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The Workshop on OrganizingWorkshops,Conferencesand Symposigdor Computer Systems
(WOWCS)washeld on April 15,2008, co-locatedwith the 5th USENIXSymposiumon Networked
SystemdDesignand Implementation (NSDI 2008) in SanFrancisco.The goalof WOWCSwasto bring
togetherconferenceorganizers(past, present,and future) and other interestedpeopleto discussthe
issuesthey confront. Roughly 25 peopleattendedthe workshop, including severalpeoplevia
speakerphone.

WOWCSwassponsoredby USENIX,with additional supportfrom HP Labs,|IBM Researchand
Microsoft Research.

The WOWCSpapersand presentationsare availableat http://www.usenix.org/events/wowcs08/tech/
However,the workshopwasdesignedto encouragea lot of discussion,coveringmany points not in the
formal papers.Severaparticipants(Colin Dixon, Fred Douglis,and GeoffKuenning, with some
additional help from Jane-Eller_ong) volunteeredto be Oscribes@nd recordedthe discussionsn
detail. The detailedscribenotesareavailablefrom http://www.usenix.org/events/wowcs08/tech/

Programcommitteechairs, pastand present,should alsolook at the Wiki createdaspart of WOWCS:
http://wiki.usenix.org/bin/view/Main/Conference/CollectedWisdonThis Wiki is an attemptto createa
community handbookfor programcommitteechairsand other conferenceorganizers,and we
encourage your contributions.

This article is a shorter summaryof WOWCS, for which | haverelied mostly on the more detailed
notes,and partly on my own recollections.Summarizingnecessarilyinvolvesdecidingwhat to leave
out; | tried to avoid injecting too many of my own biasesaboutwhat wasimportant, but | did not feel
obliged to be perfectly objective.

OVERVIEW

Readeravho havebeenon conferenceprogramcommittees(PCs) are probably alreadyawareof the
topics discussecat WOWCS, and the primary goal of the workshop wasto provide aforum for these
discussionsHowever,we alsowantedthe resultsof the workshop (the papers scribenotes,and this
summary)to be usefulto peoplewho arewriting papersandwould like to know how PCswork, andto
people expecting to serve on a PC for the first time.

Computer systemdields (such asoperatingsystemsand networking) placealot more emphasison
conferencepapersthan most other disciplines,especiallyrelative to journal papers.PC membersand
chairsconsequentlygrapplewith avariety of recurring issues,jncluding:

Real or perceived bid3o PC membersconsciouslyor unconsciouslyfavor someauthorsor
institutions? What canbe doneto assureauthorsthat they are beingtreatedfairly?

Makinggooddecisionsvithoutoverloadinghe PC Giventhe largenumber of paperssubmittedto good
conferencesthe needto generatemany carefulreviewsper paper,and the difficulty of making good
decisionsin over-largePCs,what techniquesleadto good decisionswithout excessiveeviewer
workloads?

Finding good PC membelPC chairsneedto recruit PCmemberswho will provide the necessaryange
of expertise,who will work well with other PC members,andwho will actuallydo the work on time



andwell. In addition, we valueinstitutional and demographicdiversity, and we want to bring new
people into the process whenever possible.

O0penO models for publicafidre traditional model for selectingusefuland Ocorrect©onference
publications usesanonymousreviewsand confidential reviews,and only the acceptedbapersever
become public. People have proposed opening up some or all aspects of this process, often in
conjunction with social-networkingtechniquesto definewhat is usefuland correct.

Privacy,secrecyandotherethicalissuesProgramcommitteesmust dealwith avariety of social
problems,somewhatindependentof the technicalmerits of papersbeingreviewed.

Lack of institutional memoreinga PC chair takesalot of time, and most peopledo it too rarely to
becomeexperts.PC chairsoften spendalot of time re-learningwhat their predecessorknew how to
do. The community needsto convertthis scatteredfolklore into explicit adviceand documentation.

WOWCSaddressedll of theseissuesand severalothers.
ISSUESWITHINTHESCOPEDF ASINGLEPC

Best Practices for the Care and Feeding of a Program Committee, and Other Thoughts
on Conference Organization

Fred Douglis, IBM T.]. Watson Research Center

FredOs experiences come from chairing USENIX 098, USITS 099, and other conferences. He primarily
addressedhe problemsof how to run a PC, describingwhat hasworked for him in the pastand some
challenges for the future.

Problem1: Somereviewersand PC membersdonOtlo their jobs, do things badly, or behavebadly at the
PC meeting.PC chairswant to choosegood PC members but itOsard to getthe information. One has
to rely on word of mouth. One could imaginea databaseating the performanceof pastreviewers but
there are obvious social problems with this.

Problem2: Inexperiencedreviewers We alwayswant to bring in new blood. but not everybodyknows
what to expector is cut out for the job. PC chairsgenerallyavoid taking on too many peoplethey donOt
know. ItOs also important to set expectations early; to have multiple deadlines to force people to miss
them early;andto help with calibration (e.g. publish averagescoresof reviewerssothat they canbe
compared against their peers).

