Improving Sigcomm:A few strawv proposals

Abstract

Thisreportdiscussesereralproposaldor improving the Sigcommconferencelt waspreparedy Sigcomms
TechnicalAdvisory Committeeandapproedby the SigcommExecutive Committee®

1 Intr oduction

The Sigcomn? conferenceés widely seenasthe foremostacademiconferencén the areaof computemetworking
and Internetarchitecture. The quality and depthof the researctperformedby the Sigcommcommunityis quite
impressie. However, asin all things, striving for improvementis the only way to maintainexcellence. The task
beforeusis to explorewaysin which theannualSigcommconferenceouldbeimproved.

Perhapghe mostpenasive complaintaboutSigcommis that it could do a betterjob of selectingpapersfor
acceptanceDissatisactionwith the paperselectionprocesds the subjectof much conversationin the Sigcomm
community No conferencewith a high rejectionratewill ever be free of complaints,but Sigcommcancertainly
improve in thisregard. We addresghisissuein Section2.

While the selectionof papersattractsmuchof our attention we shouldkeepin mind thattherearelargerissues
at stale. Sigcomm,bothasa conferenceandasan organization hasa chanceto influencethe researchagendeof
the wider communityand,in turn, the evolution of the Internet. We believe that Sigcommcanplay a moreactive
role in fosteringwide-rangingdiscussioranddebateof varioustopics. This would benefitthe researclcommunity
in generalandimprove the quality of submissiongo future Sigcomms.Section3 presents few proposalsn this
direction.

Sigcommtraditionally allows PC chairswide latitude in carryingout their task, and this documents not in-
tendedto overly constraintheir choices.The philosophybehindthe proposalss morefundamentathanhow they
arecarriedout, andmostof the proposalserearefairly generalin natureandleave substantiatroomfor different
implementationsWhile we stronglybelieve that PC chairsshouldcontinueto have substantiatliscretion,we also
stronglybelieve thatthis discretionshouldbe exercisedn consultatiorwith the SigcommTechnicalAdvisory Com-
mittee (TAC). The TAC canprovide a degreeof continuity andlong-termperspectie that cannotbe suppliedby a
progressiorf extremelytalentedanddedicatedut inherentlyephemeraPC chairs.We discusgherole of the TAC
in Sectior4.

We malke theseproposalsvith the knowvledgethatary (or all) of themmayfail to achieve their desiredaim and
thatsomeof themarecontroversial. We encouragesigcommto considerthe proposaldereto be work-in-progress
andcontinuemonitoringtheir effectiveness.We hopethat Sigcommasan organizationachieresconsensusn the
changeghat appearto be working and abandonghosethat appearto have failed. Someof the more debatable
proposalsve presentereareexplicitly labeledasexperimentswe recognizethatthey aregamblesandhopethat
the experiencegainedfrom theseexperimentswill helpguidethe TAC andfuturePCchairs.

1Thewriting andmuchof thework on this documentvasdoneby a subcommitte®f the TAC consistingof Tom AndersonJim Kurose,
andScottShenler.

2In whatfollows, theterm Sigcommwill referto the Sigcommconference The term Sigcommorganizatiorwill be usedto referto the
SigcommSIG.



2 Selectionof Papers

Sigcommis an extremelyselectve conferencewith acceptanceatesthathave consistentlybeenlessthan15%in
the pastfive years.The selectionof paperglaysacrucialrole in determiningthe quality of the Sigcommprogram.
In this sectionwe malke several proposalgor improving the Sigcommselectiorprocess.

2.1 General Philosophy
We proposehat Sigcommadoptthefollowing philosophy:

Sigcommlooksfavorably on paperghatopenup new areaspresennew ideas,and/orsene asafoun-
dationfor new work. Suchpapersareoften unableto presentcompleteandcorvincing casedor their
ideasand,becauséheterritorythey coveris relatively new, theexecutionof the papemaybesomevhat
lessthanideal. Whenthetwo arein conflict, Sigcommvaluesinterestingand novel ideasandresults
over completeandflawlessexecution.

This philosophyinvolvestakingrisks; we recognizehatthe ProgramCommitteewill occasionallyacceppapers
that are later found to be uninterestingor technicallyflawed. Conferencesre caveatemptorandit shouldbe
generallyunderstoodhatacceptancat Sigcomm(or indeedary conferencefloesnotimply aniron-cladguarantee
of the correctnes®f the resultsor of the wisdom of the design. Instead,the PC is choosingpapersthat it feels
would be valuablefor the communityto read,discussanddebateall is not lost if, attimes,the outcomeof those
discussionss therefutationof the original papes®

Noneof theabore shouldbetakento meanthatexecutionis unimportanor irrelevant. Flaws in executionshould
alwaysbetaken seriously However, the severity of the flaws shouldbe weighedagainsthe novelty or depthof the
ideaswhentheideasareinterestingflawsin executionshouldnot alwaysbeconsideredatal.4

Balancingthe tradeof betweerinnovationandexecutioninvolvesa degreeof judgmentthatcannotbe captured
in explicit guidelines However, onecanstructureghewayin which papersareconsideredo reinforcethephilosophy
beingproposedhere. For instance pneway to embodythis generalphilosophyis to askeachreviewer to answer
threesimplequestions:

1. Doesthis paper addressan interestingissue? To whatextentis thetopic of the paperimportantandinter-
esting?If theissueor problemaddressedvere (or now is) completelyunderstoodr solved, how important
would thatbe,in termsof eitherfundamentatonceptsor increasedinderstandingyr practicalrelevance?

