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Abstract

This document outlines the major duties of@DSAssociate Editor and provides some free, unso-
licited advice. It summarizes the work flow of the Manuscfantral web-based manuscript tracking
system used by ACM for its journals.

1 Introduction

The task of arODSAssociate Editor (AE) is a typical scholarly activity: a taftwork, for the benefit of the
scientific community, with no pay and only the prestige oftla taind the knowledge of a job well done as a
reward.

In this document, | describe this task in some détdihe three goals are (1) to provide excellent service
to the database community, while (2) maintaining the highdards that accord the premier database journal
and (3) minimizing the AE’s workload. As we will see, it is pilsle, with care, to simultaneously achieve
all three goals.

In this manual, | first list the primary tasks of an Associatit@&. Section 5 provides the body of the
manual, enumerating in detail the almost two-dozen stepsaimODSreviewing process. Discussion of
special cases rounds out this manual.

This manual can be read before, after, or in parallel withdffieial ScholarOneEditor Guide that is
available from the Manuscript Central training site.

Throughout this document, “you” refers to the reader, wiggiresumably an Associate EditorB®DS “|” refers to the author
of this manual, Richard Snodgrass, giving background égpees and viewpoints. First-person sentences shoulddmpiated as
gentle advice, to be ignored if needed.



2 Associate Editor Tasks

Your primary function, as an AE, is to handle submitted maripts, “to provide clear, timely impatrtial

feedback.”?> TODSis somewhat unusual in that full authority for accepting egjécting papers resides in

the AE. The AE doesn’t make a recommendation to the EditohiefGEiC); rather, the AE makes the final

decision. The EiC is involved only when requested by the@ubh by the AE, as discussed in Section 7.
Other tasks of an AE include the following.

e Know the rules.

It is important that th& ODSEditorial Board be consistent in its process and in its deass To that
end, ACM andTODShave both invested significant effort in documenting poticydelines.

New AEs should carefully study the procedures, submissomirements, referee rights, and other
information on the TODS web site.In particular, AEs should read the information under “About
TODS, “For referees” and “For authors” on the web site. Note ttias material is all publicly
accessible.

AEs should also know and understaR@DSpolicy, which isnot publicly accessible. All new AEs
should go to the “Editors-only” portion of the TODS web sitelaead the policy statemerftdJsually
included in these policy statements is background on thieypdt is critical that there be consistent
handling of papers submitted TWDS

AEs should also be familiar with ACM policy more generally,darticular the “Journal Editors Man-
ual” °® and the “Rights and Responsibilities in ACM Publishingds it is the AE who ensures most of
these rights. In particular see the rights that ACM accori®es and the responsibilities that ACM
assigns editors.

Finally, you should become familiar with the Manuscript@ehsite. This document explains how
to use the site. There is also a more generic PDF manual lala#é the link entitled “Associate
Editor Site Verification Guide.” ManuscriptCentral is a qoex system, which will take some time
to become comfortable with.

e Work with the EiC to develop policy.
Policy ultimately is determined by the EiC, but generallydesseloped in close discussion with the
Editorial Board.

e PromoteTODSwithin the database community.
The Rights and Responsibilities document mentions that ARpects editors to “be an advocate for
their publication and to represent the ACM well.”

e Encourage authors to submit their best worki@DS.

This encouragement can take various forms, from mentioR®@BSwhen talking with colleagues to
formally invited articles.

2http: // www. acm or g/ pubs/ri ghts. ht m
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“This site can be reached fram t p: / / www. acm or g/ t ods clicking on “Editors only” or directly fit t p: / / www. acm
org/ tods/ editors/index. ht m). Note that this is an entirely different site than ManustZentral (which is aht t p:
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3 ACM Support

The ACM Rights and Responsibilities policy states that ACM \provide a clerical and software infras-
tructure that supports tracking of submissions and adtnatisn of publications.” MC is of course that
software infrastructure.

The clerical infrastructure is divided between Mark Maib@elm, ACM Director of Publications, and
Jono Hardjowirogo, Publisher of Journals at ACM. Jono WllthAES, generally via email, with the fol-
lowing tasks.

e Addressing problems with user accounts: passwords, dielaccounts, wrong email address

Disabling a reviewer account upon request

Addressing problems uploading a manuscript, such as PD&acepted

Determining what to do when MC does not respond

Addressing questions on how to do something specific in M@éfe is a mistake in this manual or
something that could be profitably added to this manual sglemtify the EIC)

The AE is responsible for extending a revision deadline.

The EiC is responsible for submitting or withdrawing a mamigg, for adjusting MC configuration
parameters (in cooperation with Jono), and for submittimgnge requests about MC to Mark.

Finally, Mark is responsible for collecting change reqadst MC and working with ScholarOne.

We now turn our attention to the reviewing process. But efee get into the nuts and bolts of handling
submissions, I'd like to digress briefly.

4 Myths

Significant space will be devoted herettonaround timewhich is the time interval between the submission
of a manuscript and the communication of the editorial decito the author. It commences when the
manuscript is received by the EiC (ftmtal turnaround time), or when the manuscript has been assigned t
and is received by the AE (fokE turnaround time). In either case, it ends when the AE sereldéhision
to the author by email. Turnaround time doeg include the time the paper is in transit, nor the time the
decision is in transit.

There are several prominent myths about the reviewing peocehese myths have been exposed through
interviews | have had with efficient AEs and EiCs of severaM\Surnals, and through my own experience.

Myth: A long turnaround time is the fault of slow reviewers.
On the contrary, it is possible to have a uniformly fast twooad time, even when using many re-
viewers, of varying responsiveness.

Myth: The excessive length ®0DS submissions, often 50 pages long, sometimes with extesen-
dices, leads to long turnaround time.

With the proper procedures, it is possible to handle sucty sabbmissions in the same amount of time
as a 25-page double spaced submission.



Myth: Some journals are known to have long review times, artdmaround time for those journals will
of course be longer.

Some AEs who have served on several editorial boards achievéformly short turnaround time,
independent of journal.

Myth: Reducing turnaround time puts an inappropriate burde both reviewers and AEs alike.

A quite short turnaround time can be achieved while givingesgers a full three months for a review,
and withlesswork on the part of AEs than a longer turnaround time.

Myth: While authors might appreciate a short turnarounddijmreviewers despise the pressure for a review.
Seemingly paradoxically, anecdotal evidence shows thawers of efficient AEs are a happier lot.

As a concrete example, as of August 2006, the average twmérime for papers submitted TWDS
that go out to reviewers is 3.4 months (14.7 weeks); inclydiesk rejects lowers this average to 3.0 months
(12.7 weeks$. This average is for all the papers submitted over a twelvatmperiod.

Let me be very clear about this: the responsibility for a shonaround time, and the means to achieve
this, is in the hands of a single person: the editor in chafgie paper. When you hear of an editor
bemoaning slow reviewers, sloppy authors who write too Ipagers, and the community at large for its
acceptance of long reviewing cycles, you have an editor whwt discharging his or her duties properly.
And when a papeyou have submitted takes an excessively long time to review,kymuv exactly who to
blame, even if you probably don’t want to confront that perdoectly.

The secret, if there is one, is in the process.

5 The Reviewing Process

I will outline the process imposed by the tracking system.dé’t have much control over the process; itis
dictated by ACM. Some of the details are dictated by ACM pplsuch as the Rights and Responsibilities
Policy; others are imposed by the EiC, generally after disimn with the Editorial Board; some are imposed
by limitations of MC. However, | have configured the systenihie degree possible to be efficient for all
concerned. At some points in this commentary, I've indidate optional action by the AE.

The rough schedule is as follows.

Manuscript submitted There are no stated submission dates, except for papetadrivom conferences.
Associate Editor identified Within a week of submission.

Reviewers identified Within a week of the AE being assigned the submission.

Reviews receivedWithin three months of the reviewer being asked.

Editorial decision Within four months of submission. (I'll request four montlasd expect at the outside,
five months from submission. But as mentioned, the reviewingess to be enumerated will result
in a decision in four months.)

Revised manuscript receivedWithin a week to six months from decision, a period dictatgdhe AE.

The full story may be found &tt t p: / / www. acm or g/ t ods/ Tur nar oundTi me. ht mi



Reviewers permission obtainedWithin a week of submission of the revised manuscript. (Ircases, a
reviewer should be asked before being sent a submission.)

Reviews receivedWithin two months of submission (subsequent reviews take much les$.tim

Decision on revised manuscriptRevised manuscripts require about a month less time, sd reguest
three months and expect four months.

Paper is published ACM requires three months to typeset, etc., an issug@DS So the minimum is
three months, with the actual time depending on the backimyv many papers are ahead of this
paper (including special issues).

For the average paper, the first review takes four months, fplur months to revise, plus three months to
review again, plus one month to produce the final versiors ply weeks of backlog and three months of
production, or seventeen months total. In rare cases a fmpecepted on the first round and only takes
eight to ten months. Papers invited for a conference are omawhat tighter schedule; papers that require
more than two rounds can take up to two years to appear.

Another issue is that of page length. The Editorial Board asking aggressively to reduce the aver-
age and maximum page lengths for accepted articles. Thisrie Oy successive ratcheting down of the
length at each editorial decision, from a submission of 5§epaplus appendices down to an average of
25-30 pages iTODSformat, a maximum of 45 pages, and a goal of an average lefi@@B pages. The
electronic appendices can be of unbounded length, allofeinthorough exposition of the material, in an
economically-feasible way.

Now we turn to the details of the reviewing process.

1. The author submits their paper to the systabt(p: / / nc. manuscri ptcentral . com t ods).
To do so requires an account. This account is different froenatuthor's ACM account. The author
enters the following details.

Manuscript type of which the only allowable values are “Paper” and “Survey”.
Institutions of the author(s).
Contributing Authors and affiliations and email addresses.

Paper title limited to 50 characters, with no special symbols, othentie character palette (“Spe-
cial Characters”) provided, which has Greek letters (loarsdt upper case), a few mathematical
symbols, and minimal formatting (bold, italic, underlinetiperscript and subscript).

Abstract limited to 100 words, again with no special symbols othenttiee character palette.

Computing Classification Systemwhich | was opposed to, as it seems premature at this poimt. Fo
tunately, the system accepts anything here, includingimgth

Author(s) each of which can have multiple institutions and departsent

Preferred and non-preferred referees

Cover letter

The author is then instructed to upload two or more files,uidiclg the required main body of the
submission, the required cover letter, and optional losvineage, high-res image, multi-media, or

supporting document. My guess is that the vast majority t¢fias will upload just the main body
and the cover letteAllowed document formats aredoc, . pdf,. rtf and. ps. All are converted
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automatically to PDFAIEX files may also be uploaded; Manuscript Cerftaéferred to hereafter as
“MC”) will not convert those file. (I suggest requesting a PDF file if anyoies to upload aALpX
file.) Figures, in. j pg,.gi f,.tif or. eps format are also allowed; the system will convert each
of these into a smallerj pg image and leave the original update “Files for Production.”

