[bookmark: h.soa43mocb6fc]Executive Summary

In this white paper, the conference subcommittee of the ACM publications board addresses the changing relationship between conference and journals in computer science driven by changes in technology, globalization and the size of the community. This paper does not address the questions of open access or financial viability. Rather the aim is to find the best approach to serve the needs of the SIGs, conferences, journals, and computer science researchers worldwide.  Of particular interest is ensuring that the archival value of the best and most impactful publications in computer science are universally recognized as such, irrespective of where they are published, i.e., whether in journals or conferences.

To have this discussion, we first must agree on a set of principles guiding the quality and evaluation for the most prestigious archival publications in computer science. This set of principles should ensure that all such papers have a strong impact on the field, as well as strongly ensuring accuracy, completeness and correctness. All such publications must have a review process that provides for sufficient reviewers with the appropriate expertise and a timely process that still ensures sufficient communication between authors and reviewers.  Finally, while conciseness of exposition remains an important virtue, archival publications should be able to include all the material needed for a comprehensive treatment without artificial page-length limitations.

Many conference and journals have already established a number of different collaboration models. These principles will guide those models and establish new ones. We expect close collaborations between SIGS/Conference committees, Journal Editors and the ACM Publications and Conference committees to ensure that such collaborations meet the stringent levels set forth by these principles.

We articulate a number of recommendations for the ACM Publications Board. At a broad level

· Offer a uniform branding mechanism for identifying high-quality archival ACM publications;
· Promote consistent external visibility and recognition of those ACM publications;
· Provide a high-quality archival ACM publication vehicle easily accessible to a geographically diverse set of potential authors.

We suggest several tenets to achieve these goals, described in more detail in the full white paper.

1. Eliminate artificial distinctions between journals and conference proceedings provided both abide by the principles put forth.
2. Develop a new series titled Proceedings of the ACM which would be officially classified as a journal, but used primarily as a vehicle to publish papers accepted for presentation at top ACM conferences.
3. Collaborations between conferences and an existing ACM journal or the Proceedings of the ACM must document how they expect to conform to the principles. 

These recommendations will allow computer science to retain the benefits originally afforded by the conference nature of our community, while providing for high quality and globally recognized publication venues, and allowing flexibility in meeting the needs of diverse computer science disciplines.


Problem Definition 
Problem Statement

How does ACM create a flexible and robust model for conferences and journals that produces quality publications while meeting the changing needs of the SIGs, conferences, journals, and computer science researchers worldwide? 

History

In the early days of computer science, the field moved extremely rapidly, requiring an equally fast publication model for dissemination of research. The established journal system found in other academic disciplines could not offer a quick enough turnaround time to allow material to remain relevant when published. The relatively new form of transportation of air travel allowed conferences to draw attendees from around the world. Soon conferences had to limit the number of papers presented and appearing in their proceedings, leading to a certain level of prestige of having a conference acceptance. While authors were often expected to write a future journal version of a conference paper, in many instances the conference publication, with its limited review process, remained the only published version of this research.

Computer Science remains one of the few, if not the only, major discipline that gives more prestige to conference publications, which has often made it hard to promote computer scientists to deans and provosts. In 1994, the U.S. National Research Council issued a report entitled “Academic Careers for Experimental Computer Scientists and Engineers” which explained that “publication practices in ECSE emphasize conference publication over archival journal publication.” In 1999, the Computing Research Association released a Best Practices Memo on Evaluating Computer Scientists and Engineers for Promotion and Tenure specifically to address this issue.  While this report and memo have helped somewhat in the United States, the field still continuously needs to make this argument. Outside of North America the battle can be more difficult, and some national funding agencies rate and fund entire departments based on metrics that may not adequately reflect the importance of conference publications. 

The conference system helped overcome the challenges that Computer Science publications originally faced, and some will argue has contributed to the field’s rapid growth.  However, in the last twenty years, we have seen a number of changes that have forced us to review the role and practice of conference publications.