Problem3: PC chairsneedto managethe composition of their PCsto avoid inbreeding,too much
overlapfrom yearto year,or excessivenstitutional overlap.Establishedconferenceshould havelots of
peoplewho havestrong publication records.Fred would like to find waysto reward participation and
to bring in people from the community.

Regardinghe reviewing processper se,Fred discussedptions, including author-providedrebuttals
andreviewerratings. He likes rebuttals.He wasnot so sureabouthaving authorsrating reviewers,
including the possibility of retaliation by a grumpy reviewerand the difficulty for authorsto calibrate
their ratings.

Fred pointed out that different sponsoringorganizationscanincreaseor decreaseéhe amount of work

(e.g., working with USENIX is a pleasure). Doing it alone is risky. For new conferences, itOs better to be
swampedwith papers,and publicity is really critical. ItOsometimeshard to avoid schedulingconflicts,
becauseother conferencesando things without telling you.

Fred also set up a Wiki for PC chairs, basically a guidebook with ideas, best practices, and discussions
of policy issues. (The Wiki is available at
http://wiki.usenix.org/bin/view/Main/Conference/CollectedWisdonanyonecan self-registerand

contribute material or updates.)

During the comments,severalpeoplediscussedhe value of rebuttals.CarlaEllis pointed out that the
PC chair should insist that the PC memberwho leadsa paperOdiscussionshould havereadthe rebuttal
and should present it to the PC. Eddie Kohler remarked that a rebuttal can kill a paper, but in general it



only makesa differenceif thereOa disagreemenbn the PC.Ken Birman observedhat students,in
rebuttals,haveshot down their papersby aggressivelattackingObadeviews,Qvhich isnOthe point.
Colin Dixon reportedthat SIGGRAPHasa goodtutorial for writing rebuttals.In general,people
agreed that rebuttals do save some papers, but only rarely.

Regardingbadreviewers,Phokion Kolaitis reportedthat the PODSexecutivecommittee (including the
pastthree PC chairs) reviewsthe draft list of PC memberswhich helpsweedout badones.Fred
observedhat we needlonger institutional memory.But generallypeopleagreedthat an actualblacklist
could be harmful and unfair.

What Ought a Program Commiittee to Do?
Mark Allman, International Computer Science Institute

Sincethe Internet is crucial infrastructure, that raisesquestionsaboutthe appropriatenes®f
experimentsand measurementén papers.For example:When doesmeasurementraffic becomean
attack?How should we treat public measurementlata?What arerulesfor things suchasPlanetlab?
How should we treat usersNshould we alwaysgettheir consentwhen gatheringdataaboutthem?

A PCOs job is to accept or reject papers; should it also apply ethical considerations? PCs are in a unique
position to take action, to avoid spiraling into an ends-justify-the-means culture. But if the PC is the
enforcer, should this role stop at rejection, or should there be investigation, sanction, or reporting (as
with plagiarism)?

Mark wonderedwhetherthe Institutional ReviewBoard(IRB) mechanismwould help. Shoulda PC
alwaysdeferto an IRB?What aboutthorny things that donOinvolve human subjects?

During the comments,JohnWilkes suggestedto generalagreementthat authorsberequiredto
disclosetheir methodologiesin their submissions GeoffKuenning askedwhetherwe could learn from
other communities;Mark replied that they havecommunity-wide setsof norms, which theyOvependa
long time coming to a consensusver, anditOpretty clearthat we donOhavethem yet. Geoffwondered
whetherIRBswould havethe necessargxpertise.JeffMogul pointed out that the ACM codeof ethics
covers things such as user privacy.

Severapeoplediscussedvhetherauthorsshould berequiredto releasetheir datain orderto make
experimentstruly repeatableMark and otherspointed out that this could conflict with privacy
concerns,and weOrprobably better off getting the insights from companiesvho would clamup if we
insistedon releasingthat data.JonCrowcroft pointed out that publishing de-anonymizedracesin
Europe is a crime.

Program Committee Meetings Considered Harmful
Robbert van Renesse, Cornell University

Robbertassertedhat PC meetingsare bad becauseof unproductive socialdynamics,and becausehey
arenQuorth harming the environmentwith extraair flights. Phone-basedC meetingsarenQnuch
better.How abouthavingtwo or three PC chairsmeetingin personto scorethe papersbasedon the

review, using online discussiongor controversialpapers,and offering a chancefor PC membersto
disagreewith the selection?He describeda simulation experimentto seewhether PC meetingshelped

in choosing a good set of papers. He pointed out that someone had asked if this was a joke, and he said
not entirely, but it wassomewhatof ajoke. The resultssuggesthat voting asis donein PC meetings

leads to more errors than his proposal.

During the discussion,peoplegenerallyagreedthat PC meetingshavetheir problems,but that (per
Mothy Roscoe)Robbertmight be throwing the babyout with the bathwater.Fred Douglis arguedthat
the diversity of voicesat PC meetingsis important, especiallyfor controversialpapersor thosethat
sufferedfrom badreviewers;Robbertassertedhat having enoughreviews(OsixishOyvould be
sufficient, aslong asthere wassufficient diversity amongthe reviewersfor eachpaper.