Consistent with th@ODSdouble-blind reviewing policy, the manuscript must be déid by the au-
thor, following the author guidelines, with identificatiamformation and details on anonymous cita-
tions and conflicts of interest included in the required cdstter (which is not available to reviewers).

When the author selects “Submit Manuscript”, MC respondbf wimanuscript number, of the form
TODS-2005-XXXXwhere the last four digits are sequentially assignedtistawith 1 for that year.

2. MC responds with the following emalil to the correspondinghor. (Throughout this discussion of
the process, the designations used by MC will be indicatéis @mail template is "Paper Submitted
Corresponding Author” in the area “System E-Mails”.)

Dear ...:

This is to acknow edge recei pt of your submission to Transactions on
Dat abase Systens (TODS), entitled "

I will assign your paper to an Associate Editor and will let you know soon
who that person is.

TODS now utilizes double-blind reviewing, in which the identity of the
author and the reviewer are not revealed to the other. Please visit the TODS
web site to ensure that you have followed the directives listed there,
including blinding your manuscript and providing required details in your
cover letter.

The TODS web site has a Prior Publication Policy, at

http://ww. acm or g/t ods/ Aut hor s. ht m #Pri or Publ i cati onPol i cy
which lists specific responsibilities that you have with regard to
papers by any author of this subm ssion that are in submi ssion, have
been accepted for publication, or have been published. Please read
that policy to ensure that you are neeting these responsibilities.

Thank you for your interest in the ACM Transactions on Database Systens.

Ri chard Snodgrass
Edi tor-in- Chief, ACM TODS

Ri chard Snodgrass

Prof essor

Depart nent of Conputer Science
Uni versity of Arizona

Tucson, AZ 85721-0077

PH (520) 621-6370

FAX: (520) 621-4246
http://ww. acm or g/t ods

MC then sends an email to each of the contributing authomsp@PSubmitted Contributing Authors”
in “System E-Mails”). Several times in the past a paper hanlsibmitted without one of the co-
author’s permission (or even knowledge!). This email helpiect such anomalies.

Dear ...:

This is to acknow edge recei pt of the submission by the contributing author
to Transactions on Database Systems (TODS), entitled "..." by author nanes....

TODS now utilizes double-blind reviewing, in which the identity of the
author and the reviewer are not revealed to the other. Please visit

the TODS web site to ensure that you have followed the directives |isted
there, including blinding your nmanuscript and providing required details
in your cover letter.

"http://nc. manuscriptcentral . cont t ods or, forall ACMjournalsht t p: // nt. manuscri ptcentral . conf acm



The TODS web site has a Prior Publication Policy, at

http://ww. acm or g/t ods/ Aut hor s. ht m #Pri or Publ i cati onPol i cy
which lists specific responsibilities that you have with regard to
papers by any author of this subm ssion that are in submi ssion, have
been accepted for publication, or have been published. Please read
that policy to ensure that you are neeting these responsibilities.

Thank you for your interest in the ACM Transactions on Database Systens.

Ri chard Snodgrass
Edi tor-in-Chief, ACM TODS

Ri chard Snodgrass

Pr of essor

Department of Conputer Science
Uni versity of Arizona

Tucson, AZ 85721-0077

PH (520) 621-6370

FAX: (520) 621-4246
http://ww. acm or g/t ods

Finally, MC sends an email message to the EiC, to start theegsing of the paper (“PaperSubmit-
tedEIC” in “E-Mail Notifications and Reminders”).

MC logs all email, and indeed all actions, in its Audit Trdflyou send an email to a reviewer or to
the author or whatever, please do so within MC by clicking lwat person’s name, in the context of
the manuscript (within “Manuscript Details”. This keepétak information and actions regarding a
manuscript in one place.

3. The EIC performs a preliminary scan, to check for sevéiags.

(a) Obviously inappropriate papers are desk rejected. auuils bothering the AEs and reviewers
with papers that are inappropriate fo@DS(in which case, alternative venues can be indicated)
or which are clearly unacceptable. In 2006, 13 papers ouB gL®missions (the latter includes
major revision submissions) were desk rejected.

(b) Submissions that violate the 50 double-spaced paggpsrement are returned with a request to
shorten the paper. The EiC will be flexible with regard to wdhaible-spaced means (in LaTeX,
double spacing really generates 1.5 spacing), and alsaleil appendices beyond the 50 page
limit.

(c) Submissions that violate the Prior Publication Pdliaye returned to the author, with a request
to properly describe changes from previously-publishegepain the body of the submission
and to reference those papers in the bibliography.

(d) Submissions that are not properly blinded accordindiéoRouble-Blind Policy, specifically
the six steps explained in the author submission instmstiare returned to the author, with a
request to properly blind the paper.

(e) The cover letter is examined to ensure that it lists athans of the submitted manuscript, that
full information on each anonymous citation is providedj #mat conflicts of interest are listed,
along with the six categories listed in the instructions® author.

If the manuscript has any one of the above problems, the EiC'wasubmit” the paper, allowing
it to be revised by the author. (Note: AEs cannot unsubmit @epatheir procedure is different,

8http://www. acm or g/t ods/ edi tors/ Sel f Pl agi ari sm ht m
htt p: //www. acm or g/ t ods/ edi t or s/ Doubl eBl i nd. ht m



as discussed below.) This is done by the EiC going to theldaiathe manuscript, clicking on the
Manuscript Files tab on the left, and then clicking on “UnsitdManuscript” which will send a “Your
manuscript has been unsubmitted” email. When the authardrapleted the changes requested, they
will just hit the submit button and the manuscript will retuo the EiC, retaining its ID humber.

4. The EIC uses the area of the paper as the primary deterpofimdro should be assigned the paper, but
also attempts to balance the load, taking into account éntimber of papers the AE has handled in
the past, (b) the number of papers the AE is handling, andvéchtimber of major revisions expected
soon.

The EIC invites an AE with an email (“Assign Associate Editor “E-Mail Notifications and Re-
minders”).

Dear ...,

Woul d you be able to handle the follow ng paper?
" " by ...

You can access this paper at http://nc.manuscriptcentral.conttods
Thanks i n advance,

Ri ck

5. Go into MC?, log on, and go to the “Editor Center.” Here you are presemiih two “Associate
Editor Lists” on the left side of the page. The “Editor Queudsignates five pending tasks that you
are responsible for: “Awaiting Referee Selection,” “Aviiagi Referee Invitation,” “Overdue Referee
Response,” “Awaiting Referee Assignment,” and “Awaitinge Mecision,” as well as two pending
tasks that you referees are responsible for: “Awaiting Reefé&cores” and “Overdue Referee Scored.”
Each of these queues has a number by it. If all the numbers yoe don’t have to do anything(!)
Note that it isnot necessary to periodically check MC. Whenever you need todwthing, MC will
send you an email. This submission will be listed under “Aingi Referee Selection.”

You can click either the queue name (here, “Awaiting Refe®edection,” to see a list of those
manuscripts in the queue, which are selected by clickindé&TAction,” which only takes the in-
nocuous action of displaying the manuscript information)h@ number, to see the first manuscript,
with a little arrow at the top left to advance to the next suanmscript. (You can do this even before
you agree to handle a paper, for example, if you want to sdastif

We do so to arrive at the manuscript display. In this dispjay can click on the tabs on the left to
select kinds of information.

Manuscript Information Here, one can “Scroll To...” in the pulldown box to “Peer RmviMile-
stones,” “Version History,” “Author-Supplied Data,” “AE €Zision,” “Assign to Issue” (which
will not concern you), “Companion Papers,” and “Notes.”

Note that the cover letter will no longer appear in either BigF and HTML at the top of the
Manuscript Details. Instead, you should scroll down to th&#dm of “Author-Supplied Data”

to the field “Author’s Cover Letter,” which will include imgtant information such as conflicts
of interest and the full citation of anonymous citationshe submitted manuscript.

Audit Trail This display shows aAreadcrumb trailfor this manuscript, with each letter and some of
the workflow transitions.

©htt p: // mc. manuscriptcentral . conl t ods



Manuscript Files This display allows you to see all the components (main boglgponse, etc.).
Note that the “Manuscript Files For Review” are combinea itite HTML, PDF, and Abstract
buttons listed at the top, which are also available to regrew

Please respond (manually, with an email you send to the EitB)na day or two with a “yes” or a
“no.” Feel free to say no if there is a conflict of interest omsoother reason you really can’'t handle
this paper. (A conflict may be real or it may just be a possildeflect. In general, we should be
conservative, and avoid even therceptionof a conflict of interest.)

Note that the tracking system is not involved with this emadiponse that you send. All email sent
by the system is retained, and listed in the “Correspondgmation of the display for that paper. As
this “accept handling of the submission” email is a manua, @nwon't be logged.

6. If you can't handle a submission, MC will (through the Eificate that with a “Disassign Associate
Editor” email.

7. When an AE has agreed to handle a submission, by sendirgsaéynail, the EiC sends (manually)
an email to the corresponding author, giving the name of tBevio will be handling the paper, and
CCing the AE.

Dear.. .,

This is to acknowledge receipt of your submission to TODS$tled ”...".

| am assigning your paper to.; | have sent the manuscript to him. He will let you know
how the review is proceeding. We plan to have a decision towithin five months.

Please direct all your future correspondence.to

Thank you for your interest in the ACM Transactions on Das&b8ystems.

Sincerely,

Richard Snodgrass
TODS Editor-in-Chief

Submissions (co-)authored byT®DSAE are treated somewhat differently, in that identity of the
handling AE is to remain confidential to all of the authorsavoid any conflict of interest, as specified
by TODSpolicy.!! So the letter from the EiC in such cases does not mention émgiig of this person.
This letter also mentions that all correspondence betweeauthors and the handling AE should go
through the EiC.

8. Once you (as the AE) have agreed to handle the paper, yaldsfust do is an initial P*: Prior
Publication Policy Prescreergenerally as a quick Google or DBPL search (e.g., Googlép dhb-
thorname”). Examine the paper body (by clicking the “PDFgridn the top of the Manuscript In-
formation to see a PDF of the assembled files generated by B@gH as the citations listed in the
cover letter, to ensure that past work has been adequasalyssied, including unreferenced past work
you find via Google.

If the paper violates the prescreen, you have two choicesTl& author can be invited to rewrite
the paper and resubmit (allow this by providing a “major sé decision,” as discussed below),

Bhtt p: // www. acm or g/ t ods/ edi t or s/ AECO . ht i



providing a new version of manuscript that doesn’t violdte policy. (2) You can desk reject the
paper. This would be totally your decision.

Either way, you will get credit for handling the paper, tods&your quota.

