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Program Committee
GOAL: Get the best possible program for QIP 2022



Program Committee
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Algorithms Complexity Error Correc3on
Cryptography Many body physics Founda3ons
Quantum Informa3on

QIP 2019: 35

QIP 2020: 35

QIP 2021: 35

QIP 2022: 60

PC size
QIP 2019: 349

QIP 2020: 296

QIP 2021: 462

QIP 2022: 514

Talk submissions

2 reviews per paper
3 reviews again



Submissions 514
Accepted 113
Acceptance rate 0,22
Reviews 1550
External reviewers 419
External reviews 674

reviews for 
a paper

number of 
papers

2 14
3 479
4 20
5 1

• Two tracks on EasyChair: talk and poster

• Explicit COIs rules at submission

• PC chairs did not submit any paper 


(thanks to our coauthors for their understanding)


• 514 talk submissions

• 3 reviews per paper. A total of 1550 reviews

• Acceptance rate: 22%


(24%, 28%, 18% in previous years)


• 151 poster submissions. All accepted. 


Reviewing process. Facts and numbers

Talks



Reviewing process. Phases

• Reviewing phase.

• Each paper gets 3 reviews + 3 scores

• PC members could use subreviewers for help.  Scores given by PC members

• Discussion phase.

• Intensive discussion for each paper and comparing papers via EasyChair.


• More than 2000 comments. 

• More than 800 revised reviews. 


• 82 talks are selected by consensus during this phase. 63 submissions pass to the next round.

• Voting phase.

• Two round voting to select the remaining 24 talks.

• Plenaries, short-plenaries and best student paper award selected by voting.

• Bidding phase. 

• PC members declare COIs.

• Assign each paper to 3 PC members in an optimal way (topic-wise).

• Detect related submissions to assign a common reviewer Fair comparison in discussion phase

• Target number of accepted talks 
• 3 plenaries, 10 short plenaries, 93 regular talks in 3 parallel tracks. Goal: keep >20% acceptance rate

• Proposed by SC + local organizers in coordination with PC chairs. 



Reviewing process. Comments

• Despite our efforts (e.g. common reviewers in related submissions, 
intensive discussions), the process is inherently imperfect and subjective  
(60 PC members deciding in 8 weeks on more than 500 submissions, 
using more than 1500 reviews).

• Final decisions were sent to authors together with the reviews.

• Numbers (submissions, PC size) at the edge of what we find manageable.

• Impossible without co-Chair.

• Maybe future QIPs require to be multi-track?

• Other solutions?

• 20% acceptance hard to maintain in the future if number of submissions 
keep growing. A debate seems needed in this direction.



Our warmest thanks to the local organizing 
committee, and very specially to Thomas Vidick

To conclude