Mothy arguedthat somePC membersdonOtocusvery well exceptat the meeting,and Eddie Kohler
agreedthat although servingon an electronic-only PCwasOkindof nice,(t did disconnecthim
somewhat from the conference.

Mothy doesnQike very large PCs.Fred praisedthe recentpracticeof heavyplus light PCs.

Ken Birman discussed two possible roles for PC chairs: (1) the chair as referee, or (2) the chair who
guidesthe program,evenif this latter role requiresalittle manipulation of things. He believesthe PC
chair should be strongly interventional up to the PC meeting,but relatively quiet afterward.

Paper Rating vs. Paper Ranking
John R. Douceur, Microsoft Research

Johndescribedthe current approachto reviewing conferencepapersashavingtwo steps:(Stepl) rating
the papersby making animplicit comparisonagainstthe conference@giality bar, and (step 2) at the
PC meeting,consideringpapersone at atime, to judge whetherit is below or abovethe bar. He asserts
this leadsto severalproblems,including inconsistentratings owing to inconsistentreviewerbeliefs
aboutwherethe baris. Also, during the PC meeting,the bar movesasa result of the discussionswhich
could beunfair. Johncited researchassertingthat early decisionscould becomepsychologically
entrenched.

He proposedan alternative:Insteadof askingreviewersfor an accept/rejectating, askfor ranking
againstother papers.The PC meetingthen hastwo phasesPhasel entailsgeneratingoverall rankings

of all papers as a partial order. In phase 2, one chooses the quality bar setting. If thereOs a cycle, avoid
cutting the cycle. If thereOs a gap in opinions, thatOs a good place to cut.

In the discussion,JohnWilkes reportedthat HP hassometimesdonethis for settingpayraises,andthe
process works but requires some additional rules. It probably also would require a higher reviewer load,
sothat eachreviewerseesa largeenoughsetof papersto createa proper ranking. Tom Anderson
reportedthat they tried this for SIGCOMM2006, and it flounderedpartly from lack of software

support. He also said it was unclear how to go from individual rankings to a global order. Also, with a
big PC, thereOs always a conflict of interest. That makes it almost impossible logistically to have a
discussionof pair-wisecomparisonsFred Douglis suggestedt would be hard to do this with external
reviewers.

Robbertvan Renesssuggestedhat it might be betterto havemultiple rank-orderings:For example,
Owe want the 10 best technical papers and the 5 most original.O

Jeff Mogul reported that, for OSDI 2006, reviewers were not asked for an overall rating, but rated
technical, novelty, and presentationquality. The PC chairscreatedan overall ranking basedon alinear
combination of thosescoreswhich removedthe Omakinghe cutOdecisionfrom the reviewers He
thinks the scoresfor papersthat arrive at the PC meetingare seriouslyflawed, and the ranking they
imply is essentiallyuselessandthat making accept/rejectecisionsshould be doneaslatein the
process as possible.

JohnWilkes pointed out that the purposeof aranking systemis really to getequivalenceclasses
(groups of papersthat areall approximatelythe samegoodnesskndfinally arrive at onelarge
equivalence class for Oaccept.O

ISSUESBEYONDIHESCOPEOFA SINGLEPC

Overcoming Challenges of Maturity
Ken Birman, Cornell University

Ken assertedhat systemsconferencesreapproachinga crisis point: Overwhelmingsubmissioncounts
makeit hard to geta PCto dealwith the heavyload. He thinks PC membersconsequentlydo a
mediocrejob on first-round reviews,often farming theseout to inexperiencedstudents,and this turns
the paper-submissiorprocessinto a Odicaoll. OAs an alternative,he suggestshat we could let past
conferenceattendeedlo the first round of reviewing, using socialnetworking techniques.This could



getreviewsfrom highly qualified people.Ken alsosuggestedillowing papersof any length but
reviewingthem basedon a shorterversionalsopreparedby the authors.

During the discussion Ken assertedhat thereis no reasonto believethereareany PCreviewsin the
first round andthat lots of papersgetrejectedbasedon two randomreviews.When there are 300
papers, even the chair doesnOt read them all.

GregMinshall liked the ideaof getting a socialnetwork to do the reviews,but he predictedthat people
would worry abouthavingtheir ideasstolen. Fred Douglis askedwhetherwe should be looking at
approachesusedfor openpatentreviewing. Ken agreecdthat could be useful, aswell asa game-theoretic
approach,whereyou bring in the reviewswith the paper.Mark Allman pointed out that reviewforms
arethe sameregardlesof round, and Ken agreedthat this is probablynot right.

JonCrowcroft observedregardingfarming out reviews,that authorsof rejectedpapershavethe right to
expect(per patentlaw) limits on the number of peoplewho seetheir papers,but PhD studentsneedto
betrainedin all aspectof researchincluding reviewingand needreal, aswell assimulated,reviewing
experiencesRobbertvan Renessaaidthat he often mergesstudentreviewsinto his own, becauseheir
reviews are often overly negative.

S.Keshawvonderedhow, if you canpublish papersof anylength, do you definea good paper?Ken
responded that a paper can be judged by whether it gets cited.

