Process Steps and Details

(When not explicitly called out, things are assumed to be the same as the last few years.  This includes for example rules for anonymizing submissions, conflict of interest, and non-disclosure rules.)
Early steps

Establish areas based on past paper submissions (and possibly tests of coverage and understandability based on data from survey of last year’s authors).

· Areas need to be established both to roughly balance the number of papers and to ensure as many identifiable constituencies as possible “have a home”.

· Establishing a good set of areas will be critical to both Maintaining Interdisciplinary Growth and Area Appropriate Evaluation.  
Papers chairs: Recruit paper areas sub-committee chairs (PACs?), discuss principles and details of process with them, and determine any area-specific issues.
· Recruiting good area chairs will be important for many things.  

Action / policy: recruit experienced and trusted people, preferably those who have been a conference program chair before, or at least a CHI AC for a number of years.
Papers chairs (with the help of area chairs): draft area descriptions for inclusion in Call.
Papers chairs: write Call.  

· Describing the areas in a clear and inclusive way and explanation of area structure and need for authors to carefully pick a single areas will be important for Transparency.
Area chairs (with input from the papers chairs): recruit subcommittee members (ACs)
· Recruit 6-8 definite ACs and 4-6 alternates (~12 total; all committed to serve; alternates “called up” based on number and topic distribution of actual papers).
xx Question: are these the right numbers?

· Recruiting good ACs is critically important to many goals.

Action/policy: seek a mix of experienced ACs with some “new blood” (but a greater emphasis on established ACs this year due to need for extra stability within a changing process).

Action/policy: (from SIGGRAPH experience) get commitment of senior people early as definite ACs, since they are more likely to drop out if called up on short notice and more junior people are more likely to say yes late.

xxQuestion: Should papers chairs have a strong hand and/or final say in AC appointments?

Paper Submission Time
Authors: submit title, abstract, keywords, and area choice 1 week in advance of paper deadline. 

· This is used by area chairs to determine alternate ACs (if any) to “call up”.  
xxQuestion: will we get too much dropout between this and final submits for this to be an accurate guide?  If that’s the case consider working in extra time after submissions to do this.
· Author’s choosing area is important to Area Appropriate Evaluation, Transparency, and Minimize Randomness since the author knows the most about the work and is highly motivated to get this correct.
Question: do we give the authors the option of checking a box to indicate they are unsure and would like help picking an area?

Question: do we screen area choices and go back to authors with suggestions if we think they have made a very bad choice of area?

Authors: submit final paper (possibly with updated title, abstract, keywords, but no change to area choice).

Area Chairs: assign each paper to a primary and a secondary AC

Area Chairs: assigned approximately ½ typical AC load

· Normal/typical conflict of interest rules apply – important to Minimize Bias.

· Assigned ACs quickly scan for hidden conflicts of interest and poor assignments, placing these in a “paper swap pool” for the area and (eventually) selecting a replacement paper from the pool (area chair verifies there are no lingering papers in pool and assigns to ACs if required).

· Assignment of papers to ACs is critical to Expert Reviewers and Minimize Randomness (SIGGRAPH experience indicates this part of process is extra important).
Action/policy: Author identity is known to ACs so conflicts of interest can be handled well – important to Minimize Bias.
Action/policy: Papers which area chair is conflicted with are referred to the papers co-chairs who assign the ACs.

Question: should we assign papers to the area chair at all?
Primary AC recruits and assigns 2 or more reviewers for each paper
Secondary AC recruits and assigns 1 reviewer for each paper

· Normal/typical conflict of interest rules apply – important to Minimize Bias.
· Recruiting good, expert reviewers is critical to Expert Reviewers, Area Appropriate Evaluation, and others (and probably the most important part of the whole process).
· Personal recruiting and invitation (and/or “twisting of arms”) by AC will improve response rate of busy people and possibly improve contentiousness of reviews – important to Expert Reviewers.

Action/policy: the reviewer database will be eliminated for the purpose of finding reviewers (but the system will still indicate how many papers have been assigned to prospective reviewer).  ACs will instead use the ACM DL and their favorite search engine to find experts in the subject matter of each paper based on their prior work.
Action/policy: ACs are strongly discouraged from choosing reviewers outside the specific area of the paper (e.g., to get a “general opinion” or “outside view”) unless those reviewers are highly qualified to review the paper content.  

Action/policy: ACs will limit the use of PhD students to cases where that student is a recognized expert in the area (e.g., they are working on a dissertation in the area or have published good work there).  
Action/policy: ACs will limit the use of colleagues and “friends” to cases where the person would otherwise be a strong reviewer choice.

xx Question: is split assignment of reviewers too much of a logistical difficulty to be worth the benefit?

xx New Idea: should we have an explicit recruiting of (more random) PhD students as a new “apprentice reviewer” class?  Reviews would go to the authors but be marked as “apprentice”.  AC has option of incorporating better comments into meta-review or possibly promoting good reviews to “full” status.

Review Time
Reviewers: complete assigned reviews by deadline.
Primary AC: does full review of each assigned paper.
Secondary AC: optionally may review some assigned papers and optionally write a full review if they do.
Primary and Secondary AC: shepherd reviewers they assigned looking for weak reviews and asking for clarifications and expansion as needed.

Area chairs also hunt for weak reviews.

· Important to Expert Reviewers, Area Appropriate Evaluation, and others.