2. Doesthis paper presentinteresting results? Do the resultsprovide worthwhile insight into the topic
addressedAre theresultslikely to bewidely usedby others?Doesthework openup new areaspresennen
ideas,and/orsene asafoundationfor nev work?

3. Is this paper sufficiently well executed?Are thereflaws (e.g., technicalmistales,importantuncitedrelated
work, poor assumptionsinsuficient scopeof evaluation,unsubstantiatedonclusionspoor writing) in the
paper?Are theflaws fundamentabr superficial ?Thatis, aretheresultslikely to betrue despitethe flaws, or
dotheflawsfundamentallyimpacttheresultsin the paper?

3This pointraisestheissueof to whatextentSigcommshouldencourag@aperspr otherpresentationsjetunkingprevious papers That
is, if we aregoingto take risks, we shouldalsoprovide a mechanisnwherebycorrectie contritutionscanalsobe published. This will be
toucheduponbriefly in Section3 but thegenerapoint probablydeseresmoreconsideratiothanpresentedhere.

“For instance papersthat presentsuperficiallyinterestingbut deeplyflawed ideasor whoseexecutionis so flawed that the ideasare
essentiallyunsupportegshouldbe rejected. But paperswhoseideasare worth considering even if the caseis not completelypersuasie,
shouldbe giventhebenefitof the doubt.



The orderingof the questionds crucial: the quality of the ideasand the resultsis of moreimportancethan
flawlessnes®f execution. Executionshouldbe evaluatedby whetherit was suficient to supportthe ideas,not
whetherit wasflawless.

In thesequestionstheterminterestingshouldbeinterpretedroadlyto includeall papershatwill (or should)be
widely readandusedby theresearcttommunity Thereis no singlemetric of beinginterestingamongmary other
reasonspaperscanbe worth readingbecauseghey addto the conceptuafoundationandependenbf ary practical
applicationor becaus¢hey proposeanovel ideafor improving theoperatiorof thelnternet,or becaus¢hey present
measurementhatdeeperour understandingr will fosterresearctby othersin thefield.

2.2 Program Committee

Composition:  With veryfew exceptionsall ProgramCommittee(PC)membershouldhave threequalifications:
(i) demonstratedbility to write high quality researctpaperqnot necessarilyat Sigcomm),(ii) judgment(particu-
larly theability to find whatis goodin apapeynotonly whatis bad),and(iii) suficienttimeto devoteto theprocess.
Within theseconstraintsthe PC shouldbe diversein termsof ageandexperience As we statelater, we encourage
PC chairsto consultthe TAC andothersourcegrior to selectinghe PCcommittee asresearchieputationrdoesnot
alwayscorrelatewith quality performanceasa PCmember

In the pastfive yearsthere hasbeenan explicit goal of including a high fraction (roughly 33%) of new PC
membergresearcheraho have never sernved onthe PC)eachyear This practicewasusefulin bringingdiversityto
theSigcommPCand,to alarge extent,pastconcernsabout‘cliquishness’of the Sigcommconferenceseemo have
beenallayed. Thereis now a large pool of researchersasho have sened onthe PC andthereshouldno longerbe a
guotaon the numberof nev PC membersachyear Moreover, while geographidiversity maybe a desirablegoal
it is of lower priority thantechnicalexcellenceandbalance.

Size (experiment):  The size of the PC is a difficult issue. Thereis a tensionbetweenkeepingthe work load

manageabléwhich calls for a larger PC) and achiezing more coherentacceptancealecisions(which calls for a

smallerPC). This tradeof is a difficult one. In recentyearsSigcommhastendedtowardslarger PCs. To gain

experiencewith the otherend of the spectrum(andto testthe hypothesighata smallerPC would producemore

coherentacceptancelecisions)ve proposethat over the next few yearsSigcommexperimentwith smallerPCs—

certainlynolargerthan25 but perhapsmallerthanthat. The TAC shouldrevisit thisissueevery yearuntil it appears
thatSigcommhasfoundalong-termsolution.

SmallerPCswill requirechangesn pastSigcommpracticeto keeptheworkloadmanageableThiswill include
makingmoreuseof outsidereviews thanin the pastfew yearsandmodifying thereview procedures.

2.3 PCProcesdssues

We have all beenon PC’s that, despiteeveryone$ bestintentions,have yieldedlessthanthe bestpossibleresult.
We next discusssereral processssueghatwill helpPCschoosehe mostinterestingpapers.Of coursetherearea
myriadof detailedPC procedureshatwe do notaddressere.