Community Growth

Computer Science has grown dramatically, as computation plays an ever larger role in society. This growth has led to more researchers needing to present their research. Conferences have expanded, but cannot meet the growing demand, so a number of newer second-tier conferences have arisen. Since paper acceptance typically requires a member of the research team to attend to give a talk or a poster presentation, little time and money is available to attend conferences where one does not have an accepted paper.  In some communities, many lament that senior people never present at conferences (and may not even appear)—they simply send their students.  In many fields, the number of papers presented at conferences is so high that presentations are held with many tracks in parallel, presentation slots have been cut short, or both.  The original model that people gather at conferences to hear about and discuss the latest work in the field has been difficult to maintain.  Too often we hear that conferences have become “journals that meet in hotels.” 

Interestingly, this challenge is happening recursively.  Conferences used to invite attendees to organize workshops where a group of people would spend a day or two discussing and addressing some challenge or problem.  Today most conference workshops are themselves run as mini-conferences with their own program committees, review processes, and often their own workshop proceedings.  

Globalization 

Computer Science has become a truly global affair, with strong research activity around the world. ACM has made it a recent priority to encourage international activity; it is not uncommon to see major meetings geographically distributed around the world. The resulting travels can result in considerable expense, time and often involves challenging visa issues. 

In addition, different countries have different standards of judging the quality of research and many European countries in particular put heavy emphasis on publications in journals with a high impact factor, as designated by the Thomson ISI or other organization. Currently, impact factors are being used increasingly in Europe to guide academic publication strategy. Conference publications rarely count significantly towards these metrics.

Changes in Timelines

The original motivations for conference publication included the prevalent slowness of journal publication.  It was not uncommon in previous decades for journal articles to appear in print two years or more after original submission, owing to the accumulation of review time, revision time, editing and typesetting time, and journal publication queues.  The result was that journals were an ineffective way to disseminate work to the field.  In contrast, conferences were often able to compress the cycle from submission to proceedings to as short as 5 or 6 months.  When conferences were fairly general, the existence of Fall and Spring conferences would ensure that accepted papers could be presented within a half year of submission.  

Today things have changed.  Faced with a deluge of submissions and the pressure to pick the highest quality papers, many conferences have longer review cycles (sometimes with built in revision or rebuttal periods), stretching out as long as ten months.  At the same time, diligent management of the review process, combined with online-first publication, has brought typical journal submission-to-publication times down well under a year, including time for revisions. In addition, authors can also achieve very fast dissemination through online archive sites

Specific Community Issues

Different subfields of Computer Science have their own needs and desires for conference and journal publication.  The Computer Graphics and Programming Languages communities, for example, feel that the top work in the field should appear in their conferences, and that conferences should have a way to publish their proceedings in journals for the health of the community.  In Computer Graphics, the top conferences, SIGGRAPH and SIGGRAPH Asia, each publish their proceedings in an issue of ACM Transactions on Graphics. In addition, authors of any paper in the other issues of ACM Transactions on Graphics are invited to give an oral presentation of that paper at either SIGGRAPH conference, thus unifying the journal with the conferences. SIGGRAPH, however, still seeks a solution for their other sponsored conferences.  Similarly, the Programming Languages community feels that it already has an adequate review and selection processes and that its top conference proceedings should be published, as is, in ACM Transactions on Programming Languages and Systems.  In contrast, the Theory community explains that the major difference between their top conferences and top journals is the nature of reviewing—theory conference reviewers don’t have the time to verify the fine details of every submitted proof.  The theory community would, therefore, like to allow submission of a conference paper to a journal without expansion or new content beyond full details of the proofs, since the reviewing itself provides a substantial increase in value.  Other communities are trying different approaches.  The European HiPEAC conference moved to a journal-first relationship with ACM Transactions on Architecture and Code Optimization.  SIGCHI has started to encourage journal-first publication as an option for its conferences, inviting authors of papers in ACM Transactions on Computer–Human Interaction and other select journals to present their papers at the most relevant SIGCHI-sponsored conference.  

