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Historical trends
Submissions Acceptance rate

Acceptance rate

# Submissions



Abstract Registration 
● Caused some confusion
● Only 1 case of authors asking (unsuccessfully) to register paper after abstract 

deadline
● Added ~5 days to Round 1 reviewing

● Rejected 38 papers in Round 0 as malformed
● Most common causes

○ Anonymization failures (many authors seemed surprised)
○ Failure to submit a PDF (probable mistake/oversight resulting from abstract registration)

Round 0



Bulk submissions
Some submissions specially-marked with previous reviews in appendix
- only when authors had >3 non-SoK submissions
- controversial

41 bulk out of 419 submitted, with 7/60 accepted; rate of 7/41 or 17%

Not successful: policy has only a limited effect, is controversial & annoying
● Will NOT be continued



Appeals process (only for early-reject papers)
9 out of 188 appealed --- to have reviews adjudicated by a leading expert

1 adjudicated for further reviewing

0 made it to PC meeting

0 accepted

Successful: Useful quality check & low-overhead alternative to rebuttals



Surveys
● To assess the current review process, we distributed surveys to PC members, 

all submission authors, and we expanded the survey of attendees

● Surveys took longer to prepare than expected, so went out relatively late

● Quick summary today, more details and analysis later



PC Survey



85% positive
  6% negative



Significant participation 
is rare (<15%)





46% too long
  0% too short



Min: 1.5 hours (1 response)

Max: 12 hours (1 response)

Average: 4.6 hours

Median: 4 hours



40% more
  0% less





47% more
17% less





Author survey response data
(a student or other) OR (no security papers) OR (no security committees)

! (less experienced)





46% more time
45% ready



75% revision
25% rebuttal



60% positive
27% negative



74% positive
11% negative







Student PC - Process and Results
Pre-meeting

Meeting

Correlation between Student PC and Senior PC



Student PC - Pre-Meeting
Student PC was surprisingly selective (40 of 92 applicants selected)

Pre-reviewing telco to explain the process of PCs and reviewing

Selection of 163 papers from main PC (removed very bad, SOK, and conflict:me)

Bidding, reviewing (1 round), and online discussion simulated a real PC

- Reduced to 74 papers to discuss in one-day in-person meeting



Student PC - Meeting
Meeting on Saturday right after Real World Crypto in NYC

- Received $20k from NSF, which funded 23 US students to attend the meeting

Meeting started out with an overview of the process

Concluded with reflections on the fairness of the process

- Based on six papers that hit on different aspects
(e.g., single outspoken reviewer, composition of reviewers)



Student PC - Results 
Students tended to be slightly more negative

Difference highly significant

Mann-Whitney U: 48656
                         p < 0.001



Student PC - Results
Students self-rated with slightly lower expertise

Difference highly significant

Mann-Whitney U: 83646
                         p < 0.001



Student PC - Results
Acceptance rate for the 163 papers considered by the Student PC

Result Student PC Senior PC

Reject 79.0% 85%

Accept (all) 21.0% 15%

Accept w/ shepherding 8.6% 7.0%



Student PC - Results
Confusion matrix for the 163 papers considered by the Student PC

- Students agreed with senior PC on 73.6% of the papers
- Fairly similar confusion matrix to last year

Senior accept Senior reject

Student accept 8 26

Student reject 17 112



Student PC - Survey
Very positive learning experience for students 

Helped me understand PCs

Worth the time

Couldn’t be learned otherwise

Would recommend





More survey data



83.3% 
sufficient 
discussion





38% higher
  8% lower





50% more
12% less