Tom Andersonpointed out that the NIPS(Neural Information ProcessingSystemsonferenceslo alot
of what Ken suggestedthey eliminate paperlengthsand acceptmore papersthan will be presentedBut
itOs possible that this will expand the reviewing load.

Thoughts on How to Improve Reviews
Paul Francis, Cornell University

Paulcould not attend, so RobbertVan Reness@resentechis paper.Paulobservedhat reviewsare of
poor quality becausé®C membersare overworked,and he suggestedwo solutions.

Idea: Let PC membersaskauthors (via the review software)simple questionssuchasOWherén the
papercan| find this?QAuthors could answeronly with page/column/linenumbers.

Proposal:For papersthat arerejectedby one conferenceand then submittedto another,passthe
reviews on to the next PC. That is, create a repository for blind reviews of rejected papers. Authors
could revisethe paperandresubmit. The reviewerswould first do blind reviews,then checkthe
repositoryfor sanity,or could reducetheir work by just checkingto seeif the author madereasonable
changes.

RobbertwasnCture he liked theseideashimself, and he thinks authorsshould havethe opportunity to
forgethistory, but perhapsmaking this systemoptional would work. Fred Douglis agreed pointing out
that decidingwhat is the Osam@aperQould leadto confusion,arguments or attemptsto gamethe
system Fred suggestednoving toward Oaccepwith revisions,Gsperiodicalsalreadydo, and we almost
do with shepherding but this would require addingtime to the pre-conferenceschedule.

GYnSirersaidthat, for the next NSDI, he consideredusing this idea(carrying reviewsforward), but is
worried that a OjerkreviewCrould stick with a paperand repeatedlypoison future PCsagainstthe

paper.

JohnWilkes suggesteaddressinghe PC overloadby beingmore aggressivaboutlength limits; if you

canOt get your idea across in 10 pages, you probably donOt get it. He thought an archive of old reviews

and submissionswvould be valuable;GregMinshall suggestghat authorsshould be ableto addrebuttals
into that archive.

Tom Andersonproposeddeclaringthat submissionequalspublishing (all on the public record); then
we could catchmultiple submissionsplagiarism,reviewsand rebuttals,etc. Fred Douglis was
concernedthat this would harm the occasionakaseavherea paperreally did improve after a rejection
andwould createa hugebiasagainstthe resubmittedpapers.



Scaling Internet Research Publication Processes to Internet Scale

Jon Crowcroft, University of Cambridge; S. Keshav, University of Waterloo; Nick
McKeown, Stanford University

Nick McKeownpresentedthis paper,which proposedthat we think aboutthe problemsafflicting
conferencegan increasingnumber of papers,without a matchingincreasein the number of people
willing to write goodreviews)asa game-theoryproblem. Then we cantry to designthe incentives
explicitly. (This is an experiment,sinceany incentive systemcanbe gamed.)In their view, the OGameO
for authorsis to getpublishedor feedbackwithout contributing additional work; for reviewersto
minimize their workload and stayin the OclubGand for PC chairsto geta good conference Obviously
this oversimplifies,sincesomeauthorsand reviewersmight be altruistic, too.

Their proposalsincluded the creationof avirtual economy,wherewriting areview getsyou onetoken,
submitting a papercostsyou three tokens,and you geta partial rebateif your paperis acceptedthere
would be somewayto bootstrapnew authorsinto the economy).As non-economicdisincentivesfor
submitting too many papers they suggestegublishing eachauthorOacceptanceate for conferences,
or evenpublishing the titles and authorsof rejectedsubmissionsFor reviewerincentives,they
suggestedyiving out best-reviewermwards.This could be driven by havingauthorsrate the reviews.

The paperalsodiscussedmore radical approachessuchasmaking all papersand reviewspublic and
signed(maybeusing pseudonyms).

During the discussion,JeffMogul suggestedhat Obespresentation@wardsat conferenceslonOt
actually help, becausehe peoplewho mostneed|mprovementdon0texpectthey could win. Somaybe
recognizingOmosimprovedCreviewersrather than Obest@® a goodwayto designthe incentives.

Eddie Kohler worried that addingincentivesto any processhat currently relieson altruism candestroy
systemsby creatingan expectationof payback.Sincewe alreadyrely on peerpressurecould incentives
underminethat? Nick suggestedve could find waysto improve how we usepeerpressure(phrasedin
terms of gaining respect from peers).

Regardingpublishing all submissionsand reviews,somepeoplewerepositive, but worried that
pseudonymswould quickly be decoded.This led to a discussionaboutwhether papersfrom famous
peoplearecurrently beingfavored,and whether making reviewspublic could leadto more animosity
and personal attacks, as well as people helping their friends.

GeoffKuenning observedhat peopleon the edgesof the Club (new peopleor peopleat teaching-
oriented colleges)would love to write more reviews,but they simply donOexistin the eyesof PC chairs
choosing reviewers.