Technology

The Internet offers various ways to disseminate research quickly through archive sites and social media that spreads the news of important research. The web also offers a variety of alternative publication models that conferences may turn to if they are not satisfied with what ACM can offer. A small number of conferences have already left ACM and others might follow if ACM does not create publication platforms that make staying with ACM a value-adding proposition. New dissemination models may be limited by the perception that they are not seen to be as effective and prestigious as established outlets, although a citation to an archive paper carries as much in an h-index as a citation to a journal article.

Branding and Citations

Any solution must address the needs of conferences, journals and SIGs to establish their brand to build prestige for their organizations. In any hybrid model between conferences and journals, a proper citations system should be developed that gives proper credit to both, gives the publication and its venues an appropriate prestige both in subjective measure and metric-based objective measures.

[bookmark: h.j0z7muhw7vzs]Principles and Approach
[bookmark: h.8mhvbafui6at]Principles
To realize consistent visibility and recognition for high quality publications from across the ACM community, irrespective of the types of venues in which they are published, we must first identify the criteria that are to be used in the selection and presentation of works deemed of archival level.  Such criteria, once in place and agreed upon, provide a framework for recognizing venues of archival value.  Additionally, these criteria make it possible to identify mechanisms for papers selected in one venue to be published in another high-quality archival publication.

There is no single metric for measuring publication quality and archival value, but the following list represents a consensus of criteria that should be applied in the selection of papers to be published in high-quality archival venues.
· Evaluation criteria: These are the main dimensions along which a paper should be assessed to determine whether it should be accepted.
·  Impact.  The paper makes a significant contribution to enhancing knowledge in the field.
· Accuracy & completeness.  The paper must be self-contained and provide all the information needed to allow a thorough assessment of its contributions.  For example, theoretically inclined papers should include detailed proofs of the results; experimental or system papers should provide a comprehensive description of how the system was built and/or how data was obtained and processed; and measurement-based contributions should make the data sets on which the results are based accessible, at least during the review process, or give a reason for why the data had to be withheld.  Additionally, archival papers are expected to provide a comprehensive discussion of  prior relevant contributions with which the new work is compared.
· Correctness.  The paper should present scientifically sound results obtained using a clearly described methodology that the review process will be able to validate.  In the case of theoretical papers, this implies that proofs were fully vetted.  Similarly, there is the expectation that the review process has carefully considered the likelihood that empirical findings and claims can be duplicated based on the information made available in the paper.
· Review process:  These are the mechanisms that need to be in place to ensure that accepted papers meet the desired criteria.
· Quality.  Reviewers responsible for evaluating the paper must have deep expertise in the paper’s area.  Implicit in this requirement is a process that matches reviewer expertise to paper topics.   The reviews themselves are also expected to meet certain quality requirements and offer factual and objective evidence in support of their recommendations.  In addition, while the quality of individual reviews is of utmost importance, it is alone not sufficient to consistently ensure a quality outcome.  This requires that enough qualified reviewers be allowed to opine on the paper to ensure that the final outcome reflects a sufficiently broad consensus.  The exact number of reviewers needed can differ across fields, though it is commonly set to three.  Last but not least, timeliness is also a critical component in the quality of a review process.  Even though a thorough evaluation can be time-consuming, authors should be able to expect reasonably timely notifications of acceptance or rejection.
· Format.  The review process should allow authors to react to comments and recommendations from reviewers, and make it possible for those reactions to be incorporated in the final published version of the paper.  Conversely, a mechanism needs to be in place that assesses whether reviewers’ comments have been properly addressed before the paper is cleared for publication.  In other words, the review process needs to offer the possibility of revisions, and include mechanisms for vetting such revisions.
· Policy.  There should be clear guidelines in place defining conflicts of interest, to identify conditions under which an individual cannot serve as a reviewer for a submitted paper.
· Content and format:  Because archival papers are expected to be self-contained and offer a complete description of their results, there should be no artificial limit on their content (e.g., in the form of stringent page limits).  There may be situations where it is beneficial to allow supplementary material to be made available together with the paper (e.g., data sets, software, and additional graphics)  However, if this material was not subjected to the same rigorous review process as the published paper, it should be clearly labeled as such.
· Venue recognition and continuity:  The publication of high-quality archival papers is not something that can be accomplished overnight.  It requires not only the establishment of rigorous governance (as outlined above), but also continuity in maintaining it.  This is needed to ensure both recognition and participation by the venue’s community, as well as offer sufficient perspective on the quality of the selection process.
[bookmark: h.y9uue3ghmgu7]Approach
The preceding principles will ensure that high-quality papers receive the level of recognition they deserve, including publication in venues that are universally acknowledged as representative of quality and archival value.