Initial Organizational Communication: ProgramChairsshouldnot assumehateveryoneonthe PCshareghe
sameperspectie on the tradeof betweenexecutionandinnovation. The besttime to increaseagreemenbn this
balancds befoe papereviewing begins, ratherthanafterwards;in the past,theseissueshave oftenbeenaddressed
only atthePCmeetingtself, by whichtime reviewershave hardeneapinionson specificpapersaandthecontentious
atmospherandtime pressurenakesagreemendlifficult.

We believe it would beusefulto have, atthevery beginningof thereviewing processa PCteleconferencerhere
suchissuesarediscussed A teleconferencés strongly preferredto an email outlining suchissuesasdialog and



a commonunderstandinggmongthe PC memberds important. Pastexperienceshavs that the busy livesof PC
membergesultsin email beingreadat differenttimes, and even a multiple-email-&changediscussionnvariably
only actively engagesa small subsetof the PC. But whatever the form of this discussion,t mustoccur at the
beginningof thereviewing processot attheend.

Technical Reviews:  All papersunderseriousconsideratiorshouldbe subjectto somenumberof technical re-
views. Thesearein-depthreviews in which the reviewers pay carefulattentionnot only to the ideasin the papey
but alsoto the technicaldetails. Papersin the uppertier (perhap-3 timesasmary asthereis roomto acceptor
roughlyathird of all submissiongjivenrecentpatternsshouldbe subjectto additionaltechnicalreviews.

Outside Reviews:  We proposethatthe useof outsidereviews be encouragedWhile thereare often problems
calibratingtheseoutsidereviews, outsidereviews canplay aninvaluablerole in providing coveragewherethe PC
is weakandin ensuringthata wide variety of perspectiesareincorporatedn the reviewing process.In addition,
useof externalreviews cansignificantlyreducePCworkload. Both of theseadwantage®f outsidereviews become
increasinglyimportantaswe experimentwith smallerPCs. Externalreviewers shouldbe aware of the evaluation
criteriaandpaperacceptancehilosophy of the conferencéseeSection2.1).

The SigcommTechnicalAdvisory Committee(TAC), as we commentbelowr, can help PC chairsfind good
outsidereviewers.

Light Reviews: We believe it is extremelyvaluablefor asmuchof the PCaspossible(at leasta half, preferably
more)to have readeachpaperbeingconsideredt the PC meeting. A major complainthasbeeninconsisteng in
quality acrossthe program;having moreof the PC readeachpapercanhelp reduceunerzennessandchancen the
reviewing process.Thesereadingshave a distinctly differentpurposethanthe technicalreviews — their goalis to
understandhe basicideaspresentedh the paperandto understandhe commentf thetechnicalreviewers. These
light reviews shouldbeableto answeithe question®f whetherthe paperaddressedninterestingssueandwhether
the resultsare of interest,but may missflaws in execution. Whetheror not theselight reviewersfile a report(or
submita score)is opento debatethe main point of thesdight reviews is to malke surethe PCdiscussiorhasa high
numberof informeddiscussants.

Pre-meetingDiscussions: In the pastfive years,the setof PC membersvho have reviewed a particularpaper
have heldonlinediscussionsTherehasbeenanincreasingrendtowardsreachingan acceptance/rejectiatecision
in thesesmall groups,even thoughthis hasnot beena statedgoal of thesediscussionsn the past. In somecases
theseearlydecisionded to worthy papersot evenbeingconsideredtthe PC meeting.

While thesepre-meetingliscussionsppeamnecessarywe cautionthatthe goalsof thesediscussionshouldbe
clear We proposehatthesediscussionshouldbe gearedowardstwo goals:

1. Undesstandtheopinionof otherreviewers.

The reviewersneednot cometo agreementbut they shouldunderstandhe differencesn opinionsbetween
thevariousreviews.

2. Calling for additionaltechnical reviewsif required.

Additional technicalreviews will be neededf, for example,thereare technicalquestionghat needto be
addressedtby additionalrefereespr if the papertoucheson a topic outsideof the reviewers’ expertise,or if
thereis substantiatechnicaldisagreemeramongthe reviewersaboutthe correctnessf the paper

Tore-emphasizanimportantpoint, it is explicitly notagoalof thesepre-meetingliscussionso reachconsensus
(on arything!). In particular the reviewersarenot beingasled to reachconsensusn the valueof the paperor on
accept/rejectiecisions.



PapersConsidered at the PC Meeting: Becausef time constraintspnly a smallsubsedf the submittedpapers
canbe consideredn ary depthatthe PC meeting.In generalthe numberof consideregapersshouldbe roughly
2-3timesthenumberof expectedacceptancesAn aggressie triageprocesss necessaryo focusthe PCsattention
onthis top tier of papers.We proposethatthe decisionof whetheror notto considera paperat the PC meetingbe
basedon a mechanicatriterioninvolving the reviewer scoreqe.g., ary papermratedby ary reviewer asbeingin the
top quartile).In addition,ary PC membershouldbe ableto nominatea paperto be consideredhtthe PC meeting?