Towards a Model of Computer Systems Research
Thomas Anderson, University of Washington

Tom collectedactualreview scoresfrom severalpastconferencesand showeda few graphs.For
example,differencesin scoresarefor the most part statisticallymeaninglessespeciallynearthe margin

between OacceptO and Oreject.O Based on citation counts for SOSP 003 and 005, which is one plausible
measurethe quality of the papersis perhapsa Zipf distribution, yetthe authorsseea squarewave

(acceptor reject). The problemwith this rewardfunction is that it might not provide enoughincentive

for authorsto generategood papers;instead,they keepsubmitting a paperto more conferencesuntil

the noisein the reviewingprocesdifts it abovethe threshold. He suggestedrying to makethe reward

function continuous, suchaspublishing paperOsnk and error bars;maybepapersneedto bere-scored

after several years of hindsight.

When Tom co-chairedSIGCOMMO0ahey tried to managethe randomnessThey useda heavy/light
PCmodeland addedmore reviewsfor paperswith high varianceor at the margin.

During the discussion,Robbertvan Renessguestionedwhetherthe reviewerscoreswere Zipf-
distributed. Tom replied (basedon a citation forwardedby StefanSavagejhat the bottom 50% of



papers in a conference basically donOt get cited at all. The citation distribution is Zipfian for the top
10%D20% of papers, and then itOs not.

GYnSirerdescribednow, at the lasttwo NSDIPC meetings the PCfirst ranked papers,then people
weregivenalimited number of chipsto vote for the papersthey liked best.The two ranking systems
producevery different results. Tom respondedthat our systemis trying to force peopleto chooseto
accept or reject, rather than to quantify the merit of each paper.

Krishna GummadiaskedTom how he liked the ideaof publishing all correct papersalongwith a
ranking, rejectingonly Owrong@apers.Tom thought this might be agoodlong-term goal, but not
beforewe getpeopleto understandrankings. Nick McKeownwonderedwhether publicly gradingthe
papers we accept would help.

JeffMogul suggestedhat reviewsfunction to decidenot only what papersgetin but alsowhich papers
areworth further PCinvestmentfor shepherding Decisionsfor marginal papersmight dependon
whether someonewantsto shepherdthem.

REVIEWMANAGEMENTSOFTWARE

Banal: Because Format Checking Is So Trite
Geoffrey M. Voelker, University of California, San Diego

Geoffdescribedbanal,aformat-checkerfor PDFdocuments.lt deduceshow the documentwas
formattedand checksthis againsta specification.Banalalsohasother features,suchasdetecting
attemptsto discoverreviewernamesvia a featureof Acroread.Banalis how included in HotCRPand
has been used in over 800 EDAS-supported conferences.

During the discussion,Phokion Kolaitis askedhow frequently authorsviolate format rules. JeffMogul
reportedthat one-third of the OSDIO08ubmissionglunked the stricter check, but only six werekicked
out for egregiousviolations. GregMinshall askedwhy we donQjust limit the word count; Jane-Ellen
Long replied that illustrations matter, so word count isnOt perfect.

Ken Birmanarguedthat this is backward:We should be encouragingreally long submissionsand
reviewingon extendedabstracts We shouldnObe counting pagesin an electronicworld. Fred Douglis
counteredthat we canOteview one thing (extendedabstract)and let them publish anotherthing.
Conferences that do that tend to be of low quality.

Hot Crap!
Eddie Kohler, University of California, Los Angeles

Eddie describedthe HotCRPreview system,including how its designhasbeeninfluencedby his
preferencesabouthow reviewingshould work. (A lot of the discussionreflecteddifferencesof opinion
aboutthesepreferences.)r'he HotCRPuserinterfacefollows two principles: avoid modes,and prefer
search (all the ways of listing papers are forms of OsearchO).

Eddie showedalong list of discriminatorsextractedfrom HotNets-V.Somewerepretty funny, suchas
writing in Word (likely reject) vs. TeX (likely accept).A submitted PDF of under 100K byteswas42%
likely to get in, but those over 500K were only 14% likely.

HotCRPallows both anonymousand nonanonymoussubmissionsand reviews.Basen HotNets-V
(2005) results,submitting anonymouslywasawayto getrejected:Only 7% of anonymoussubmissions
gotin vs.25%o0f nonanonymoussubmissionsEddie thinks that this is an argumentagainstdouble-
blind reviewing. GeoffVVoelkerand Tom Andersondrew the oppositeconclusion,that somepeople
expectan advantagdrom having their namesknown.

Therewassomediscussionof the Oldentifythe ChampionQnodelfor running a PC,which people
seemedo like. Therewasalsolots of discussionaboutnormalizing review scores given reviewerswith
different setpoints or the situation in which somereviewersjust getassignedvorsebatchesof papers
than others.



MODERATEDISCUSSIONDEBATEFLAMINGON PROPOSALSHATGO BEYONDTHESCOPEOFA
SINGLE PC

Tom Andersonmoderatedthis session.The group beganby brainstormingto createa list of things to
discuss (which is shown in the detailed scribe notes).