. One consideration is how to handle manuscripts that wdemded from previously-published con-
ference papers. This is allowed by the prior publicatiorigyohnd the double-blind policy. Indeed,
submissions are invited for top papers from some confesrcg. PODS

The Prior Publication Policy requires that the paper itegliérence the underlying conference paper
and explain the differences. This policy continues to hoith\a@ouble-blind reviewing. Specifically,
the reference to the underlying conference paper will bereomymous citation, fully documented
in the cover letter. (The EiC will have already checked fas th their scan when the paper was
submitted.)

TODShas a specific novelty requirement: “A submitted manusdtipt is based on one or more

previous publications by one or more of the authors shoule lzd least 30% new material. The
new material should be content material: For example, itilshnot just be straightforward proofs or

performance figures that do not offer substantial, new hrisigThe submitted manuscript affords an
opportunity to present additional results, for example bgsidering new alternatives or by delving

into some of the issues listed in the previous publicatipagsfuture work. At the same time, it is

not required that the submitted manuscript contain all efrttaterial from the published paper(s). To
the contrary: only enough material need be included fronptit@ished paper to set the context and
render the new material comprehensible.”

This novelty requirement is checked in two phases. Firat,will check the paper to ensure that state-
ments about contributions beyond prior published work.{€\Wye added a section on algorithms”,
“We now present a detailed proof of Theorem 4”) are accuratasulting with the referenced papers,
whose citations are in the cover letter. (The author inisos states, “you [the author] may be asked
to submit a copy of one of these papers corresponding so sumnymous] citations. An editor
will contact you during the review period if this becomes essary.” So feel free to ask the author
for such a paper, if you can't locate it easily yourself.) rifthis analysis you decide that the added
contributions are less than 30%, you can desk reject tha.pape

Note that it is up to you how much effort you expend in this éheThe editorial on double-blind
reviewing in the March 2007 issue ®ODSstates clearly on page 22 that one of the principles used in
devising the policy was that “AEs retain flexibility and aattly in managing the reviewing process.”)

If you are quite familiar with the area, you can do a fairlyalletd analysis, or you might choose to
ask that that analysis be done by one or more reviewers.

The second phase of checking the novelty requirement iseairdtation of the degree of additional
contribution by the reviewers. Here again you have a lot@iky. You might have done this analysis
already, and so you don’t have to mention it to the review¥ost may just want to ask one reviewer
to do this check, or at the other extreme, you might want tocadistéf the reviewers to do the check.
You should to balance out the work required with the amourfiéediback you desire.

Each reviewer who is explicitly asked to judge the noveltgrosther publications will need to know
the full citation (recall that the citation will necessgrile anonymous in the submitted manuscript). It
is probably best to reveal that citation with the requestfarcking, just to make things simple. Note
that such information will partially unblind the manusdripnd so should be done conservatively. For
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10.

11.

most papers there is no need for three or four or five revietweal independently judge the novelty
over prior papers; one or two reviewers should in most casasifficient to evaluate this requirement.

For papers invited from conferences, you should use as sbthe teviewers the program committee
members that reviewed the original conference submisamdiscussed on page 33. As these review-
ers are familiar with the underlying paper, and will alre&apw the identity of (some of) the authors
already, they are ideal for judging the novelty requirem@ihiat way, the other, independent reviewers
need not be asked to make this judgment, and thus will be alfevide an unbiased review.

Your next task is to decide if this is a desk reject, basedppropriateness or content. To do so, go
directly to “Make Decision” within the “AE Decision” portio of the display.

However, in most cases, you will need to assign referédéten | receive a manuscript, | skim it to
get a feeling for its chance of acceptance, as well as theuwliffi of review. | also read the intro and
conclusions, and skim the bibliography, to decide who wdnddhe best referees. If the paper will
be a difficult review, | send it to reviewers | especially tru$ the paper is really bad, 1 don't burden
reviewers, but simply desk reject the paper, sometimes\afitng a review myself.

You should check the cover letter for conflicts of interegtene are six categories of such conflicts.

(&) Known family relationship as spouse, child, siblingparent.

(b) Business or professional partnership.

(c) Past or present association as thesis advisor or thadisn.

(d) Collaboration on a project or on a book, article, reportpaper within the last 48 months.
(e) Co-editing of a journal, compendium, or conference @eakings within the last 24 months.

(f) Other relationship, such as close personal friendsthigt you think might tend to affect your
judgment or be seen as doing so by a reasonable person fanithiethe relationship.

Another conflict you should take into consideration is “Tlegiewer has been a co-worker of the
author in the same department or lab within the past two ye2mn't get too hung up on “within the
past two years.” Just use your existing knowledge of wheredhiewer is and has been to ensure that
you don't ask direct colleagues to review this manuscript.

Go to MC and click on “Awaiting Referee Selection” then “Viddetails” of the paper you have just
been assigned. Notice the “Select Referees” action tatedbthright of this page. Clicking this tab
brings up a list of “Author’s Preferred / Non-Preferred Revers” and search areas. Note that author
preferences are just that: advice to you that you can follomobat your discretion. | generally don't
use non-preferred reviewers, because often the author dp@sdareason to state that non-preference.
I may use one or two preferred reviewers, but attempt to Haeniajority of the reviewers chosen by
me, rather than the author. | also study the preferred rex®warefully to ensure that they are truly
objective.

MC shows how many papers that reviewer has reviewed this yearperson has reviewed one or
more papers this year, it is still acceptable to ask if theylddoeview another paper (see below for
more discussion of this). You just shouldn’t push too hardu ¥an mention that you realize that the
person already is reviewing a TODS paper, but if s/he wouldibmg to also look at this paper, that
would be great. (I do this occasionally.) It also means thgbi were choosing between this person
and a person without any reviews, priority should be givetinélatter.
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After doing a search, you can “"Add” a person in the searchisesuthe referee list.

You can select a referee through “Referee Search” if thatguers already in the system, or click
“Create Referee Account” to create and assign a new revielter ‘Add” button after a search adds
the referee to the list. (You many want to look up related papetheSIGMOD Anthologyor use
DBLP!?to find reasonable reviewers.)

If you make a mistake when adding a referee, or if a referetactsyou about problems with his/her
account, please send email to Jono Hardjowirggmnpo @ q. acm or g) know. He has “assistant”
privileges and can fix such problems relatively easily.

One areferee has been selected, you can then “Invite” thedipewhich brings up an email template
that you can edit.

Most of the email messages sent by the system can be editek lifing sent. (An example of an

exception is the email sent by MC to each of the reviewers @ndecision has been made on the
paper.) Most of these messages appear to be sent by the ABhevgth MC actually sends the email

(after logging it). You can look at the “Audit Trail” to see a&stly what has been sent out.

If the system has an incorrect email address for that petilereasiest approach seems to be to let MC
generate the Invite email using the wrong address, and dlitst emanually. Then add a short request
to change their own address immediately within MC, so théesy<an route stuff rightly, something
like the following.

| note that your email address in ManuscriptCentral is incorrect.

| cannot change this, but you can, by logging into Manuscri pt Central
and clicking the "Edit Account” link at the top right-hand corner.
This will allow subsequent enmils to be delivered correctly.

TODSpolicy requires three reviews for most papers (if the papeuite poor, you can request only
two reviews; if the paper is obviously unacceptable, youdask reject it). | generally go with four
reviewers, one more than required. If only three reviewsrageiested, and one of the reviewers
is unresponsive, you are held hostage by the recalcitramgwer, a situation that happens rather
frequently at other journals. One of the four reviewers igmfsomeone | haven't used before; |
pick such people to broaden the reviewer pool. If | don't hawgech experience with several of the
reviewers, then | will ask a total of five reviewers, just fafety (more on this shortly).

The number of reviews thatou feel is necessary to make a decision is indicated in the ‘fiess
indicator on the right. You can change this number whenewgarnwish: just enter a new number and
click “Save”.

How is this number used? From MC'’s Editor Guide: “Manusaiptove to the next task list/queue
only after all requirements for the current task have bedromexceeded. For example, if a manuscript
has one reviewer selected but two are required [as indidatixed Progress Indicator], the manuscript
remains in the Select Reviewer task list until the secontevesr has been selected.” The possible
tasks are listed on page 8. So if you only need three reviemtsagked for four, state that “3” are
required. If you want to be notified only when all the revievewér been received, state that “4” are
required.

2ht t p: / / www. acm or g/ si gnod/ DBLP

12



See below for a discussion on the TODS “no overloading” polic be considered when selecting
referees.

You invite each referee with an email message (“Invite Regis”) that specifies a deadline. It is
TODSpolicy that a referee be given at least two months on a firgtébreview. | personally give my
referees a full three months. There are two theories on @i is that referees are deadline-driven,
and so two months or three months is immaterial: they willtdlog last week. The other theory is that
some referees are insulted by short deadline requestsjrapty $gnore them. I've had experiences
with journals that have taken eight to twelve months for aemgvof one of my papers, but then ask
me to do a review in a few weeks. | tell such journals that | catnitgdone in three months, or not at
all, but other referees just sit on the paper.

Email templates have portions automatically filled in by slystem, like your return email address,
the title and author of the paper, and the abstract. Therpat®ns that you should fill in, indicated
with “x= . . . *»*”, (The elisions without asterisks are parts that MC fills an you; you won't see
these elisions in MC.) For example, the referee invite ldtées three such portionss ¥ MORE HERE

| F NEEDED* +” (to motivate why you are inviting this particular refergé&) * THREE* * ” (to state
how many months you are giving this referee), and DATE* * " (where you can fill in the date the
paper is due). In all cases, you simply delete out this prage@place it with whatever you want to
say.

You can also modify the rest of the email message in whateagnwu see fit. For example, you may
wish to use a less formal salutation. Some AEs, in areas whegehave expertise, or am playing
the skeptical pragmatist, include some notes on issued theateviewers, making it clear that the
reviewers are free to ignore. Also, as discussed above, yglatnvant to ask one or more reviewers
to evaluate if 30% is really new.

Note that when editing email messages, MC will not autoraliyidnsert line breaks, though many
email readers do. The templates do not have line breaksnwptimagraphs. So the line breaks shown
in this document are those that would be displayed by an ewsiller that breaks every 80 characters
(for illustration).

Dear ...:

| have just received a submi ssion to the ACM Transactions on Dat abase
Systens (TODS) entitled "...". Attached is the abstract for this paper.

| woul d appreciate your guidance as to whether this paper is acceptable for
publication in TODS. **MORE HERE | F NEEDED* *

Once you accept ny invitation to review this manuscript, you will be
notified via e-mai|l about how to access Manuscript Central, our online
manuscri pt submission and review system You will then have access to the
manuscript and reviewer instructions in your Reviewer Center.

| realize that our expert reviewers greatly contribute to the high standards
of the Journal, and | thank you for your present and/or future
participation.