PC Discussions: Typically PCdiscussionstartwith the reviewersof the paperstatingtheir views on the paper
If thereareconflictsamongthereviewers,a discussioramongthereviewersensues.

Our proposalhereis that the goal of the discussionshouldnot be to resole the disagreementamongthe
reviewers, but to educatethe restof the PC aboutthe key issuesso the PC as a whole canreachan informed
decision.This might entailreferringto the threequestionghatembodythe philosophyof acceptancéSection2.1)
andappeaionthereview form.

In addition, we proposethat after the main reviewers have spolen that the rest of the PC have a chanceto
contritute to the discussion.Moreover, whenthe accept/rejectiecisionsarefinally made,they shouldreflectthe
sensef the entirePC not just of the mainreviewersof the paper Thiswill becomemorenaturalif alarge fraction
of the PChasreadeachpaper but even PC memberavho have notreadthe papershouldbe ableto contrikute their
senseof whethey basedn whatthey’ve heard they would favor acceptancer rejection.

2.4 Reviewing

General Goals:  The primary purposeof the reviewing processs to selecta setof papers.The reviewing form
andprocesshouldbegearedowardsthatend.While it is valuableto provide authorswith usefulfeedbaclon their
papersthatgoalbecomesecondaryhenit comesn conflictwith eitherthequality of thepaperselectiordecisions
or the overall PCworkload.

In particular we proposethat the main goal of a review shouldbe to help other PC membersunderstandhe
reviewer’s answergo thethreebasicquestiongelatingto the quality of theideas the quality of theresults,andthe
sufiiciengy of theexecution. Themainaudiencdor thereviewer's commentshouldbe,contraryto presenpractice,
the PC. While it is importantthat authorsseethe reasonghe PC membergyave for recommendindor or against
acceptancegyroviding authorsdetailedfeedbackon how to improve the paperis atbesta secondargoal.

The review form shouldbe modified to reflectthis changein emphasis. We leave that for a more detailed
discussiorbelow.

In passingve notethatlonganddetailedreviews directedto theauthorsoftentendto focusmoreontheexecution
of the paperratheron the quality of the basicideas. De-emphasizinghe lengthanddepthof written reviews, and
remindingreviewersthat the other PC membersare the audiencdor the reviews, may have an ancillary value of
causingreviewersto focusmoreonthe quality of theideas.

Review Form (experiment):  Wedont intendto delve into theall thedetailsof thereview form herebut thereare
somebasicchangeshatmightbe helpful,andwe discussa few of themhere.

The currentreview form consistf a singlenumericalrating plus commentgo the author(s)andcommentgo
the PC(notto be seenby theauthor(s)).Currently the contentof mostreviews follows theimplicit prioritiesof the
form, andaddresdhe author(s) not the PC. The numericalratingsin recentyearshave becomesharplyclustered
around3.

We proposehatthereview form shouldbe changedn threebasicways.

50f course the PC chairsmay have to fine tunethe mechanicatriterionandthe nominationprocesgo ensurethatthe numberof papers
considereditthe PCmeetingis manageable.



First, the quantitatve rating shouldbe aroughpercentileranking. The reviewer’s estimationof the percentile
rankingis, of course,only a roughapproximatiorbut we think usingpercentileshasan advantageover the

current1-5 ratings. The hopeis thatthe useof percentileswill mitigatethe currenttendeng for ratingsto

clusteraroundthe average(3.0) sinceall reviewers, over time, shouldhave ratingsappropriatelydistributed
amonghepercentilesIn addition thisratingsystenreduceshestigmaof thelowestscoreandtheunqualified
adorationof the highestscore sothey will beappliedmoreoften.

Second,we proposethat the two commentsectionsshould be labeled“Public commentsto the PC” and
“Privatecommentgo the PC” makingthe point clearthatthe mainaudiencdor thereview commentsarethe
PCmembers.

Third, the public commentgo the PCshouldbe organizedaboutthe threequestiongnentionedn section2.1.

An examplereview form embodyinghesddeasis in AppendixA. Thisis only a proof-of-concepexample;PC
chairsarefreeto implementhereview form differently

2.5 PC Gadflies(experiment)

PC chairsare typically swampedwith administratre dutiesandrarely have the time to provide muchtechnical
input into the reviewing process.For this reasonwe proposethat PC chairsappointone or two gadflies These
are PC membersvhoseduty is to lightly readeachpaper(at leastthe abstractjntroduction,and conclusion)and
readthetechnicalreviews. Gadfliescanhelpidentify situationswherefurtherreviews areneededandcasesvhere
thereviews arenot consistentvith the generalphilosophydiscussedn Section2.1 (particularly“idea” paperghat
arebeinginappropriatelyhammeredor imperfectexecution). They caneitherreview thesepapershemselesor
suggesto the PC chairsthat other reviewers may be needed. In addition, like ary other PC membey they can
nominatepapersfor consideratiorat the PC meeting. Often the last few frantic momentsof the PC meetingare
devotedto “resurrecting”paperghatwererejectedearlier Onecanthink of gadfliesasbeingomhudspersonsho
areresurrectingpapersefore the PC meeting notatthevery lastminute.