Single-Blind Reviewing (SBR)vs. Double-Blind Reviewing (DBR)

Ken Birman observedhat this is actually aboutavoiding the appearancef biasand convincing
ourselveshat thereisnOany room for bias.Ken and Mothy Roscoeboth reportedexperiencewith
biasedPCs;Mothy is not surehow we fix it. One problemis that somepeopledonOunderstandthe
process and thus think their failure to get in is a result of bias. Greg Minshall remarked that people still
make accusations of bias even with DBR; it doesnOt seem to help.

Phokion Kolaitis reportedthat the databaseeommunity grappledwith DBR.On the TODSeditorial

board, about one-third were in favor, one-third against, and one-third indifferent, so the decision ended
with DBRbeingused.The SIGMODconferenceusesDBR,but the other two DB conferencegVLDB and
PODS)useSBR(There havebeenseveralSIGMODnewsletterpaperscomparingdataon the two setsof
papersbut they cameto oppositeconclusionsaboutthe merits of DBR.)Ken Birmanpolled the SOSP
audiencein Brighton, which narrowly votedto keep SOSHDBReventhough OSDlis SBR.

Mark Allman thinks DBRhasthe benefitof reminding PC membersthat they should try to be
academicallyhonest.However, Tom Andersonarguedthat sometimesiasis reasonabléecause
knowledgeof whoOmvolved is usefulin evaluatingsystemspapers wheresomeauthorsarenGalways
honestaboutwhat they haveactuallydone (i.e., reputationscanhelp). Tom favorshaving some
conferencesSBRand someDBR,so authorshavesomechoice.He observedthat many peoplethink
systemsPCsarebiasedregardlesf what we do; Eddie Kohler asked,if so,what is the point in trying
to satisfy them?

Mark Allman askedwhetherwe should collect somedataon whether and how we arebiased,and how
people perceive the level of bias, before trying to deal with the problem.

JohnWilkes slightly prefersDBRbecausét helpsoutsidersbreakin, which is goodfor the community,
but he suggestedpendingefforts on reducing PC-membeibiasrather than OmechanismiasGand
suggesteatollecting dataaboutindividual biasesFred Douglis suggestedhat hugebiasesn per-
reviewer acceptance rates might come out.

Mothy Roscoepointed out that most WOWCSattendeesveresuccessfuSOSPRauthors,sothe people
who really perceivedthe biaswereprobablynot in the room. We needto find thosepeopleandtalk
with them, not just talk among the insiders.

Publication vs. Submission

Tom Andersonaskedwhetherwe should publish all submissionsand, if so,how do you force authors
to improve on their submissions?GYn Sireraskednow would this leadto better papers;GregMinshall
arguedthat it leadsto fewerbad papers.Tom believesthat peoplewould havean incentive not to attach
their names to not-quite-ready papers.

GeoffKuenning askedhow this would showup on a CV, and whetherauthors could then resubmit
theseOpublications@ anotherconference Fred Douglis worried that it would discouragepapersthat
neededa few rounds of reviewingto becomereally good, that it breaksDBR,and that it creates
problemsfor corporateresearchersvho might needto file patents.

JohnWilkes agreedwith Tom that subtleincentivesarethe wayto go, but this is nota subtle incentive;

in particular, we need to be willing to invest time into the papers in the middle between Oreally goodO
and Oreallybad.QleffMogul predictedthat this changewould createcontroversyby upsettingthe apple
cart of careeradvancementn both academiaand corporations,alreadypressurecbecauseve focuson
conferencesnsteadof journals. Is there a more evolutionary approach?red Douglis suggestequst
Oouting@he really egregioussubmissionsgto createsomesocialpressureagainstthem.

Tom Andersonobservedhat somefields donOhaveour history of confidential review. In math and
physics, early versions of papers go in ArXiv; later ones get published.



Eddie Kohler likes the proposedmechanismbecausét might reducebad papers,it will getideasout
therewith your nameon it, andit is unbiased.Tom Andersonpointed out that, becauseejectionsare
public, it gives people a way to evaluate PCs; currently we have no way to do that.

Review Repositories

Ken Birman observedhat reviewerscoresare extremelynoisy, and we donOknow how to dealwith
noise;this canleadto perceptionsof biaswhen peopleseethe results. Tom Andersonpointed out that
he proposed publishing rank and variance values.

Rich Draveswantsa repository of reviewsthat stayanonymous(by reviewer) but areattachableto the
paper.JeffMogul and Robbertvan Renesssuggestedillowing authorsto rebut reviewsin the
repositoryand, when resubmitting, to include a discussionof how they responded.Jeffand Ken agreed
that authorsshould not beforeverhauntedby reviewsthat areclearly biased.

Robbertsuggestedequiring authorsto submit the original paperand a diff; Ken pointed out that TOCS
doesthat and he doesnQinderstandwhy conferenceslonOusethosemethods.

Againtherewassomediscussionof the benefitsand cursesof having signed,public reviews.

Eddie Kohler suggestedhat HotCRPcould allow PC membersto rate other reviewsasOhelpful®@r Onot
helpful.O The results would be exposed to the PC and, potentially, to the chair of a future PC.

Mark Allman arguedagainstcarrying alongthe baggagef old reviewswith eachpaper.If authorswant
to rebut areview, they should do it in the paper.Maybewe should allow authorsan extra pageor two,
to talk about previousreviews,commonmisconceptionsgtc.