Woul d you be willing to review this paper within *»*THREE** nonths, by **DATEx*?
Pl ease e-mail me with your reply.

Sincerely,

TODS Associ ate Editor

P.S. ACM TODS recogni zes that reviewing is a service to the profession. As
such, TODS strives to not overload referees with TODS reviews. Specifically,
TODS will not expect referees to formally review nore than one TODS paper in
any twel ve-nonth period. Cther rights are listed at

http://ww:. acm org/ t ods/ Ref erees. ht nl #ri ghts
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12.

13.

14.

MANUSCRI PT DETAI LS
TITLE: ...

ABSTRACT: ...

Click on “Save and Send”; the letter goes out and is loggedhbysystem.

The email message is written carefully to ask the referedtveinghey are willing to review the paper
(this is TODSpolicy) and specifying a deadline for the review from thers¢alr ODSpolicy). It

is helpful to edit the message to explain why you think they the perfect reviewer (generally in
glowing terms; flattery helps here).

This email message includes an important postscript ¢ettaviewers know their rights. (I don't
know of any other journal that does this.) Note that this @bt is carefully worded: “TODS will
not expectreferees to formally review more than one TODS paper in ampsvmonth period.” But
that doesn’t mean that a reviewer who is or has already redenpaper cannot be asked if s/he would
be willing to review another one, with the stated understanthat they shouldn’t feel compelled to.
What | do is add a sentence to the effect of, | know you are (oe lheen) reviewing another TODS
submission. But | thought you would be especially inter@stethis submission, because ... However,
if you are overloaded with reviewing, just let me know andlflitd someone else.”

You should send out the initial requests for reviewetiwia day or so of receiving the paper. Any
delay at this point simply increases turnaround time whieraducing your workload one iota.

If you haven't done this within two weeks (say, if for somegea an email to you was lost by a
mailer), you will receive a reminder (“SW - Reviewer Selenthow due”).

Dear ...,

This is just a gentle rem nder that Manuscript | D TODS-2000X- ???7?
entitled "..." with ... as contact author is currently sitting in
your Associate Editor Center at http://nc.manuscriptcentral.comtods .

This e-nail is a rem nder that revi ewer sel ections are now due.
Si ncerely,
Ri ck

You wait for the responses, and sends followups aftewaléys. A followup is a manual email. The
followup email sends a perhaps not-so-subtle indicatar tth@ AE is organized and expects a fast
response.

The reviewer responds to your email with a “yes” or a “nidils is done with a manual email, outside
of the system. If the reviewer states that they cannot doetview, respond very nicely (with a manual
email). It is much better to receive a “no” to your request rtban a “yes” followed later with a very
late review. It is helpful to keep records, and stop askingpifi receive repeated rejections from a
prospective reviewer. (As of 2003 | have made over 500 rdgues reviews, with 56 “too busy”
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15.

and 7 who just never responded, implying that over 85% ofpwoive reviewers agreed to do the
review, which is really astounding to me and provides a isigikndication of the professionalism of
our community.)

At this point, the tracking system does not enforce the tesshonth policy for requesting reviews
(although it could, because it has all the needed informgatiSo we are relying on referees to tell us
when they have previously reviewed a paper in the past twabsths. If they do so, expect that they
are telling the truth, and thank them generously for théieoteview.

When a reviewer declines, select the “Declined” entry on“Besponse” pull-down list to tell MC
the status of the reviewer. This sends the “SW - RevieweriBett! email, which you can edit (there
are no replacements required).

Dear ...:

Thank you for replying to ny invitation to review for the ACM Transactions
on Dat abase Systens.

I"msorry that you are unable to review this manuscript at this time. 1’11
find soneone else, and will keep you in mind when future manuscripts cone in
that fall under your area of expertise.

Sincerely,

TODS Associ ate Editor

When | receive a declination, | immediately go down my lisgénerally start with a list of 5 or
6 names, and ask the first four). The tracking system shouldsbd to send the invitation email,
because it keeps recorfts you.

If the reviewer says yes, with an email sent to you, yopaed with an acknowledgment sent through
MC giving details on how to do the review, and explicitly stgtthe deadline again. You do this by

selecting “Agreed” from the “Response” pulldown list. Thigens another email (“Referee Agreed”),

acknowledging the reviewer, and providing information @wtto access the system. This has only
one replacement needed*REQUESTED DATEx *".

Dear ...,

Thank you for agreeing to review the paper entitled "..." which
has been subnmitted to ACM Transactions on Database Systens (TODS).

I would like to know if you believe this paper neets the standards of a TODS
publication. If you like, you may return the manuscript wth your suggested
changes indicated to ne.

To provide the authors with a tinely response, | request that your review be
returned within three nonths. | would greatly appreciate it if you could
arrange for me to receive the review by **REQUESTED DATEx*. Rest assured
that we will pursue rapid review ng of your TODS submissions with similar
vigor. If you have difficulties with this deadline or are unable to review
the paper, please |et me know as soon as possible.

Pl ease visit http://nc. manuscriptcentral.conftods to view this paper and enter
your review. This submission is paper TODS- 200X- XXXX.

If you have never used this systembefore, you will need to specify your
emai| address (the one |isted above) as your User ID. The systemw |l offer
to send you a password, which you can then nodify.

Anonynous verbatimcopies of your review will be sent to the author. Copies
of all conpleted reviews for a given paper will be sent to all reviewers of
that paper. You will also be informed of the disposition of this paper. As

you are aware, all manuscripts are to be treated confidentially. Please do
not distribute or reference a nanuscript under consideration.

| thank you in advance for your effort in maintaining a high quality

archival journal and for adhering to the tight review ng schedule. Your help
and advice are appreciated. | |ook forward to hearing from you.
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Papers for TODS nust be of high quality and fall within the scope of the
journal. There are four main ingredients to an acceptabl e paper.

The technical quality is high.
The rel evance to the database community is high.
Interest and novelty is high.
The presentation is effective.

PoNPE

More referee guidelines may be found at
http://ww. acm or g/ t ods/ Ref er ees. ht ml #CQui del i nes
| ask that you read these guidelines, as they provide inportant
consi derations to be taken into account when review ng a submi ssion. Should
you have any questions, please don’'t hesitate to contact ne.

Si ncerely,

Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

The reviewer now has access to the paper. Under “Referee Miamuscripts,”, under the section
“Review and Score” the reviewer can see the PDF as well asthew form (under “View Details”)
for all open reviews.

. Sometimes a reviewer responds late, after you havenaskig sufficient number of reviewers. In
such cases, you can select “Late Response” from the “Resppao#i-down menu, which sends the
following email (“SW - Reviewer Late Response”), which istatlle.

Dear

Recently, | invited you to review a nanuscript for the ACM Transacti ons on
Dat abase Systens. However, it has since becone apparent that | will not
need you to review for the journal at this tine. One less thing to worry
about !

| hope in the future you will be able to review other manuscripts submtted
to the journal.

Si ncerely,

Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

. For a revision under review, MC notifies the AE, requestin editorial decision within three months.
You first click “Invite Referees” in the top right-hand cornthen clicks on the “Invite” button to the
right of each referee to send them a request for them to refimarevision. (I know: this is rather
counter-intuitive; the button should be something like geest Subsequent Review”.). The emalil
message (Revised workflow - Invite Reviewers, below) is maharter than the original request, for
the same reviewers should be used as with the original sslamisFor the second and subsequent
reviews, you can specify a deadline shorter than two months.

Note that this letter is less formal than the first solicdati (The reviewer’s first name is used rather
than his/her last name.)

Dear ...,
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Thank you for earlier preparing a review of the paper entitled "...

| have just received a revision of this paper. By TODS policy,
the original reviewers are requested to examne the revision to
see if it is acceptable for publication in ACM TODS.

To provide the authors with a tinmely response, | request that your review be
returned within two nonths (I inmagine that this revieww || be nuch faster
than the first tinme around!).

Wuld you be willing to review this paper by **DATEx*?

Si ncerely,

Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

. If the reviewer says yes to this request to review a ravisanuscript (the vast majority of reviewers
will agree), with an email sent to you, you respond with amaekedgment sent through MC giving
details on how to do the review, and explicitly stating thadlme again. You do this by selecting
“Agreed” from the “Response” pulldown list. This opens dr@temail (“Referee Agreed Revision”),
with only one replacement needed:*REQUESTED DATE* *".

Dear ...

Thank you for agreeing to review a revision of the paper entitled "..."

I would like to know if you believe this paper now neets the standards of a
TODS publication. |f you like, you may return the manuscript with your
suggest ed changes indicated to ne.

To provide the authors with a tinely response, | request that your review be
returned within two nonths. | would greatly appreciate it if you could
arrange for me to receive the review by **REQUESTED DATE*+*.

Pl ease visit http://nc.nmanuscriptcentral.comtods to view this paper and enter
your review. This submission is paper TODS- 200X- XXXX.

| again thank you for your efforts in maintaining a high quality
archival journal and for adhering to the tight review ng schedul e.

Sincerely,
Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

Of course, the other responses (declined, late respord@ocaresponse) are also available, but rarely
used. For the late response, here’s the email (“Refereeth @ecept”).

Dear ...,
Thanks for getting back to ne.

I"ve already identified a sufficient nunmber of reviewers, so your review of
" " is not needed.

Si ncerely,

A;s;soci ate Editor, ACM TODS
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19.

20.

In “View Manuscripts”, the reviewer has access to all of nes/reviews, under “Scores Submitted
(the open reviews are listed separately, under “Review @oded).

When a reviewer agrees to review a revised manuscript, anddgsignate so in MC, the revised
manuscript appears under "Review and Score”. Also in Viewmddaripts is the original submission
(under "Scores Submitted”), with the original PDF, the esv&r’s original review (under "View De-
tails”), the decision letter (under "view decision lettgr&dnd the author’s response, under "Response
to Decision Letter”. Hence, the reviewer has all they needHeir review of the revised manuscript.

Within a week, you should have four or five reviewers wheehagreed to referee the paper. It is
helpful to then send a manual email to the author, giving a (&tout three weeks after the deadline
promised by the reviewers) for a decision. This dramaticatuces the concern of the author, be-
cause it (again, not so subtly) conveys to the author thahgee things under control. It is good form

to let authors know when they can expect a decision. You dek eh the author’'s name to send this
email, which will then ensure that it is logged.

| use the following for my manual email.

This is to acknowledge receipt of your manuscript, entitleq’ which you submitted on
... for publication in the ACM Transactions on Database &yst Your paper has been
assigned to me for processing.

| have sent your paper to several reviewers. The decisionhmiher the paper should be
published will be made on the basis of their reports.

| expect that a review of your paper will be completed withife& months. | will let you
know as soon as a decision has been made. In any case, | widlctgou by ... to let you
know of the status of the review.