It shouldbe notedthatgadflieshave no moreauthoritythananyoneelseonthe PC;ary PCmembercanalertthe
PC chairsthata paperequiresadditionalreviews andary PCmembetcannominatea paperto be consideredtthe
PC meeting.However, becaus®f their differentreviewing load, gadfliesbring a specialperspectie to the process;
they will have a broadoverviewn of the submissionsatherthana deepunderstandingf afew papersWe think that
having at leastone PC membewith this broadperspectie will make it easierto spotmistales-in-the-makingnd
will ensureghatall interestingpapergetfull consideration.

2.6 Ongoing Evaluation (experiment)

Putin theoreticalterms,the selectionof papersis a distributed algorithm amongenegy-constrainechodeswith

limited communicatiorfacedwith hard deadlines.Diagnosingary malfunctionsin sucha distributed processs

extremely difficult. We don't pretendto be surehow our proposedchangesn the processwill effect the final

results. For thatreasonwe recommendhatthe TAC be chagedwith the responsibilityfor ongoingevaluationof

theselectiorprocessWe suggesthatatleastonemembeiof the TAC beonthePCeachyear andthis persorshould
sene asamonitorof the processThemonitorshouldbein corversationwith mary of the PCmembersandshould
take notesduringthe processotingwhatseemedo work, whatdidn't seemto work, andothervariousaspectof

the process.Thesenoteswill provide crucialinput for the TAC discussiongdescribedbelov in Section4). The
pointis thatsomeoneshouldbe designatedo collectthis input during the processatherthanafterthe detailshave
fadedfrom memory

Note that the monitor is not checkingup on the PC chairsor on individual PC members. Paperselectionis
a complicateddistributed processn which well-meaningindividuals sometimesollectively make imperfectdeci-
sions.Thegoalhereis to understandhow the collective algorithmworked,andhow it mightbeimproved.
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Therolesof thegadflyandthemonitor, while quitedistinct,arevery synegistic. Thus,they couldwell besened
by thesameperson.

3 Fostering Better Submissions

Improving the selectionof paperds importantto the continuedhealthof Sigcommasa conference However, Sig-

commasanorganizatiorshouldhave amoreexpansie view of its mission.In particulay the Sigcommorganization
shouldseekto improve researchin the communityasa whole (which, asa fortunatebyproduct,will leadto better
submissions)Thelnternetarchitecturas largely a productof this researcltommunity andtheresearcttommunity
continuedo play aspecialrole in the Internets evolution. The Internets futurevitality depend®n the fundamental
insightandunderstandinghatcanonly comefrom theresearclcommunity

While the selectionof paperss a cleanwell-boundedoroblem the generatiorof bettersubmissionss not. The
proposalsve suggeshereaddresonly a very few aspectof the problem,focusingonly on areasvherewe think
Sigcomm(the conferencegouldhave someimpact.Becauseheissuesherearesoamorphousye startwith ashort
discussiorof the problemswe areaddressing.

3.1 Problems

We addresseveralinterconnectegroblems.

Narrowly Technical: In recentyears,Sigcommhasbecomenarrowly technical in that mostsubmittedpapers
provide in-depthtechnicalanswergo purelytechnicalproblems.Only a very few submissiongddresgeneralar

chitecturalprinciplesor high-level designdecisionsvherejudgmentandwisdomaremorerelevantthansimulations
and measurementsHowever, thesearchitecturaland high-level designissuesare often muchmorecritical to the
future of networking in generalindthe Internetin particularthanpurelytechnicalresults.

Encouragingpresentationr discussiorof materialof this naturewould enliventheconferencétself andimprove
the submissiongor future conferencesThus,aswe outline belav, we proposehat Sigcommincludesuchmaterial
in its conferenceprogramaseitherpapersinvited talks,or paneldiscussions.

Technically Narrow:  In additionto beingnarravly technical,mary peoplecontendthat Sigcommhasbecome
technically narrow in thatthe rangeof topics being considereds quite constrained.While the selectionprocess
maybe partially responsiblé, it is clearlytruethatthe vastmajority of submissiongocuson avery few topics(e.g.,
congestiorcontrol, QoS, multicast).While thesetopicsare,andwill remain,important,they probablyreceve more
thantheir shareof attentionbecausef the self-reinforcingnatureof academidisciplines.We assumehatthereare
mary otheropenissuef significantimportancethatarebeingneglected’

As we discusshelowv, we proposethat Sigcommseekout presentationsgitherinvited or on panels describing
importantbut understudiegbroblems Soliciting input from therealworld is critical here to prevent Sigcommfrom
becomingdetachedrom reality.