Tom Andersonobservedhat the Web hasmovedus toward evolutionary processesWe seemto do all

of this stuff for journals, but none of it for conferences. A journal paper is considered as the final
version,so everythingis context. But we donOhavecontext for conferencepapers,and conferencesare
the terminal publication for a lot of papers. But implementation raises a lot of issues with controlling
access, preserving anonymity, etc.

Therewasa generaldiscussionof the merits and challengesof whetherand how to carry reviews
aroundfor resubmittedpapers.Somepeopleview positively a paperthat explainshow it hasfixed
previously reported problems.SanjayAgrawalreportedthat SIGMODhasa few Orolloverapers,
wherethe author hasthe option of rolling them overto VLDB. The reviewsaremadeavailableto the
PC of the secondconference Fred Douglis reportedon successfuliseof rollover papersfrom
SIGCOMM 099 to USITS.

Rebuttals
GYnSirerhasheardfrom Adrian Perrigthat the vastmajority of security bugsfound by reviewersare
bogus (either trivially fixable or not actually bugs). So do we need to allow rebuttals?

Colin Dixon saidthat studentsview SIGGRAPHebuttalsasexcruciatingattemptsto put the entire
contentof the paperinto a couple of pagesKen Birmanobservedhat this missesthe point of rebuttals,
which is just to give a chance to say Oreviewer B is just plain wrong.O We need to explain the
mechanism to the students.

Authorship Ethics

Ken Birmanwasworried aboutapplicantswith verylong CVswherealot of the papershave8b10
authorsand that the standardfor Oleasauthorship contributionOhasdropped. He wantsa published
policy of whatOs acceptable.

GregMinshall observedhat there aregroupsin biochemistrywhereall peoplein the researchgroup
areauthorsof all papers(or, asTom Andersonpoints out, becausehey own the lab but didnOtlo any
other work on the paper.)JeffMogul wonderedwhetherthis is areal problem and whether publishing a
policy changeit. Fred Douglis thought it would indeedhelp to provide guidelinesdistinguishing
betweenOauthorship@nd somethingthat should bein the acknowledgmentsMothy Roscoereported
that ETH hasguidelinesincluding afew pagesaboutwhat it should meanto be an author. Papers
should endwith asectionlisting everyauthor and what their contribution was.He found this kind of
shocking and is not sure we want it.



Mothy Roscoepointed out that, in systemssometimeswe build really big things requiring many
people.Sincepeoplealsocomplain aboutthe narrownessof someSOSPapers,we should be careful
not to push too far on shrinking author lists.

Therewasgeneraldiscussionaboutwhetherthe consumersof CVsshould be policing this problem (by
guestioningwhether paperswith long author lists add information to their hiring decisions),not PCs.

MODERATEDISCUSSIONDN CONCRETEHINGSWECANDO
Jeff Mogul moderated the final session.

Living Papers

Jane-Elleriong brought up a suggestiorfrom the USENIXBoardof Directors: Olivingpapers. @l
papersfrom USENIX-sponsore@ventswould bein the corpus;authorscould submit other stuff related
to their papers,and other peoplecould submit commentsand links to their own papers.Anyonecan
rate papers(with higher weighting for USENIXmembers) which could give more information on
which papersarevaluable.Also, peoplewho want to developtheir reviewing credentialscould usetheir
reviews from this site to get started.

JeffMogul suggestedncorporating Eddie KohlerOproposedOlfound this review helpfulOmechanism.
People seemed to like the idea, especially if it were not necessarily specific to USENIX events.

Databaseof Reviewers

Picking up on an earlier suggestiorfrom Rebeccdsaacsto setup a databasef peoplewho wantto
serveon PCsbut havenot donethis before,Ken Birman askedfor a databasef peoplein the
community and what theyOraorking on; this would be very helpful when finding PC members.

Tom Andersonand Rich Dravesboth thought it would be valuable.Rich pointed out that he and
Robberthadto makea big spreadsheetvhen picking the next OSDIPC. Eddie Kohler wantsall rejected
papersandtheir reviewsto gointo this databaseif the authorsconsentin advance.

Generally,peoplelike the ideaof tracking pastPC membershipin one place,but they felt that negative
information (especially) about reviewers cannot go into a database.

Discussionof Alternate Publishing Models

Phokion Kolaitis reportedthat the VLDB boardis consideringa new proposalfor a VLDB e-journal.
Peoplecansubmit all year,at VLDB length. An editorial boarddoesquick (8©10weeks)reviews.Once
ayear,aPCis formedto decidewhich paperswould appearin the VLDB conferencepasedon these
reviews.The conferencewould not haveits own proceedings.

GregMinshall didnOthink the VLDB approachwould work; it would just torture peopleall yearlong.
Tom Andersonpredictedthere would still be 800 submissionsat the last minute.

Gregsuggestedhat having an editorial board doesnGicale,sogetrid of it andjust usecommentsasthe
filter. RebeccasaacavasnCturethe community will do agoodjob of reviewing or that peoplewould
read a paper by a complete unknown.