These principles need not be fully applicable to all types of publications.  The ACM community relies on a wide variety of vehicles to facilitate the dissemination of new ideas and results, and the rigorous review process that was just outlined is unlikely to be suitable for many (e.g., works-in-progress, short papers, and posters).  Hence, not all ACM venues (conferences and workshops) should be viewed as candidates for archival publication of the above type.  In particular, and in keeping with the goal of fostering visibility for ACM’s highest quality publications, it is expected that only the best conferences will seek to explore the possibility of an alternative publication model that affords them greater archival recognition.

It is envisioned that realizing this goal will typically be approached through a partnership (see Figure 1) between a journal and one or more conferences.  The partnership can be initiated by either the the EiC of a journal, the Steering Committee of a conference, or the Executive Committee of the SIG sponsoring the conference. 
 
[image: Process.png]

Figure 1.  Process illustration: SIGs/Conference Steering Committees start a dialogue with their respective journals/EiCs and submit a proposal to a committee tasked with reviewing it.  The committee’s role is to facilitate discussions, determine eligibility, resolve disputes, and ensure communication between all parties.

The primary target for such a partnership is in the form of a proposal identifying a mutually agreeable approach for selecting and publishing papers in accordance with the principles articulated above.  Assuming such a proposal is produced, it is submitted for review to the Publications Board or one of its committees to ensure it conforms to expected standards.  The Publications Board or its Committee is also responsible for mediating the discussions between the conference and its target journal when differences exist in how to best structure a joint proposal.  The committee may also suggest alternative approaches in instances where agreement appears unlikely.  Possible options on which to base such proposals are discussed in the next section, which reflect instances of specific models already in existence.

Existing Collaboration Models

There are several existing models for how ACM journals and conferences can collaborate. The collaboration can be either unidirectional (e.g., conference proceedings published in a journal, or journal papers getting a presentation slot at a conference), or bidirectional, where the conference and the journal accept each other’s decisions. We describe some of these models below.

First, it is worth mentioning that most CS journals do not republish unmodified conference publications. However, there are several notable exceptions. One is Communications of the ACM, which republishes some of the best DL papers as “Research Highlights.” Another is SIGPLAN Notices, which republishes 11 conference proceedings of the ACM SIGPLAN conferences. These exceptions aside, it is common practice for CS journals to accept extensions of conference papers. Several EiCs even proactively invite authors of conference papers to submit extended versions to their journals. For example, JACM does so for “the most significant work on principles of computer science, broadly construed.” The ACM Publishing License Agreement states that copyright infringement is avoided if there is at least 25% “new material.”  Publishing in a journal extended versions of conference papers that are undifferentiated from previously accepted conference papers is not consider a collaboration, as defined in this document.

Unidirectional Collaborations: From Conference to Journal or From Journal to Conference.

