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» Much help from local organization:
Runyao Duan (chair of Steering Committee),
Yuan Feng (help with Easychair), others . ..
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First round of submissions (Sep 12):
197 talk or talk-or-poster submissions (1 withdrawn)
Comparison: last year there were 222

3 PC members for each submission;
25 submissions per PC member

v
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3 weeks of refereeing, 2 weeks of discussion
NB: this is much faster than typical TCS conference

Results:

v

1. 39 accepts (incl. 2 mergers) = 20%

SC invited 3 more speakers = 40 talks in the program
2. 6 of these recommended to SC for plenary status
3. one Best Student paper
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> Reviews: 601 (3 or more per submission)
External reviewers: 142
External reviews: 220

» Breakdown of # submitters and acceptance rate by country:

Australia 43 0.10
Belgium 16 0.16
Canada 39 0.54
China 10 0.00
France 9 0.07
Germany 43 0.27
India 10 0.00
Japan 20 0.15
Netherlands 7 0.00
Poland 12 0.06
Singapore 23  0.05
Spain 17 0.16
Switzerland 19 0.03

United Kingdom 53 0.18
United States 96 0.22
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Poster

submissions

QIP poster policy:
accept everything unless it’s clearly wrong or out of scope

First round: 102 posters accepted (5 poster-only submissions,
all rejected talk-or-poster submissions)

Second round: 92 more posters, 90 accepted
Quite a few poster submitters withdrew afterwards

NB: when deciding accepted talks, the difference between
talk-only or talk-or-poster submissions is ignored
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» We could have accepted 20-30 more good papers.
Future choice: accept more papers? Implies parallel sessions.
Pro: more people happy, better representation of research
Con: community will be more split, conference needs two
medium-size lecture rooms (what about plenary talks?)

» Anecdotal feedback from authors: some reviews were sloppy.
Can'’t expect too much in 3 weeks of refereeing.
Difference in refereeing culture between CS and physics:
CS reviewers tend to be more detailed and more critical
» Do we want the 3-page abstract submission format?
My opinion: it costs the community more than it gains the PC
» Do we want abstracts on the website?
My opinion: yes for talks, no for posters
» Make reviews public? (say on Scirate, like TQC'14)
My opinion: PC summaries or redacted reviews for accepts