Primary AC: optionally finds additional reviewers (starting with secondary AC) for papers which have high variance, have missing reviews, or otherwise look problematic.
Primary AC:  initiates discussion of some papers in private discussion area (never seen by authors)

· Important to Minimize Randomness and possibly Minimize Bias and Errors.
Action/policy: every paper should have a minimum of 3 reviews from outside the committee.

After Review Deadline

Primary AC (with possible advice from secondary): writes separate short meta-review which summarizes key points of other reviews (including their own full review).  

· Statement of key issues by meta-review is important for Transparency and to set up good rebuttal process.

· Indication of reviewer raised issues that are of lower weight may be important to Minimize Bias and Errors.
xx Question: Should meta-reviews provide scores and how would those scores be used?
Rebuttal

Author: sees reviews including scores, writes space limited rebuttal (in about 1 week)

· Important to Minimize Bias and Errors and Transparency.

xx New Idea: SIGGRAPH subsequently opens a separate public discussion area that includes both authors and reviewers so a small dialog about the paper and rebuttal can take place.  Should we do this?
Post-rebuttal, Pre-meeting
Primary AC: continues discussion of papers with reviewers and possibly updates meta-review based on rebuttal

Area Chair (using guidelines and advice from papers chairs): establishes cutoffs for papers to be accepted or rejected without discussion.

· Important for Sustainability.

Action/policy: Any non-conflicted AC may call for discussion of any paper – important for Minimize Bias and Errors.
Primary AC: (occasionally) recruits additional reviewer(s) for particularly difficult cases or to get expert answers to particular unresolved issues.

· Important to Minimize Bias and Errors.

Secondary AC: reviews and scores (but does not write up full review for) all papers assigned to them which are to be discussed.
Question:  Should the secondary write a full review (Transparency vs. Sustainability)?
Papers Chairs: establish initial paper targets for each area based primarily on number of submissions to area
Question: is distribution of scores within an area relevant here?

Xx Question: is this distribution (near-?)final or do we hold some in reserve for allocation during the meeting?

During Review Meeting
Area Chair: runs sub-committee meeting for their area (relieved by designated second when they have conflicts).

Action/policy: Papers will be reviewed primarily in forward or reverse score order sorted by raw (not expertise weighted) scores, typically moving in one direction for a time, then periodically flipping to the other end and opposite direction in order to achieve calibration.

Action/policy: All ACs or Chairs with conflicts of interests for particular papers must leave the room during discussion of that paper in all cases.
Action/policy: (After clearing the room of conflicts) for each paper the primary AC will very briefly describe the topic of the paper, indicate who the reviewers are, raise any salient issues from the reviews, ask the secondary to also comment, then make a recommendation about acceptance.  Particularly early in the process, paper decisions can be deferred until the committee is better calibrated (early rejection of top rated papers or acceptance of very low rated papers should normally be treated as deferrals, being raised later in order to ensure calibration with respect to other accepts and rejects).  When there are disagreements or outstanding issues an additional reader can be assigned to help come to a consensus.
Action/policy: ACs will be held accountable for their choice of reviewers.  ACs should have a very short justification prepared for why each reviewer was chosen (especially in the case of Ph.D. students or friends/colleagues).  For time reasons these justifications won’t be requested for many papers, but they need to be available.  ACs’ expert judgment needs to be considered even if it sometimes conflicts with their reviewers, but any argument that reviews should be ignored must be accompanied with a justification (or should get a question such as “then, why did you pick that reviewer” from the area chair).  
Action/policy All papers must have a minimum of two people who have reviewed the paper in the room for discussion.
Action/policy: All committee members are expected to comment on papers, ask questions, raise issues, etc., but primary weight should be given to the voice of those who have actually read the paper.
Action/policy: At the end of the meeting a “resurrection phase” will be applied where any non-conflicted AC can call for the reconsideration of any rejected paper.  

Action/policy: The expectation is that papers are to be consider “as is” in almost all cases.  However, in rare cases papers may be accepted conditional upon extra criteria agreed upon by the committee (and stringently enforced by the primary AC or designee).  These special conditions must be explicitly and clearly stated and cannot involve substantial rewrites to the paper, or actions such as new implementation or collection of data, etc.  xx Full papers may not be accepted conditional upon shortening them to Notes.

Action/policy: At the end of the meeting all papers will have been rejected or conditionally accepted.  Any papers for which a decision can’t be reached at the end of the meeting will be conditionally accepted.
xxQuestion: do we give each sub-committee an initial accept quota and then they optionally come back and ask for more?  Is there a general meeting across sub-committees and if so, why, and what happens there?

xxQuestion: are there additional process items to help issues with papers that are cross cutting or “falling in the cracks”.
After Review Meeting
Primary ACs: revise meta-review as needed, mostly using special sections set aside for this purpose (remember that the authors have seen the meta-review already so direct edits are not advisable and scores should not be changed after rebuttal).

Action/policy:  All papers which receive a decision that might seem surprising based on what the author saw at rebuttal time must be given extra explanation in a special section of the (revised) meta-review.  Special conditions for acceptance must be explicitly and clearly stated in a special section of the (revised) meta-review.  Primary ACs should in general include additional helpful information to authors about the review discussion (but not verbatim quotes) in a revised meta-review as appropriate. – important for Transparency.
Authors: revise papers to final form based on reviews and instructions from finalized meta-review.

Primary ACs (or designee): will be responsible for checking final papers to ensure they stay within the spirit of the original submission and that they have responded appropriately to any suggestions or special conditions.  Papers will be considered fully accepted only after this review.