From Conference to Journal

Some journals publish conference proceedings as special issues. In that case, the journal accepts all the decisions made by the conference program committee, and publishes the complete set of papers. The conference does not publish its own proceedings anymore, which avoids copyright infringement. 

Another unidirectional collaboration is the so-called post-conference special issue.  In this model, the EiC agrees to publish a special issue which matches the scope of the conference. There is a call for papers with a deadline, and there is a guest editor who runs the paper selection process. In theory, the call is open to the whole community, but the authors are often explicitly invited to submit without acceptance guarantee. An alternative version of this model solicits only the top N papers from a conference (e.g., as determined by the conference program chairs or awards committee.) The submitted papers are extended versions to avoid copyright infringement. In this model, the journal does not accept the decisions made by the program committee. Instead, it autonomously reviews the submitted papers. Some EiCs use such an agreement as a first step towards a more intense collaboration between a conference and a journal.

From Journal to Conference

Some journals have an agreement with a conference that papers accepted for publication in the journal get a presentation slot at a conference. Some journals work with one conference; for example, ACM TACO authors get an invitation to present their work at the HiPEAC conference, and Proceedings of the VLDB Endowment (PVLDB) are invited to present at the VLDB conference. In logic programming, the call for papers for the ICLP conference has been replaced by a call for special issue of the TPLP journal (Cambridge University Press). The submitted papers are processed with strict deadlines, and can be revised before being accepted. TPLP has one “conference deadline” per year. PVLDB uses monthly deadlines, while ACM TACO has continuous submissions. These three collaborations all started in 2010.

ACM TOPLAS negotiated presentation slots at the PLDI conference. ACM TiiS negotiated presentation slots at the ACM IUI conference. In addition, ACM TiiS also publishes extended versions of the ACM IUI papers as a special issue “Highlights of the ACM IUI”, managed by the conference program chairs as associate editors. In other words, the TiiS “from journal to conference” collaboration with ACM IUI is supplemented by a separate and different collaboration in the reverse direction, i.e., “from conference to journal”.  Similar arrangements are being negotiated with other conferences. One notable case is the IJCAI conference, which invites papers from a set of 5 top AI journals in a journal track at the conference. Summaries of these papers are published in the proceedings as four-page extended abstracts.

Other journals have a set of conferences from which the authors can choose. ACM TOCHI has a set of three conferences (UIST, CSCW, CHI) from which the authors can choose.

Although the conferences accept the decision of the journal, there might be additional conditions to get a presentation slot. For HiPEAC and PLDI, the condition is that the paper must be an original work paper, and not a conference extension. For TOCHI, a conference can decline a request to get a presentation slot if the topic of the paper does not fit the conference. The CHI conference is ready to give a presentation slot to any paper that is published in ACM TOCHI, in case no other conference is interested. 

In some cases, the authors are required to present their paper, as is the case with PVLDB and TPLP. In other cases, it is just an optional additional service offered by the journal to its authors.

In the case of PLDI, the journal papers are not republished in the conference proceedings. Instead, the proceedings contain a one-page abstract. In PLDI 2014, 4 out of 56 presentations were about journal papers (4 out of 13 papers published in ACM TOPLAS during the preceding year).

In the case of TOCHI, 25 of the 33 papers published in the year preceding the CHI conference were presented at the conference (on a total of 490). The TOCHI papers are visible in the program, but they are not republished in the proceedings.

