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Motivation

* Recent changes in the way papers and
proposals are reviewed to improve
— Accuracy
— Fairness
— Speed / efficiency

* A strong, pervasive impression that,
despite (or maybe in part because of)

these changes, our review processes have
serious problems




Format

Brief intros (by me)
Short presentations by each panelist

Questions and discussion

— We expect that many of you have valuable
Insights to share

We hope our discussion sheds some light

on these questions and helps to draw

attention to the importance of these issues.




Introductions
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Some Questions

* Is it really good to value conference papers
more than journal papers?
— Is it a reaction to slowness of journals

— Or a tolerance of superficiality over
thoroughness and precision?
* Are conferences now perhaps less places
to go to learn or simply surrogates for
tenure committees?




More questions

* Are our experimental results meaningful,
believable, statistically valid, repeatable?

* Are online PCs good enough for quality
reviews given the level at which we value
conference publication”?




Apparent trends

More double blind reviewing, no reversals
back to single-blind

High paper volume means some 2" tier
conferences become 1st tier

Several subdisciplines have conferences that
are now more prestigious than journals

Some (many?) schools have internalized the
concept of conference pubs >= journal pubs

Concern about delta versus innovative papers
Author response