Eddie Kohler observedhat this could berun asan experimentin parallelwith existing systemsand
then we could figure out how to use it.

Tom Andersondescribeda paperin the economicdliterature looking at the rate at which famous
economistspublish. The famouspeoplepublish lessoften becauseghey haveother ways(books, op-ed
columns,etc.) to getpeopleto pay attention. Conferencesrestill goodfor recognizingnon-famous
people.

JeffMogul observedhat there arethings that arenQworth a conferenceslot but deserveto be seen.
Mark Allman saidthat authorscould gettheir work out astechreports. Fred Douglis counteredthat
getting publishedin SOSPetc. meanssomebodyhasvettedthings. A publishedarchiveis unreviewed
stuff, soit wonOhavemuch impact. Ken Birman pointed out that we expectpeopleon PCsto have
maturity and be familiar with classical papers, and he worried that this would be lost.



Short Papers

JohnWilkes floated having a short-papertrack at Eurosysand got mixed reactions.Somepeople
thought havinga short paperon the CV asif it wereafull paperwasabadthing. But you needto have
it in the proceedinggo gettravel money.Short papersare sometimesa sort of consolationprize from
the PC.

Eddie Kohler believesthat at IMC/IMW, short paperswork really well; Mark Allman agreedIMC mixes
the short papersvery deeplyin the program;thereOso separateshort-papertrack. The PC canaskyou
to write a short paper when you submitted a long one.

Eddiethinks that position papersand short papersaretwo different things. Tom Andersonsaidthat
SIGCOMMtried position papersand had trouble evaluatingthem. JeffMogul pointed out that the
current SIGCOMMmodel s to put position papersin separatavorkshopson the side;Ken Birmansaid
that ICDCShasshort papersin both the main conferenceandin workshops.Fred Douglis reportedthat
Middlewarehassomehalf-length papersprimarily industrial, that gointo the ACM Digital Library but
not the proceedings.

Robbert van Renesse observed that 6 pages of good stuff isnOt necessarily inferior to 14 pages. Jane-Ellen
Long suggesteancouragingpeopleto publish papersof OappropriatéengthOthey should not feel

obligedto write a certainnumber of pagesTom Andersonthought the 14-pagelimit might be hurting

the field; paperquality canbe compromisedby trying to fit into this limit. Ken Birmanagreed ThatOs
especiallytrue in networking, wherethe principal journal hasthe samepagelimit asthe principal

conference JeffMogul suggestedhat this bugis in the journal pagelimit andwonderedwhether

reviewers could express a value-per-page rating (e.g., OThis paper is worth 16 pages; that one could fit

in 12.0) Therewould be pagebudgetingproblems,but he thinks we could hit the average.

Eddie Kohler couldnOtomeup with an exampleof a paperwhere he thought, OEvenpageis packed
with information; | want to reject this paper.O Instead he thought, OIf you hadnOt babbled for six pages,
youOd have room for the results.O

John Wilkes suggested that authors could add a note of Oif | had two more pages, this is what I10d add.O

Jane-EllerLong wonderedwhether peopleexpandtheir papersto fit the limit, but a straw poll of the
room revealed that we all struggle to cut the papers down.

Ken Birmanaskedwhy we valuejournal versions?They cancoverthe topic at full length. Conference
length limits meanthat sometimespeoplesplit one paperinto two conferencesHe still thinks there
should be an option to have a full version online, but it should be shepherded.

Eddie Kohler didnOwvant to seelonger conferencepapers;conferencesareabout 25-minute
presentationsConferencesand journals havedifferent functions.

JeffMogul arguedthat the debateisnOwhetherthe PC should reviewinfinite-length papersbut whether
they should reviewwhat eventuallygetspublished. GregMinshall suggestedeviewing 6-pageextended
abstractsthen using shepherdgo producegood12- or 14-pagepapers.GeoffVoelkerworried that you
could gamethe systembecause/ou cansubmit more 6-pagepapersrather than betterones.Also, it
would bebiasedtoward peoplewho areextremelygoodat presentingideasand maybefavor the people
who donOfollow through. Ken Birman suggestedequiring authorsto submit both the 6-pageversion
and the full one, so that you could check that the work actually was done.

JeffMogul remembereclder USENIXannual conferencesn which only extendedabstractswvere
reviewed;he thought it wasa disaster becausanobody knew how to write a good extendedabstract.
But requiring the writer to give both 6-pageand 14-pageversionswould getaround this. Tom
Andersonsuggestedequiring the acceptedauthorsto write 6-pagesynopsef their papers.That
doesnQtelp the reviewing processbut it helpsdissemination becauseow we havetoo many 14-page
papersto wadethrough. It would be saying,0ThePClooked at the long versionand validatedthe
paper,but hereOthe essence.GregMinshall wassurprisedby TomOsuggestionpecausehis goalis to
reducethe PCOwork. Tom saidhe wastrying to reducethe work on the readers Thereare 1000 papers
published in networking each year.



The sessiorendedwith a discussionof wherethe 14-pagelimit camefrom; it camefrom letting people
usereadablefonts on what usedto be a 12-pagepagelimit. Wherethat camefrom, nobody knew.