Having a “home” at Sigcomm: Concernshave beenvoicedthat certaintechnicaltopicsdo not have a “home”
at Sigcomm,in the sensehatpaperswithin a certaintopic areahave difficulty beingacceptednto the conference,
or thatthereis minimal PC technicalexpertisein the area. Hardware-orientede.g., routerdesign)papers ATM

SPaperson naw topicsoften have a hardtime becauséhereis little agreemenon the propersetof assumptionsr on theimportanceof
the problem.This particulardifficulty will hopefullybelessenedgiventhereviewing philosophyespouseih Section2.1

"The web pagemaintainedby Sally Floyd on openproblemsin networking could be of someusehere. Sigcommshouldfind a way to
male betteruseof this site. Onesuggestiowould beto publishthelist of problemseachyearin CCR.Anotherwould beto have a seriesof
“openproblem”shortpapergperhapsasshortasapage)in CCR.



networking, mobility, andmostrecentlymeasurement-orientggperdhave beenanecdotallynotedasareaswithout
afirm homein Sigcomm.We believe thatit is importantthat Sigcommremaina “broad-spectrumtonferencehat
providesanumbrellaunderwhich paperdrom mary differentareasf networking canbe published.

Losing Peopleand Ideas:  With its low acceptanceateandnarrav setof topics,Sigcomnmrunstherisk of people
tuningoutandturningelsavhere.Whetherthealternatve outletis anotherconferencélnfocomor Mobicom)or just
to stayhome,Sigcommwill have losta possiblesourceof insightandlessenedts ability to shapgutureresearch.

We shouldbeclearthatthisis nota questionof how bestto competewith otherconferencesTheissueis oneof
keepingtheintellectualbaseof Sigcommbroadandvibrant.

3.2 Organizational Responses

We now discussseveralconcretestepghatSigcomm(the conferencendthe organization)cantake to addresshese
problems Eachof thesestepsaddres®neor moreof theissuesitedabove. We shouldalsonotethatimproving the
selectionprocessaddressetheseissuesndirectly; evaluatingpaperson the quality of ideasmay encouragenore
architecturabapersandbroaderthe setof topicsconsideredandboth of thesemay encourageeopleto continue
contrituting to Sigcomm.

Call for Papers:  While Sigcommregularsoften ignorethe formal Call for Papers(CfP), the CfP is the only
formal descriptionof Sigcomms scopeof interestandcriteriafor acceptanceAs such,we shouldupdatethe CfP
to reflectthe generalphilosophydescribedn Section2.1. Also, thelist of topicsin the CfP shouldbe revisedto
incorporatanorerecentdevelopments.

Technicalcoverageof the PC: To ensurdhatpaperdrom certaintechnicalareashave a“home”in Sigcommijt is
importantto have PCrepresentatioby visible, technicallyoutstandingesearcherBom thoseareas|f aconference
wantsto proactiely encouragesubmissionsn a particularareathosePC membershouldbe tasled with “beating
thebushes’for top papers.

Panelsand Invited Talks: Sigcommshouldencouragéghe useof invited spealkers and panelpresentationso
addressmportantissues.Theseshouldhelpidentify importantbut understudieghroblemsandshouldalsoprovide
anavenuefor practitionergo talk aboutthereality they face.We proposethat Sigcomminvite oneoutsidespealker
andhave onepanel.Examplepaneltopicsmightinclude:

Thefailed protocolsociety(areview of seeminglypromisingprotocolsthatfailed)
An operators view of thelnternet

Is peerto-peergoingto changesverything?

QoS.:DiffSery IntSery or neither?

Exampleinvited speakrswould includethosefrom outsidethe traditional Sigcommresearclkcommunity but with
abroadperspectie relevantto networking research.

To make roomfor theinvited speakr andthepanelin the program we malke the following obsenrations:

The Outrageou®©pinion sessiomo longersenesary technicalpurposeand,if it is to be continued should
be movedto thebanquebr someotherpurelysocialtime.

8pPanelsandinvited speakrsarebestarrangeds-12 monthsin adwanceof the conferenceandthusshouldbe startedwell beforethe PC
meeting.In fact,thesemaybethefirst tasksof theincomingPCchairs.
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Sincethe SigcommAwardis givenbasedn pastaccomplishmentandnotonthebasisof presentatioguality,
we recommendhatthe Awardtalk be shortenedlightly (perhapgo 30 minutes).

We shouldkeeponly one of the Work-in-Progressessioror the Postersessionwe dont needboth. We
adwcatekeepingandpossiblyexpandingthe postersessionasit allows a larger numberof peopleto more
actively participatein the conferenceand have their researctvisible at the conference.This helpsaddress
the“Losing Peopleandldeas”problemin Section3.1. We notethatthe choicebetweerpostersessionsand
work-in-progresssessiongnvolves a tradeof, comparedto work-in-progresssessionspostersessionsare
lessefficient at presentingesearchresultsandideas,but allow moreresearchergstudentsn particular)to
participate Weimaginethatover theyearsSigcommmayswitchback-and-forttbetweerthesetwo events,or
will find awayto includeboth.

Position Papers (experiment):  In orderto increasehe level of discussiorof architecturalprinciplesandother
high-level designdecisionswe recommendhat Sigcomms CfP include a specialcall for whatwe call Position
Papess.® Positionpapersare supposedo addressssueswherewisdom and judgmentare more importantthan
detailedmeasurementr simulation. They may adwcate (or repudiate)a certaindesignapproachor discussa
challengéacingthe Internet,or amguethatcertainresearctagendasremisguided.