For ACM TACO, PVLDB and TPLP, there is no such issue because the associated conferences do not publish proceedings anymore. HiPEAC and VLDB no longer have a program committee because they have completely outsourced the paper selection process to the journal, while TPLP has outsourced the management of the special issue to the program committee of ICLP. For VLDB, PVLDB was a journal created for just this purpose. In the case of ACM TACO and TPLP, the associated conferences just ask their authors to submit their papers to journals. HiPEAC and VLDB work with a cut-off date. All papers accepted before that date get a presentation slot at the conference, while all papers accepted after get an invitation for the next conference. Accepted papers are published online as soon as they are accepted—publication is not delayed until the conference. In TPLP/ICLP, the ICLP program chair is editor of the TPLP special issue, and the program committee members are area editors. In VLDB, the program chair, and the EiC for PVLDB are the same person. For ACM TACO/HiPEAC, they are not the same person. Instead, two months before the conference, the HiPEAC program chair receives the list of accepted original work papers. The program chair then invites the authors, and makes a program consisting of keynotes and the papers whose authors agree to give a presentation.

Bidirectional Collaboration

In bidirectional collaboration, the conference and the journal accept each other’s decisions. This means that the journal publishes all papers accepted by the program committee of the conference(s), and that the conference offers a presentation slot to all papers accepted by the journal outside the call for papers for the conference(s).

The most notable example of bidirectional collaboration is between the SIGGRAPH conferences and TOG (starting in 2002). TOG publishes the proceedings of SIGGRAPH and SIGGRAPH Asia as two special issues (out of six issues per year). The other four issues contain regular submissions to the journal, and each of these accepted papers is offered a presentation slot at the SIGGRAPH conference of the authors’ choice. On top of this, the program committee labels the submissions either as conditionally accepted for SIGGRAPH, conditionally accepted for TOG, conditionally rejected, or as rejected. The conditionally accepted SIGGRAPH papers are treated as requiring minor revisions, and are checked by a member of the Technical Papers Committee (who does the job of an associate editor). The conditionally accepted TOG papers are treated as requiring major revisions, and a revision can be submitted to ACM TOG for review by the same set of reviewers. The conditionally rejected papers can also be resubmitted, and they too will get the same set of reviewers. Rejected papers cannot be resubmitted. So, it is true bidirectional collaboration: the SIGGRAPH program committee and the TOG editorial board both contribute to the reviewing of all the papers they receive, effectively avoiding duplication.  Concerning branding, the special issues are labeled as SIGGRAPH and SIGGRAPH Asia issues, but the individual citations do not explicitly mention the conference anymore. All papers are regular ACM TOG papers.

Observations
· Some conferences that work closely together with a journal, and also accept the decisions made by the journal (giving presentation slots to authors of regular journal papers), are networking events with many parallel activities during the duration of the entire conference. The paper presentations are only one of the ongoing activities at the conference. Hence, the presentations do not take a full presentation slot at a single track conference, which creates more flexibility for the conference to accommodate them.

	Conference
	Duration
	Parallel activities
	Attendance

	SIGGRAPH
	5 days
	>13
	14 045 (2014)

	CHI
	4 days
	15
	3,442 (2013)

	HiPEAC
	3 days
	10
	533 (2014)

	VLDB
	1+3+1 days
	7
	730 (2013)


 
· The collaboration between a conference and a journal requires strong commitments from both sides (about respecting deadlines, sharing information about papers, and continuation). This requires the proper processes for conflict resolution. In the cases of SIGGRAPH, HiPEAC and VLDB there is such a commitment, either in the form of a core team sharing the same vision (HiPEAC), or formalized in an organizational structure that oversees both the journal and the conference (SIGGRAPH, VLDB). In the case of CHI, the relationship is less formalized; conferences can join/leave the agreement at any time.
· The collaboration seems to be most successful in a one-to-one relationship (considering the two SIGGRAPH conferences as one conference). Maintaining multilateral relationships between multiple journals/multiple conferences is more difficult.
· The rationale for starting a collaboration is also interesting. Sometimes, the collaboration is initiated by a journal because it wants to attract more high quality papers, or wants to offer additional services to its authors; alternatively, the conference takes the initiative. In almost all cases, there must be a need for change. For example, SIGGRAPH moved to this model after five years of declining attendance (from 50 000 to 30 000).