Again, if this is a manuscript authored by one of the AEs, stmiiespondence should be sent indi-
rectly, through the EiC.

If you never hear from a reviewer after asking for a reyibat is a bad sign. Such people are generally
very unreliable and should be used sparingly if at all. Yoousth send a “No Response” letter (“SW
- Reviewer No Response”) through the “Response” pulldownris T editable.

Dear

Because | have not heard fromyou regardi ng review ng the manuscri pt
entitled "..." for the ACM Transacti ons on Dat abase Systens, | assumne
you are unable to review for the journal at this tine.

| hope in the future you will be able to review other manuscripts
submitted to the journal.

Si ncerely,

TODS Associ ate Editor
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21.

22.

23.

Even though this reviewer has been somewhat insulting byven responding to your solicitation,
it is important to remember that you are asking for voluntfart, and so this email is worded quite
gently.

The total time you will have invested thus far, includimegponding to emails, is perhaps two hours.

The system does not handle reminders, so that duty requinesoykeep track of things. | keep
a calendar, with two dates, all on Mondays: one for an emailinder sent two months after the
reviewer agreed, or equivalently, one month before theveis due, and one the day after the deadline
for the review, asking for the status. | then forget aboutgthger.

If a referee responds way later to a request for a revimngytstem can send a “Review Late Response”
email, which is a gentle “thanks, but no thanks.” While thisadl is editable, it has no replacements.

Dear

Recently, | invited you to review a manuscript for the ACM Transacti ons
on Dat abase Systens. However, it has since becone apparent that | wll
not need you to review for the Journal at this tine. One less thing to
wor ry about!

| hope in the future you will be able to review other manuscripts
submtted to the Journal.

Si ncerely,

TODS Associ ate Editor

It is very important to always treat authors and refereeslligneven when they do aggressive or
abusive or irresponsible things. The journal lives and tie#s authors and referees; treat them as
you would like to be treated.

(Optional) Each Monday, | check niyODScalendar, which is a simple text file listed in date order.
When the first date rolls around, | send out an first remindegilenThis can be done by simply
clicking on the referee’s name. (I used to send out postal, tmati I've found that that is no longer
needed. Also, it would be much better if MC sent these outraatizally, but that is not possible at
this time, because MC insists on a global review period fopabers submitted to the journal.)

Here is what | send out for the first reminder, inserted by adt@aste from a template file.

Dear. . .,

Thank you for agreeing to review the paper entitled.” for the ACM Transactions on
Database Systems.

This is just a friendly reminder. | would greatly apprecigteir arranging for me to receive
the review by Monday, . . Please go to http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/tods teremtur
review.
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All of the reviewers have agreed to this deadline, and | ptare$pond back to the authors
within a day or two of receiving the reviews. If completinguyaeview by that date now
looks unlikely, please contact me immediately so that | caatie another reviewer.

| realize that doing a quality review takes significant tirmegl | appreciate your willingness
to take on this important task.

Sincerely,

This serves to make the commitment more firm, and adds a sénsgency to the review.

24. When the second date rolls around, | send out a seconddentd each reviewer, also by email.

25.

26.

27.

Thank you for agreeing to review a TODS submission. If by cleayou never received
the paper, please let me know immediately.

Please go to http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/tods teremur review.

Your efforts in reviewing this paper in a timely fashion areshappreciated.
Sincerely,

Rick

This takes all of fifteen minutes. | then forget about the paggin.

The referee goes to the system to view the paper (and rkelgt print it out) and later to enter their
review. The review is done on-line, but the reviewer canchttiles (such as output fromMTgX or
Word).

The reviewer sees two sections: “Review & Score” and “Sc&elsmitted.” The first section lists
manuscripts for review; the second lists those manusaiptady reviewed by that person, including
prior versions of the revised manuscript in review. Revisamn see their review as well as decision
letters and responses by reviewers to the decision letter.

When a reviewer views the PDF, that single file (which is alsceasible to you) contains all the
materials submitted by the author (manuscript, commertiatever).

As the referee is reading the paper, they may come aanaasosymous citation that they are curious
about. The guidelines to reviewers states, “Should yourgferee] need access to the material refer-
enced by anonymous citations (those stating “details ehitiue to double-blind reviewing”), say to
judge the novelty requirement, simply notify the Associatktor handling this paper and give your
reason and the full citation will be revealed to you.” Thegadure is clear on your authority: “It is
completely up to the AE to decide which reviewers should te about an anonymous citation.” If
the reviewer gives a reasonable reason for needing to kniewinflormation, then that information
can be provided, thereby partially unblinding the submissiAn example where it might be better
to keep the manuscript blinded would be if one reviewer wdsimeensure that the paper had made a
sufficient contribution over past work, but you had alreadgignated that task to other reviewer(s).
You could then just explain to the reviewer that they neediwitry about that requirement, that it is
already being checked.

When the review is submitted by the referee, MC sendsugmmatically-generatedthank you note

to the reviewer (“Thank You to Referee”), with a BCC to you {lsat you know that a review has been
submitted). (In this manual, we highlight the few email naggs that are automatically generated by
MC.)
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28.

Dear ....,

Thank you for your review of the paper

| realize the effort that such reviews require, and | appreciate your
hel p and cooperati on.

Si ncerely,

Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

The reviewer can later go into MC and view their review.

You go into MC, which shows that the review has been reckiClicking on the paper then on “View
Review Form” opens up another window with the review.

Some reviews have prose (e.g., “very little contributiomigonsistent with the overall recommen-
dation (e.g, “minor revision”). You should go back to theiesver on such reviews, because it is
important that both you and the author understand the re8eme reviewers want to hide behind an
overly positive summary recommendation that is inconststéth the body of their review; (gently)
do not let them do so. In the past, I've asked a reviewer if | cla@nge their review to "Reject”,
because it seemed that they didn’t want to see it again. yfshg "Major Revision” then they have
to feel that it is fixable and that they would be willing to rewi it again.

Some reviews are simply inadequate or inappropriate: theya short, or use inflammatory lan-
guage, or otherwise do not reflect well on the reviewer or erjdghrnal. It is important to work with
the reviewers to obtain a review that is appropriate. Adaiis, must be handled outside the system.

Occasionally itis useful to engage in a discussion with twmore reviewers, if the reviewers disagree
and if you feel that a discussion might shed light on the resiand help you with your decision. ACM
policy!3 has this to say.

“Editors and administrators of ACM publications must kel identities of all reviewers
of particular manuscripts hidden from authors, other rgeis, and the public. Identities
of reviewers may be divulged to members of a publication's#dtidl Board or to ACM
staff as needed to solicit expert advice in special circants. In such cases, identities of
a reviewer may also be made known to other reviewers of the saamuscript, provided
that the consent of all affected reviewers is obtained. &eefs must also maintain the
confidentiality of reviewer identities, as well as the reysghemselves, that are communi-
cated to them at any time.”

If an editorial decisiorhas notbeen made, and you wish to change a review, ask the EiC to de it,
an admin. The admin should go into “Make a Decision” and lathe “Reviews” panel on the right.
There is a “rescind” button below the reviewer’'s name andéoright of the reviewer's recommen-
dation. Clicking that button causes the review to be avhal&ir modification by the reviewer. You

Bht t p: / / www. acm or g/ pubs/ r evi ewer .anonynity. htm
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29.

30.

31.

32.

would then send a manual email (by clicking on the revieweaisie), asking that reviewer to go into
MC and modify their review, and then then resubmit it. Whesytdo so, this will result in another
automatically-generatedthank-you note.

If you've already made an editorial decision, no review dbnting to that decision can be rescinded.

You can add or remove reviews anytime. However, the proesdua little different once the required
number of reviews is reached.

Say you asked for three reviews and have gotten those revidwespaper goes into “Make Decision”
mode. You then want to add a reviewer.

The Save button on Manuscript Information doesn’t work. ¥t have to do is go into the Make
Decision tab, change the "# reviews required to make detidmfour, then hit save. The tab will
change to Select Referees and you can add a referees.

Similarly, say you asked for three reviews, but two revieweravsufficient for you to make your
decision. You can cancel the third review, then change tipgimed number of reviews to two, and the
tab will change to “Make Decision.”

It is important to get on late reviewers. On the day foitaythe deadline for the reviews of a paper, |
generally have received two or three reviews. You shoulduaiynsend a short email to the laggards,
asking (gently) about the status of the review, and memigitat other reviews are in hand. If they
ask for an extension, give one, but only for a week. If theawer says that it will be two weeks or
more, thank the reviewer and then gently cancel the revig@nekrally call reviewers only when they
have not been responsive, as a last resort.

If you originally asked for four reviews, you can easifincel one, and still have the required number.
A few times | have received an adequate number of reviewssarighve nicely canceled a reviewer
who hadn't yet started the review. You can dis-invite a ey clicking selecting the “Response”
pulldown of “late Response”, as discussed abofidote: If you still have reviews requested when
you make a decision, those reviewer(s) will be automatics#iht a message that cannot be edited, as
discussed below. If you would like to edit the messagenditeithem before recording your decision.)

If two or more reviewers flake out (hopefully a very infueqt situation), there is the alternative of
asking a knowledgeable friend for a fast review, in a weeknar. tThis is a big favor to ask, but a
reasonable one if done rarely. Or you can do a review yourself

Once the required number of reviews have been receiv€deld you know, via the “SW - Awaiting
AE Decision” message (though you don’t have to wait for alleess: see above).

Dear ...,

Al required reviews have been returned by the reviewers for
Manuscript ID ... entitled "..." with ... as contact author.

Pl ease | ook at the reviews and make an editorial decision.

Si ncerely,

22



ACM Manuscri pt Centr al

You read through the reviews and composes the decisiom. I@tés step takes the most time of all.
Click “Make Decision” then “Post Decision” which brings ug@omments to Editorial Center” and
a Final Decision. Click on “Finalize Decision” to bring upetidecision letter.

If this manuscript has been authored by an AE. the email addgefor the decision letter should be
changed to remove all the authors, and be sent instead ta@hevBo will forward it to the authors.
Note: the AE should also remove his or her email address from the declstter, as the decision
letter will be visible to the author. The easiest thing to slda have the letter from and to the EiC.
The EiC, after sending this letter to the authors, will fordva copy to the AE, for their records (that
email will be out of the scope of MC).

The most time-consuming task of an AE is to deal with vagueoaoflicting reviews. Sometimes the
AE even has to go back and read portions of the paper to make séthe reviews. Your insight and
experience is what you are paid for (!) in your role of AE. Itghi help to recall that the reviewers
are just providing advice to you, advice you can disagreb witat times ignore altogether. (In such
cases you need to explain your decision to the authors, sthiéyaunderstand it.) This is the most
subjective part of the entire process, and necessarily so.

There are four possible editorial decisions.