The implementatiorof how bestto review thesepaperds largely up to the PC chairs,but for concreteneswe
presenbnepossibility

Positionpapersaaremarkedassuchon submission.

Therewill be no morethanthreesuchpapersacceptedn ary year but the PC can,in its wisdom,decideto
accepftewer (or noneatall).

Reviews of positionpapersaskthefollowing questions:

1. Doesthis paperaddresaninterestingssue?

2. Doesthe papemprovide insightinto how to think aboutthe issue?Doesit provide a new perspectie on
previousresearclefforts? Doesit suggest novel, broadresearctagenda?

In somecasesit would be appropriatdor the presentatiomf a positionpaperto befollowed by a discussant
who getsa few minutes(which would be taken from the presentes time) to respondo the paper A panel
discussiorof a coherensetof positionpaperds anotheroption.

Thus,we areproposingthatthe Sigcommtechnicalprogramincludethe following: a normalslateof standard
technicaltalks, perhapsasmary asthreepositionpapertalks (taking regulartalk slots), the SigcommAward talk
(shortened)pneadditionalinvited talk, onepanel,anda studenfpostersessior(or, alternatvely, awork-in-progress
session)To allay worriesthatthis leadsto anovercravdedschedulewe've laid outa possibleprogramin Appendix
B, shawing thatfitting in all theseeventsis quitefeasible.

SponsoringOther Venues: Sigcommshouldaggressiely supportothervenuesfor networking research.Sig-
commbhasalreadysponsoredhe measuremenworkshop(scheduledor Fall of 2001),andthereis atleastoneother
proposalbeing floated (by David Wetheralland Larry Peterson).We view this asa very desirabledevelopment.
Providing moreoutletsfor networking researchwill lesserthe pressureon Sigcommasbeingoneof the very few
high-quality networking conferencesandwill alsofostermorein-depthtechnicaldiscussion®n a wide rangeof
topics.If theseworkshopsncludeshorterpapersonwork thatis in the formative stagesthenthey canalsosene as
placeswhereearly stagef work canreceve exposureandfeedbackbeforebeingsubmittedo Sigcomm.

This nameis notoptimal,andsuggestionsor a betternameareherebysolicited.



CCR: Sigcommcurrentlyhasan arrangementvith ToN to fast-trackacceptegapers.We proposeaugmenting
this with an arrangementvith CCR to fast-tracksomenumberof the rejectedpapersthat were consideredjuite

strong. The CCR editor could usethe Sigcommreviews to identify paperdor publicationin CCR.The CCR editor

would invite the authorsof thosepapergo submitwith a knowvn publicationdate. Of coursejt is up to the authors
to decideif they wantto publishin CCRor submitelsavhere.

Using CCR asthe publicationvehicle for good papersSigcommwas not able to fit into its programwould
provide authorswith moreoptions,andmayimprove the quality of CCRoverall. CCR hasuniquelyfastturnaround
andwide disseminationandthe entireresearcltommunitybenefitsby gettingideasinto circulationasquickly as
possible.Rejectedauthorscurrentlyfind themselesin a predicamentvherethey mustchoosebetweenwaiting for
Infocom (which entailsanotheryears worth of delay)or sendingt to alesserconferencer sendingt straightto a
ToN (which hasits own long delay).Publicationin CCR doesnot precludefuture publicationin ToN or otherACM
journals,soCCRcouldbeviewedastakingthe placeof a conferenceublication.

4 The Roleof the TAC

Therearetwo clear centersof authoritywhenit comesto the Sigcommconference:(i) the SigcommExecutive
Committee(ExCom),which hasunambiguousindcompletecontrolover all mattersof Sigcommpolicy and(ii) the
SigcommPC chairswho, following Sigcommtradition, have a large degreeof independencandfreedomin their
choiceof PC membershiand procedures Nothingwe recommenchereis intendedto infringe on eitherof these
two authorities.

However, we feel that the TAC hasa valuableadvisoryrole to play in Sigcomm. We emphasizehe term
“advisory” in thatboththe ExComandthe PC chairsarefreeto ignorethe TAC's advice. But the TAC canplay a
specialrole asit combineghe ExComs long-termperspectie with the PC chairs’ focuson the technicalaspects
of the Sigcommconferencgwhereaghe ExComhasa muchbroaderandmoretaxing, charter). The TAC is thus
uniquelypositionedo functionastheinstitutionalmemoryof the Sigcommconference.

The TAC currentlygivesadviceto the ExComaboutfuture PC chairs. We recommendhatthis continue. We
further recommendhatif ary of the proposalsdescribechereare adoptedby the ExComthey be madeclearto
future PC chairsbefoe they areselectedlf future PCchairsarenot sympathetido thesenew directionsthenthey
will never beimplemented.