Recommendations
The goal of this white paper is to recommend new policies to the ACM Publications Board that will enable our publication model to evolve to better address the needs of our communities. To accomplish this goal, the previous sections have identified principles to which quality, archival publications should conform, particularly with respect to the peer review process and criteria for selection.  These principles, set forth in Section (Principles), also define the properties of the archival-quality papers that should result from this process.  At the same time, Section (Approach) recognizes that peer review models and collaborations between our traditional publication vehicles, journals and conferences, have evolved to jointly promote archival-quality papers. Section (Existing models) highlights possible forms of these collaborations. 
 
In this section, we articulate a proposal for ACM to facilitate the emergence of publication models that conform to those principles and meet the following needs:
 
· Offer a uniform branding mechanism for identifying high-quality archival ACM publications;
· Promote consistent external visibility and recognition of those ACM publications;
· Provide a high-quality archival ACM publication vehicle easily accessible to a geographically diverse set of potential authors.
 
In articulating a policy that meets those needs, it is also useful to recall some of the key issues that were highlighted in Section (Problem Definition), and that motivated this effort in the first place. Specifically,
 
· The current focus on conferences is viewed by some as an essential factor in the success of Computer Science.  It has enabled the rapid dissemination of new results and facilitated the creation of strong communities capable of identifying the most interesting and impactful contributions;
· Publication in the top Computer Science conferences is now usually accepted as archival in North America.  This perspective is, however, not consistently shared by the rest of the world, where journal publication often remains the genre of choice;
· Conferences used to offer a faster turn-around time than journals, but this difference has diminished or disappeared for almost all ACM journals;
· The increasing economic diversity of our community, coupled with the proliferation of conferences and the fact that our top conferences are held in varied geographic locations, can make it difficult for many researchers to afford the cost of attending and presenting their best works there.
 
Even a cursory assessment of the above issues makes it clear that neither of the current conference or journal publication models can alone address all of them.  This motivates the choice of the following policy based on a hybrid model:
 
1. The first tenet of the proposed policy is to eliminate artificial distinctions between journals and conference proceedings, provided both abide by the archival quality principles set forth in Section (Principles).  Pragmatically, this means that papers presented at conferences that select papers according to those principles can be directly published in journals.  For instance, the proceedings of those conferences can be integrated as issues of ACM journals, as in some of the examples presented in Section (Existing models).  Conversely, it is recommended that the relationship be extended to allow papers accepted for publications in those ACM journals to be presented at conferences whose proceedings are published in the journal.  ACM should broadly publicize this policy to ensure that other organizations are aware of it.

2. [bookmark: _GoBack]The second component of the proposed policy is to develop a new series of publications titled “Proceedings of the ACM X,” which would be officially classified as a journal, but used primarily as a vehicle to publish papers accepted for presentation at top ACM conference (i.e., selected according to the principles of Section (Principles)). Conversely, papers could be submitted directly to a series of the Proceedings, though acceptance for publication would not necessarily mandate presentation at a specific conference, even if affiliation with a particular conference track should be identified. The Proceedings would be structured as a series, with “X” identifying a particular topical category representative of the community associated with the conference(s) published in that particular series of the Proceedings.  The editorial board of each Proceedings series should be set up to facilitate continuous submissions rather than the current “once a year” submission model of conferences.   Conversely, acceptance for publication in the Proceedings should not necessarily mandate presentation at a specific conference, though affiliation with a particular conference track should be identified.

3. Collaborations between conferences and an existing ACM journal or the Proceedings of the ACM under either of the above models must document how they expect to conform to the principles of Section (Principles).  This should include discussions of the integration of paper submission and editorial processes of the conference and its target journal or the Proceedings of the ACM.  The resulting document will be forwarded for review to and eventual approval by an ACM Committee (see Figure 1).  Once approved, such collaborations are expected to undergo periodic reviews by this committee (every five years) to ensure continued compliance with the principles of Section (Principles).
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