Accept The paper is fully acceptable, perhaps modulo a few minaectons. It is fine to request
the final version to check to ensure that those correctiongicated very specifically in your
letter—have been made adequately.

Minor Revision The paper is very close, but you want to see one last versifumebaccepting the
paper. This indicates to the author that you are serioustabewhanges you requested. Minor
revisions rarely go back to the reviewers, and even if theytdanore for a sanity check than a
formal review.

Major Revision The paper has significant problems that must be fixed beferpaper is acceptable,
but there is a good possibility that these changes can be (o#uerwise the paper should be
rejected). Major revisions are given more time (but agam,more than six months); four
months are the norm. Major revisions also generally go bacthé¢ reviewers for a formal
review, though that is not required—it is your call. (Notatth series of two or even more major
revision decisions is possible, and indeed occurs severaetta year.)

Reject It turns out that most papers are rejected on the first rowordewhat less than half are rejected
on the second round (it is rare for a paper to go more than twod® and still be rejected).

For revisions, these four possibilities also exist. Mogigra are rejected on the first round. A very
few are accepted or are requested for minor revision on teeréiund. For major revisions, more
than half are accepted on the second round, but a significember are rejected. A few papers have
a major revision decision for the second round, and undetiipiréaround of reviewing. As always,
the decision is entirely that of the AE, using the reviews@acae for this decision, advice that can be
accepted or ignored.

We now examine each decision letter in turn.
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There are two accept decisions: Accept and Accept for FioskL The latter decision will automat-
ically send the manuscript back to the author upon acceptartte letter templates are very similar:
the Accept for First Look just has two additional paragragpl&ning to the author how to look at
the manuscript. For yearsODShas had the normal Accept decision. The Accept for First hoak
added in late 2006; AEs are suggested to use this decisicentially the old Accept decision will
probably be dropped.

The decision letter for accept (“Accept” in “Decision Le#8 is as follows. There are seveyahces
where you need to change the letter* NUMBER* = ” of reviews (MC knows that but doesn’t know
how to put it in the letter), ¥+ PERI OD FROM | NI TI AL SUBM SSI ON TO NOW *” (which
MC also knows, but which you have to compute yoursel®* ADDI TI ONAL COMMVENTS | F
NEEDEDx * ", and “x * DATE* ", which you calculate as one month from today (it is impottam
give this deadline, otherwise authors can take foreverépame their final version of their accepted
paper). You are free to allow more or less time for the finasizen.

The maximum length of their paper should be stated, if theepapn be shortened through use of
electronic appendices. The maximum length isT4BDSpages, though you are free to specify a
shorter length (our goal is an average of 33 pages). Thissappetwo places, as% 45* ="

Note that the authors are identified in the salutation, andibde revealed to the reviewers. This is
OK, as the reviewers will find out anyway when the paper appegorint. We might as well let them
in on the good news now.

All of the decision letters include the referee commentsit(fhortion to be communicated to the
author). All are CCed to the EiC. The accept letter is also €Ct©eJono Hardjowirogo, Publisher,
ACM Journals, Office of Publicationg,ono@g. acm or g.

Dear ...,

| have received **NUMBER+* reviews, attached, of your paper entitled "..."
whi ch you submitted for publication in the ACM Transactions on Dat abase
Systens. Attachments to these reviews may be avail able at

http://nc. manuscriptcentral . con t ods

The reviewers were quite pronpt with their reviews, reducing the period from
initial submission (on ...) to final decision to |less than **PER OD
FROM | NI TI AL SUBM SSI ON TO NOW* nont hs.

On the basis of the reviews and nmy own reading of the paper, | am pleased to
accept the paper for publication in ACM Transacti ons on Database Systems. |
feel that this paper is very well witten and nekes an inportant
contribution. The high quality of this paper is consistent with that
associated with TODS. You are to be commended for the manner in which you
responded to the initial reviews in this version of the paper.

*+ ADDI TI ONAL COMMVENTS | F NEEDED+ »

The reviewers did have some minor comments. Please finalize your nanuscript,
addressing these issues, and send it to me. | ask that you do so within one
nmonth, by =+DATExx, as we are attenpting to reduce the tine to publication.

+xONLY | F NECESSARY: can state shorter than 45 pages**

Your paper (the core of the paper, including the bibliography) should be no

| onger than **45++ pages in the TODS format. Additional material can appear as
an el ectroni c appendi x, pointed to by the paper. Both the core of the paper
and the electronic appendix will appear in the ACM DL, but only the core of
the paper will appear in the print copy. An exanple fromthe March 2004

issue of TODS is http://doi.acmorg/10.1145/974750. 974756 whi ch has a

13- page el ectronic appendi x referenced in the core of the paper. Reducing

the core of your paper to **45+«+ TODS pages is a requirenment for acceptance.

\ begi n{verbatin}

Pl ease unblind your manuscript by undoing the changes you applied when
bl i ndi ng your manuscript for submission. Note that the di scussion of
under | yi ng papers required by the TODS novel ty requirenent should be
retained in your final version.

Note that the ACM Publications Board has decided to adopt the Conputing
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Surveys style of references. Please ensure that your final manuscript is
consistent with that style. Also, please format your final version according
to the directives found at

http://ww. acm or g/ pubs/ subm ssi ons/ submi ssi on. ht m
At your earliest convenience, please forward to M. Jono Hardjow rogo
(jono@q.acmorg) the following materials needed in order for us to proceed
with the publication production of your paper:

+* Postscript or PDF file of the final version of your article for reference
and copy editing

* Original File (in LaTeX or Word) for processing

* Al original artwork in .eps format as close as possible to their final
publication size

Once your paper has been schedul ed for publication in a specific issue, you

will be notified by ACMHQ You will receive a copyright release formand

ot her relevant documents (e.g., page charge form reprint order form) from

ACM You will also be inforned as to when you can expect to receive the

proof of your paper, so that you can go over it prior to

publication. Finally, you will be contacted by Professor Curtis Dyreson, ACM

TODS Information Director, so that he can put an el ectronic version on the

web as soon as possible.

I thank you for selecting TODS to publish the results of your work.

Si ncerely,

ﬁ;soci ate Editor, ACM TODS
Title: ...

Authors: ...

Date Initially Submtted: ...

Revision date(s): ...

The “Accept for First Look” template has two additional pgnaphs.

Your paper has been returned to your author center for you to review and
make any final changes or corrections prior to production and publication.

You will find your manuscript in your author center under the |ist
“Manuscripts Accepted for First Look." dick on the link to "submt

updat ed manuscript” and follow the steps as you woul d during a nmaenuscript
subm ssi on process.

For an Accept decision, MC also sends a letter to Jono Hamdjgey, ACM Publisher as well as the
TODS Information Director, informing them that the papes lh@en accepted, CCing the EiC. (This
letter, “Decision To Publisher,” can be modified by the ABN® this letter is not sent to the authors,
it need not be changed even if the identity of the AE is confidén

Jono (and Curtis),

The followi ng manuscri pt has been accepted for publication in the ACM
Transactions on Dat abase Systens.

| dentifier: TODS-2005- XXXX
Title:
Aut hor s:

The aut hors had been instructed to submit the final manuscript and its
corresponding illustrations directly to you at the ACM HQ
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Si ncerely,

On any paper that has been accepted, if you click on the Mapustles tab, you will find a link
“Click here to send the manuscript back to the author.” Tinis Will generate an email to the author
to let him know that the paper was sent back.

Any papers that have been sent back to the author (eitherathau with the decision) will be listed
in the "Accepted Manuscripts Sent Back to Author” queue inryaddmin and Production Centers.

For a minor revision, the following letter is sent. There siseadjustments needed: ¥ NUVBER* * |

“x* ADDI TI ONAL COMVENTS, AS NEEDEDx*",“**two (2)*=*",“** DUE DATE**"and two
instances of ¥ 45+ ”. The number of months needed for a minor revision is up to(asuong as it
doesn't exceed six months). However, if only a minor revismneeded, then presumably the author
can complete that revision rather quickly. Recognize thatauthor will take all the time you give
him or her, independent of the amount of time the revision agtually take. State an appropriate
amount of time. Most minor revisions should be given only antho This minor revision letter also
contains the page restriction. Again, please adjust theinedpage length as appropriate.

If it is possible that this revision may go back to the reviesyglease leave the salutation as “Dear
author,”. If you plan to make the final decision without cdtisg the reviewers, you can replace the
salutation with a more personal one.

It is helpful, especially if the reviews are inconsistenthweach other, to provide guidance to the
author as to which concerns are predominate.

Dear aut hor,

| have received **NUMBER+* reviews, enclosed, of your paper
entitled ..., which you subnmitted for publication in the ACM Transactions on
Dat abase Systemns.

These reviews, all by recognized experts in the field, have obviously been
prepared with care.

+x ADDI TI ONAL COMVENTS, AS NEEDED+*

The reviews agree that this is an interesting paper that makes a substanti al
contribution. On the basis of the reviews and nmy own reading of the paper, |
am pl eased to accept the paper for publication in TODS, conditional on

receiving a revision that addresses the concerns identified in the reviews.

Pl ease subnmit your revision via http://nc.manuscriptcentral.conftods | ask that
you include conments to each of the reviewers, with the reviewer identified

by nunber, indicating how you have addressed each of the points raised in

the review | also ask that you format your paper according to the TODS format.

**ONLY | F NECESSARY: can state shorter than 45 pages**

Your paper (the core of the paper, including the bibliography) should be no

| onger than **45+x* pages in the TODS format. Additional naterial can appear as
an el ectroni c appendi x, pointed to by the paper. Both the core of the paper
and the el ectronic appendix will appear in the ACMDL, but only the core of
the paper will appear in the print copy. An exanple fromthe March 2004

issue of TODS is http://doi.acmorg/10.1145/974750. 974756 whi ch has a

13- page el ectronic appendi x referenced in the core of the paper. Reducing

the core of your paper to *+*45+x TODS pages is a requirenent for acceptance.

To revise your manuscript, log into http://nc. manuscriptcentral .com tods and
enter your Author Center, where you will find your manuscript title listed
under "Manuscripts with Decisions.” Under "Actions,"” click on "Create a

Revi sion." Your maenuscript nunber has been appended to denote a revision.

You will be unable to nake your revisions on the originally submtted

version of the manuscript. Instead, revise your manuscript using a word
processing programand save it on your conputer. Please also highlight the
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changes to your manuscript within the document by using the track changes
node in MS Wrd or by using bold or colored text.

Once the revised manuscript is prepared, you can upload it and subnmit it
through your Author Center.

When submitting your revised manuscript, you will be able to respond to the
comments made by the reviewer(s) in the space provided. You can use this
space to docunent any changes you nmake to the original manuscript. In order
to expedite the processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific
as possible in your response to the reviewer(s).

| MPORTANT: Your original files are available to you when you upl oad your
revi sed nanuscript. Please delete any redundant files before conpleting the
subni ssi on.

