ÁWould I recommend my colleagues to read it? (presentation)

Á Committee discussion:

ÁNeeds session for software frameworks that may have little novelty but 

huge impact Ą should be implemented for PASC17 (cf. State of Practice)

Á Mantra: never go against an expert

Á It was not necessary but could be tough
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Selection purely based on scientific excellence
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Á Expert reviewers were suggested by reviewers in stage 1

Á Invited in stage 2 (short review time)

ÁNearly all agreed (some very enthusiastically)

Á All 23 stage 2 submissions received expert reviews

Á2 were accepted due to expert reviews

Á2 were rejected due to expert reviews

Á19 did not change (decision reinforced)

Á Most expert reviews were longer than average

ÁSome nearly as long as the paper é
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Impact of expert reviewers
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Á Performance reporting is suboptimal

ÁLacking standards in the community

ÁMany discussions about ñwhat X meansò
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Side note: performance reporting

@SCô15