The TAC cangive PC chairsadviceon who might make good PC memberswhich outsidereviewersmight be
appropriateandwhat PC procedurehiave worked in the past. We stronglyurge thatthe ExComrequir future PC
chairsto consultwith the TAC aboutall PC and proceduralmatters. The PC chairsare alwaysfree to ignorethis
input, but they shouldberequiredto atleasthearthecommentof the TAC.

In keepingwith its role astheinstitutionalmemoryof Sigcomm the TAC shouldinstitutionalizethe discussion
of whatworked andwhat didn't after every Sigcomm. As discussecdtarlier we proposethata TAC monitor be
chagedwith collecting notesup throughthe PC meetingitself. After the PC meeting,the TAC shouldmeetto
discusshow thingswent. A secondliscussiorshouldbe held afterthe conferencétself.
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A SampleReview Form

Curr ent SigcommReview Form

Revi ewer nane:
Paper title:

Overall recommendati on:

5 = Strong accept: An extrenely fine paper, should be considered for a
best paper award.
4 = Likely accept: A very good paper. Should be published even if it

nmeans extendi ng the program

3 = Accept if room A paper that | would be happy to see published.

2 = Likely reject: Not a bad paper, but not exciting enough to get
over the threshold.

1 = Definitely reject

Revi ewer famliarity:
5. Expert 4. Strong 3. General 2. Marginal 1. Not acquai nted

Comrents on paper (to be returned to authors):
Pl ease coment on the originality, technical nerit (value, correctness),
rel evance (to the field and to SIGCOMM), and readability. Specific
comment s addressing these issues, as well as potential inprovenents
in the paper, are particularly val uable.

Comments to PC (not returned to the authors):
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PossibleRevised SigcommReview Form

Reviewer name;
Papertitle:

Reviewer familiarity:

1 = | know nothing or alnost nothing about this topic.

2 = | amsonewhat familiar with this topic, but 1| can't <claim
that | aman expert; or, my work in this area is far out of date.

3 = | amwell versed in this area, but it isn't ny direct area of
speci al ty.

4 = This is ny area.

OVERALL EVALUATION. In yourestimationhow would you rank this paperwith respecto otherpapershat
have beensubmittedto Sigcomm.If you areunfamiliar with Sigcommsubmissionshow would you rankthis paper
with respecto paperghataresubmittedto a broadrangeof networking conferences.

___ Top 5% of subnitted papers.

_ Top 10% of submtted papers, but not in the top 5%
_ Top 25% of submitted papers, but not in the top 10%
_ Top 50% of submtted papers, but not in the top 25%
_ Bottom 50% of subnitted papers.

PUBLIC COMMENTS TO THE PC. Your commentsbelav, which will be usedby the PCin making paper
selectiordecisionswill bereturnedo theauthors.Pleaseaddresshefollowing questionsn your publiccomments:

1. Doesthis paper addressan interestingissue? To whatextentis thetopic of the paperimportantandinter
esting?If theissueor problemaddresseavere (or now is) completelyunderstoodr solved, how important
wouldthatbe,in termsof eitherfundamentatonceptsor increasedinderstandingyr practicalrelevance?

2. Doesthis paper presentinteresting results? Do the resultsprovide worthwhile insight into the topic
addressedAre theresultslikely to bewidely usedby others?Doesthework openup new areaspresennen
ideas,and/orsene asafoundationfor nev work?
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3. Is this paper sufficiently well executed?Are thereflaws (e.g., technicalmistales,importantuncitedrelated
work, poor assumptionsinsufiicient scopeof evaluation,unsubstantiatedonclusionspoor writing) in the
paper?Are theflaws fundamentabr superficial ?Thatis, aretheresultslikely to betrue despitethe flaws, or
dotheflaws fundamentallyimpacttheresultsin the paper?

PRIVATE COMMENTS TO THE PC. Youradditionalcomment$elav will NOT bereturnedo theauthors.
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B SampleConferenceSchedule

This scheduleincludes27 technicaltalks (expandableto 30 by addingon anothertalk sessioron the 3rd day), a

panel,aninvited talk, a postersessionthe SigcommAwardtalk, the Sigcommbusinesaneeting,andthe banquet.
If the Outrageou®pinionssessioris included,it couldfollow the Sigcommbusinessneeting(asa socialevent)or

beincludedin thebanquet.

Day 1
9:00-9:15 Welcome
9:15-10:00 SigcommAward Presentatiomnd Talk
10:30-12:00 3 TechnicalTalks
12:00-1:30 Lunch(andposterset-up)
1:30-3:00 3 TechnicalTalks
3:00-4:00 PosterSession
4:00-5:30 3 TechnicalTalks
5:30-6:30 SigcommBusinessVieeting
Day 2
9:00-9:45 Invited Speakr
10:15-11:45 3 TechnicalTalks
11:45-1:15 Lunch
1:15-2:45 3 TechnicalTalks
3:15-4:45 3 TechnicalTalks
5:00-6:00 Panel

Evening Banquet

Day 3
9:00-10:30 3 TechnicalTalks
11:00-12:30 3 TechnicalTalks

12:30-2:00 Lunch
2:00-3:30 3 TechnicalTalks
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