We are now trying to minimze the time to publication. This

requires help fromboth the reviewers and the authors. Please ensure that |
receive the revision within *xxone (1)** nonth, that is, by **DUE DATEx*.

I thank you for selecting TODS to publish the results of your work.

Sincerely,

Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

There is a place in MC to state the revision due date. This easebto the actual date, or to say the
end of the month containing the due date, to give the authittlelbeway. Once this date passes,
the author is forbidden by MC from revising their paper. & t#E wishes to extend the deadline for
the revision (which is fine, if the AE feels that there is a goeason to do so), go to the submission
for which the editorial decision was revision (generallg thitial submission) via “Switch Details”
under “Version History.” Click on the calendar within “Pdeeview Milestones,” click on the new
date, and then click “Save”. (Note that this calendar mayrbthe “Manuscript Information” page of
the original submission or of the revision in draft; checkhbmanuscripts to find this calendar.

For a major revision, the following letter is sent. Theresaeen adjustments needed:*'NUVBER* * ”
of reviews, %+ ADDI TI ONAL COWMENTS, AS NEEDED+*”, “** NUMBER* * ” of months for the
revision, the % » DUE DATE* +", and two instances of¥* 45 ",

The due date is from one to six montfRDSpolicy states that it cannot exceed six months). For
major revisions, less than two months is rare (otherwisgpiild probably be a minor revision), but
there is fine to give less than six months, especially if noitemiéhl experiments are requested. It
serves our readers, and thus indirectly the authors, tothieshrocess along as much as possible.

For major revisions, it is important to provide feedbackhe tauthor. You need to indicate fairly
specifically what is required to achieve an acceptable pdpeugh the author may decide not to do
what is required, or not be able to do what is asked). Here gauralicate which objections raised by
the reviewers are serious and must be addressed, whichtaseadpand which you don’t agree with
(in the end, the acceptance decision is yours and yours,aoradl three categories of comments are
very useful to the author).

Itis helpful to employ prose in your letter that refers to gaper, not the author, and to the review, not
the reviewer. For example, “The paper’s understanding ofieeds to be improved” will be accepted
better than the roughly equivalent “The author’s undeditanof. . . needs to be improved” and “The
reviewer did not read the paper carefully” could be betimiest as “The review covers part of the issue
well, but...”. The idea is to avoid making your letter personal. A persdrowrites a bad paper or
bad review is not a bad person, necessarily! Note that rerewill see your letter to the authors, so
be diplomatic to them and to the authors.

As mentioned above, it is fine to request a major revision adiepthat has already been revised, if
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major concerns remain. In that case, please be very clearwalsdt concernsnustbe addressed in
this second major revision.

For papers that have already undergone two major revisifotiigre are still remaining concerns, the
paper should be rejected, as the authors have had plentyoftapity, but have failed, to realize an
acceptable paper.

There is also a page length requirement. Use your best jutlgarehow restrictive to be. Note
however that it is easier to be restrictive now than later.

Note that you should not include information in the body df thtter, including the salutation, that
would identify any of the authors to the reviewers, who wél$ent the body of this letter.

Dear aut hor,

| have received **NUMBER«+ reviews, enclosed, of your paper

entitled "...", which you subnitted for publication in the ACM Transactions
on Database Systens. (Attachments to these reviews may be available at the
URL nentioned bel ow. )

These reviews, all by recognized experts in the field, have obviously been
prepared with care. The reviews appear to agree on the follow ng points.

*+ADDI TI ONAL COMMVENTS, AS NEEDED» *

On the basis of these evaluations, | suggest that you substantially revise
the paper, addressing the comments of the reviewers, and subnit the paper

for another round of review |t appears that there is the possibility that
you can satisfactorily resolve the problens present in this draft, thereby
achi eving a paper suitable for publication in TODS.

| ask that you also include comrents to each of the reviewers, with the
reviewer identified by nunber, indicating how you have addressed each of the
points raised in the review It is inportant that the revised paper be as
solid as possible, addressing all of the mmjor concerns, and addressing in a
satisfactory way the remaining, snaller concerns.

| also ask that you format your paper according to the TODS format.

**ONLY | F NECESSARY: can state shorter than 45 pages**

Your paper (the core of the paper, including the bibliography, but not the
appendi ces) should be no longer than **45xx pages in the TODS

format. Additional material can appear as an appendi x. Reducing the core of
your paper to *x45xx TODS pages is required.

To revise your manuscript, log into http://nt. manuscriptcentral.con tods and
enter your Author Center, where you will find your manuscript title listed
under "Manuscripts with Decisions.” Under "Actions,"” click on "Create a

Revi sion." Your maenuscript nunber has been appended to denote a revision.

You will be unable to nmake your revisions on the originally submtted
version of the manuscript. Instead, revise your manuscript using a word
processing programand save it on your conputer. Please also highlight the
changes to your manuscript within the document by using the track changes
node in MS Wrd or by using bold or colored text.

Once the revised manuscript is prepared, you can upload it and submit it
through your Author Center.

When submitting your revised nmanuscript, you will be able to respond to the
comments made by the reviewer(s) in the space provided. You can use this
space to docunment any changes you neke to the original manuscript. |In order
to expedite the processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific
as possible in your response to the reviewer(s).

| MPORTANT: Your original files are available to you when you upl oad your
revi sed manuscript. Please delete any redundant files before conpleting the
submi ssi on.

We are now trying to minimze the tine to publication. This requires
cooperation fromthe reviewers and the authors. The revi ewers have done
their part, by preparing their reviews in such a tinely manner. Please
ensure that | receive the revision within **NUMBERt* nonths, that is, by
+*DUE DATEx*. To submit your revision, please go to

http://nc. manuscriptcentral . com tods

If | do not hear fromyou within this period, | will assume that you do not

wi sh to revise the paper, and any future revision will be considered as a
new submi ssi on.
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Thank you for subnmitting your paper to ACM Transactions on Database Systens.

Sincerely,

Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

The further revision email (“Further Revision Needed” indfision Letters”) starts out “Neither the
reviewers nor | are are satisfied that the paper is ready fdiqation.” This is a signal that the authors
really need to get on the ball if they wish to have their papeepted.

In that email, you should not include information in the baafithe letter, including the salutation,
that would identify any of the authors to the reviewers, whiblve sent the body of this letter.

For a rejection, the following email (“Reject”, or of a renin, “Reject Revised Manuscript”, both
in “Decision Letters”) is sent. There are only tvealjustments: #* NUMBER* * " of reviews and
“xx ADDI TI ONAL COVMENTS, AS NEEDED+*” Note that the reason given is “inadequate con-
tribution.” For many papers, there will be a different raasso be sure to edit this message so that it
conveys the appropriate reason. The authors have made dajtbodffort to produce an acceptable
paper (assume this, even for horribly-written papers), smthe journal owes it to them to provide
a carefully-stated rationale for this (often quite paipfetiitorial decision. You can go over your
objections and rationale at great length, or you can simpigtfo the reviews, if they are adequate.

Desk rejections are a special case, because there geraaily attached reviews. In this case, your
rejection letter should be more substantial, basically @i-n@view.

It is important to realize that it is not your job to tell thethor how to write an acceptable paper.
That skill can only be learned through much practice and@ppate mentoring; many authors never
achieve arODSpaper. The rejection letter should focus instead on thecipaacies of the submitted
manuscript, so that the author has a clear understandirge @ditorial decision.

Note that you should not include information in the body d thtter, including the salutation, that
would identify any of the authors to the reviewers, who wéldent the body of this letter.

This is an advantage of double-blind review, as reviewelisnet know the identity of authors whose
previous submission has been rejected fl@DS thus not biasing reviews of future submissions by
any of these authors.

Dear ...,

| have received »*NUMBER«+ reviews, attached, of your paper entitled "...,"
whi ch you subnitted on ... for consideration for the ACM Transactions on
Dat abase Systens. Attachnents to the reviews nmay be avail abl e at

http://nc. manuscriptcentral . com tods

These reviews, all by recognized experts in the field, have obviously been
prepared with care.

*+ADDI TI ONAL | NFORMATI ON, | F NEEDED* *

The reviewers agree that the topic is highly relevant to TODS and that the
paper is well witten. There were many specific concerns voiced, which
probably could be addressed in a rewite. However, the reviewers were also
unani nous in their assessnent that the paper makes an inadequate
contribution. It appears that even a substantial revision will not satisfy
the reviewers on this, the nost inportant consideration.

On the basis of the reviews (and nmy own reading of the paper), | regret that
| cannot further consider this paper for publication in TODS.

| hope you will find the reviews useful in revising the manuscript for
publication consideration in another outlet.

| thank you for your interest in TODS.
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33.

34.

35.

Si ncerely,

Associ ate Editor, ACM TODS

It is often useful to end the rejection letter on a positiveendhave heard cases where young scholars
have simply given up after a particularly scathing reviewepection letter. Tell the author something
you like about the paper (which can sometimes be challengifdentify!) and encourage the author
to press on. As a personal aside, here is a note | receiveiltistiates this point.

Hi Rick—

| thought that I'd fire off a quick email and let you know thaetpaper I'd submitted
to TODS in the Fall (that was rejected) was accepted by .st Wanted to thank you for
the encouraging note that you sent after the paper wasedjeEbr someone who is just
starting out, it is easy to feel like it's the end of the worldem a paper you'd spent months
writing and worrying about gets a short, abrupt rejectioaurynote took a lot of the sting
out. | definitely appreciated it.

If there were still reviews that had not yet been subuhittexd you made an editorial decision, MC
automatically sends an email (“SW - Reviewer Scores no longer needed”) teeeditorial decision
has been made. This is not editable.

Dear ...,
Recently, | asked you to review Manuscript ID ..., entitled "...." Since
the other referees sent their reviews by the deadline, | proceeded to make a

deci sion on the basis of the reviews received. | thank you for the time and
effort that you may have already put in evaluating this paper.

| hope you will be able to review other manuscripts in the near future.

Si ncerely,

For a major or minor revision, once the author submits tlegision, MC automatically sends the
following email to the handling AE (“Revised Paper Subnuitfessociate Editor”).

Arevision entitled "..." has been submitted by ... as
TODS- 200X- ?2???. RL.

As this is a revision, please make your editorial decision for this paper
Wi thin three nonths.

Thanks,

Ri ck

As mentioned in Section 5, revised manuscripts requiretless to handle, so | will request three
months and expect four months. BYDDSpolicy, you should use the original reviewers, except
perhaps for reviewers who were comfortable with the papefitht time around.

To send a request to a review, click on the “Agreed” buttonhgyreviewer’s name.

