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Some numbers– submissions 
● 390 talk submissions (after a few withdraws / out of scope) 

○ Out of which 42 for the “With Proceedings” track (~11%)
○ Additional 46 poster-only submissions; all accepted.

● 87 talk submissions accepted (~22% acceptance rate)
○ Out of which 8 submissions accepted for the proceedings 

(less than usual for the proceedings, to maintain scientific excellence)
● 1,144 reviews in total 

○ 28 submissions with 2 reviews
○ The rest with 3 reviews (or more)

● 7 online talks due to visa issues; 
1 talk removed from the program since the authors couldn’t attend



Some numbers - submission topics
Topic % of 

submissions
% of accepts

quantum algorithms 29% 23%    

quantum information theory 26% 22%

quantum complexity theory 18% 27%   

quantum learning, tomography and 
many-body theory

17% 18%

quantum error correction and 
fault-tolerant quantum computing

15% 13%

quantum simulations 13% 10%    

quantum cryptography 11% 16%   

quantum foundations 11% 6%   

Only the most common 
topics are listed.

Submissions can have 
multiple topics.

Careful attention
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Some numbers – PC work load
● 15-18 assigned reviews for most PC member 

(Average PC member submitted 15.3 reviews)
● We asked the PC members for anonymous feedback in the end 

(20/73 members replied, so obviously they ran out of energy…)

=> reducing the 
load would have 
helped, but it 
becomes very hard 
to find PC members 
in this scale
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● Need a large PC due to the growing number of submissions
● Hard to recruit people:

○ Many people are burnt out from QIP: QIP PC’s work ends around 
November-December and this is when we recruit PC members for TQC 

○ ITCS and QCrypt PCs’ work overlap (maybe more)
● We believe that an active discussion phase is a must for dealing with AI 

submissions/reviews in the years to come. This means we need the PC 
members to not be burnt out already in the reviewing phase. 

○ (We didn’t encounter significant “AI issues”-- one submission and one review were suspected)

● Shifting the date of the conference a bit to avoid some overlap with other PCs 
might be beneficial. 
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○ To implement this, reviewers divided reviews into PC-only, 
PC+authors, PC+authors+scirate. (We also verified that there is 
nothing offending)

○ Reviews were posted anonymously, signed by the PC.
● Goals:

○ The community benefits more broadly from the hard work of the PC 
○ Highlighting accepted papers
○ Giving public examples of reviews
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harder and that they are happy that their work has a broader impact.
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○ Don’t waste the authors’ effort put into the preparation
○ 3-page abstracts are a unique format and it’s not easy for junior 

researchers to find good examples of them.
● No DOI and do not “count” as a publication / part of the proceedings.
● 20% of authors actively accepted to have their abstracts posted (we sent 

the request too late).
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New: Posting 3-page abstracts of accepted papers
● We see mild benefits and no downsides, and recommend continuing this.
● A possible alternative to requesting final arXiv versions (currently 

requested for QIP).
● (An alternate perspective: the PC co-chair would like to drop 3-page 

abstracts altogether; the disadvantage is that it can increase the workload 
of the PC members.)



Very special thanks to:

SC chair: Frédéric Magniez
LOC and especially Amélie Proulx (administrative coordinator)
Technical operations chair: Christian Schaffner



Thanks to all PC members!
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