Once you've made an editorial decision, You should fodwacopy of your decision letter to each
reviewer separately, as mentioned in the automatic letterr sut by MC. It is best to do this from
within MC, by clicking on the reviewer's name, and pasting tiecision letter.
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Important!  When you forward your decision letter, please be sure toteléle authors’ names,
unless your decision was an accept, in which case it is OKvimalghe identity of the authors.

36. Authors will occasionally ask for an extension to the date for a revision. This decision is up to you,
except for papers scheduled for special issues (invitad fronferences), in which case coordination
between papers is needed. An extension of a few weeks isajlgnerasonable. If an author asks for
a longer period of time (especially if this request comehtrigf the last moment), consider whether
the revision would constitute basically rewriting the padea such cases, | send out something like
the following.

I have received your request for an additional three nonths to revise your
manuscript. Gven that this is on top of the original six nonths originally
requested, it seens to nme that the changes are nore extensive than | had
originally thought. The resulting paper appears to be a substantially

di fferent paper than just a mjor revision of the original subm ssion.

If indeed the revision is only a major revision, it seens that you could
complete it within the next two weeks, by ... But if nore tine is needed to
prepare a substantially different paper, then | will change the decision
to reject. You can later subnit the paper as a new subm ssion, which wll
undergo review by a different set of reviewers, perhaps under a different
Associ ate Editor, as decided by the Editor-in-Chief.

Such a note sends a strong message to the author that wéngssaioout TODS deadlines.

Note that if a new submission is substantially similar toevjimus submission, and | catch this (which
doesn't always happen...), | will contact the AE handling fitevious submission to ask if this new
submission should even be handled. The prose above impiicdicates that the EiC might now
allow the paper to be reviewed again.

37. (Optional) You may want to periodically (say, once a ye&nd a letter to the reviewers you used
during that time, thanking them once again for their help.ewhdo this, my secretary does the mail
merge.

In summary, you will spend perhaps three hours the week yarive the submission, less than an hour
during the next three months, and a few hours the last weekakdf less than one day per submission.

If you follow this process, you will spend almost no time nexgglaggard reviewers, no time apologizing
to irate authors who have waited too long for a decision, amdime apologizing to the EIC for a late
decision. You will have few papers on your desk, because mdions are processed and filed within a few
days. And you will have the satisfaction of knowing that yoewiewers feel appreciated for work well done
and your authors will appreciate the fast response you gedigr their submissions.

When an author submits a major revision, the entire prodests gain. The revision should be sub-
mitted through MC so that a complete record is kept of theaut@on.

Generally the author provides a single document that retgptmall the reviewers’ comments, though
occasionally a response is prepared for each revieweratit#ise, my recommendation would be to send all
to each reviewer, as each reviewer has seen all the reviedisnight be interested to read how the authors
responded to a concern of one of the other reviewers. Howiglis your call.

When an author goes in MC in the "Author Center”, they see &tddubmitted Manuscripts”. The
column “Processing Status” shows a short message. Thissrts out as “Submitted”. When the EiC
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has passed the manuscript on to an AE, the status changesttoA¥gociate Editor”. When the first referee
is assigned, the status changes to “With Referees”. Whefirgheeferee submits their review, the status
changes to “With Associate Editor”. (This is a little strandpecause the AE is probably waiting for the
remaining reviews.) When the AE has made the editorial dmtithe status changes to “Decision (View
Letter)” and the author has access to the decision lettethenbviews.

Each major or minor revision editorial decision comes witeadline. If you have not received the
revision by that deadline, send the corresponding authendegemail reminding them of the deadline, and
asking them if they are going to be submitting a revisionhditwant a week or two extension, that is usually
fine. Sometimes authors decide not to resubmit. They raglihe AE this, which is why a reminder email
is usually necessary. (While the revision decision lettates “If | do not hear from you within this period,
| will assume that you do not wish to revise the paper,” thisspris there to signal that we are serious about
the deadline. But it seems draconian to reject a paper theesia day after the deadline.)

If the author decided not to submit a revision (generallyaose they are uncertain they will be able to
address the reviewers’ concerns), please ask them to gdMi@tand withdraw the revision submission, to
terminate processing of this manuscript. Alternativaiy AE can click on the “Manuscript Files” tab on
the left and scroll down to “Click here to withdraw the mamiysit to do this for the author.

Finally, you can access all the papers still in flight that gwo&i handling in the Editor Center. From the
Report Menu in the Editor Center, you can see Manuscriptepted and Manuscript Rejected reports.

6 Psychological Factors

I've found it is important to motivate people, primarily iewers, to do the right thing. The following
psychological considerations are central to the process.

¢ Potential reviewers should not receive papers before #ssistance with a submission has been con-
firmed. Doing so annoys reviewers, and invariably increasegmround time. Doing so is also against
ACM policy.

e Reviewers, in accepting the paper, implicitly commit to gated review deadline. Those few who
agree to review the paper, but mention that they probablytwmnable to make the deadline, are
politely thanked, but are not sent the paper.

e Reviewers are given a reasonable time to review the papelwvalya give first submissions three
months of reviewing time, and revised submissions two nmntfiough some AEs give less time.
(TODSpolicy requires two months for an initial review.)

Some journals, including some prominent ones, requesiculidisly short reviewing period, like a
few weeks or perhaps a month. In my view, this back fires. Thweer thinks, “this is an inap-
propriate request, so | will just ignore it, and take howdwey it takes,” thus resulting in very long
turnaround times.

e The letter reminder and the email reminder both ask the warid¢o let you know if anything has
transpired that would cause them to missaheced upon deadline. This forms an implied acceptance
of the deadline by the reviewer. So when the deadline robsirad, the reviewer has agreed to the
deadlinethreeseparate times, and so is much more likely to meet that deadb avoid the shame of
missing it.
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e When | contact laggard reviewers by email the day after tlzellilee, that sends a message that | am
very organized and expect them to adhere to the deadlindaGorg them a week after the deadline
would not have this effect. When a reviewer does not respoediail within a day or so (this is often
a bad sign—they usually haven't even started reading therpapuch less writing up their review), |
phone them.

e | thank reviewers four times, always explicitly: when theycept a paper for review, when they
submit their review, when | send them the editorial decisemd later, by letter. It is important that
they understand that | know how much work a good review ex)taild that | appreciate their effort.

¢ | sometimes use printed correspondence; when | do, | oftéra fhandwritten note at the bottom.
Close personal interaction is key. | enjoy the exchange,ofteih get to know the personality of the
reviewer through their review and also our email exchangdsch makes the whole process very
satisfying.

e Reviewers appreciate seeing the other reviews of the p#peysead. This over time helps them to
calibrate their reviews, and settles the community on a sdratuniform standard.

e | always promise that | will treat their submissions with Banresponsiveness, to emphasize the
multiple roles we all play.

e | am happy to write promotion letters for my reviewers, eggcones who have done a good job.

e The projected decision date | give authors is always sevesaks later than | expect to have that
decision, for two reasons. One, | don't want to exceed thellilee, if the reviewing goes slower
than expected. Also, | don’t want authors sitting by theimpoiters anxiously awaiting the decision.
Rather, | want to surprise them with an answer weeks befag Were expecting it. Even if the
decision is negative, and it usually is, | think the authaksetit better if the reviews are well done, if
there are several of them, and if the reviewing was done tuick

7 Special Cases

Desk rejects have already been discussed. You have theritttodesk reject (that is, reject without
sending to reviewers) any submission. However, it is goooh fim provide at least a paragraph or two about
why the paper is unacceptable.

You also have the authority to reject a paper after gettingg @nmore quick short reviews, if you are
unsure about the paper.

The underlying notion is that the reviews are primarily @évio you about the editorial decision. Nor-
mally three reviews are requested, but if fewer reviews eeglad for you to make an informed and appro-
priate editorial decision, that is fine.

Submissions authored by a current AE have also been dehlimtihe above process.

There are severdlODSpolicies about papers invited from conferences (curredBBT, ICDT, PODS
and SIGMOD, as well as a general policyf. These policies concern time frame, whether or not (some
of) the original program committee members who reviewedctireference submission should be reused,
instructions to provide to the reviewers, and other detaid¢hen you handle such a submission, please
consult the relevant policy. (For example, you'll need todifipthe Review Agreed to email that is sent to

¥http://wwv. acm or g/ tods/ edi tors
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reviewers to mention that the submission was invited butah@rmal review is requested; for one or more
of the reviewers, you will want to ask them to explicidgdress the 30% rule. There is no special template
for such an email.)

You may also invite submissions T@DS Informal invitations (e.g., “I really enjoyed your paper.i.
and hope that you can submit a follow-up papef@DS” can be surprisingly effective. As an Associate
Editor, you have considerable credibility. Ask the authmiet you know when they submit the paper, so
that you can request that the EiC assign it to you. Submisghmat result from such informal invitations are
handled exactly as other submissions.

At any time, if the reviewer or author needs to change hisémeail or physical address or even user
id, just ask them to “Edit Account” at the top-right of thereen when they first log into MC. (The EiC
can also do this, by proxing in as the user and editing thewstcoThe EiC can similarly delete a user
by clicking on the details button after doing a user seardmer@ is a link to delete the user under Admin
Options. If the user is an author, reviewers, or editor whassociated with any manuscripts, the EiC will
want to disable their account instead. To do this, edit theaat, and click on step 4 Roles & Permissions.
Click edit for TODS. Changing the member status to inactileprevent the user from logging in. Setting
start and end dates in the past for any role will remove thatecdrom the user’'s account. The EiC should
uncheck a role only if certain that the user did not perform @sks on a manuscript under that role. The
last thing the EiC can do is to set the Reviewer Status to ‘Ugled,” which will remove the user from a
reviewer search.)

If the editorial decision is revision (major or minor), argtauthor decides not to resubmit, ask the EiC
to go to the paper as “Assistant” and rescind the editoriaisiten and replace it with “reject.” As mentioned
on the first page of this manual, the final editorial decis®ydurs to make. Very rarely, an author disagrees
with a decision (for some reason, always a rejection datjsidhere is a formadppeal process instituted
by ACM andTODS?® This process allows, but does not require, handing overpipeal to the EiC. If the
author is not satisfied, the author can go higher, to the afdme ACM Publications Board. You should
know that | will not question your judgment on a particulappa

8 Summary

There are three points in this lengthy document | would likernphasize yet again.

1. Manuscript Central provides a work flow, described extnaely here, for processing submissions. |
think you'll find it to be a natural one, once you acquire ddittxperience with it.

2. The submission guidelines state that “The Editorial Bdarcommitted to provide an editorial de-
cision within five months.” Following the process descriliegte should enable you to meet this
commitment, indeed, to complete in under four months.

3. Your primary function is to render clear, timely impakfieedback in the form of an editorial decision
on a submission. This decision is yours and yours alone.

Finally, thanks again for agreeing to serve the researchroamity as an Associate Editor.

ht t p: / / www. acm or g/ t ods/ Aut hor s. ht ml #Appeal s
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