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ProgramChair’sBestPractices 
Must 
[01] Maintain reviewer anonymityamongreviewersofthesamesubmissionforaslong
aspossible. 
[02]Disableaccesstopapersnotassignedtoareviewer,excepttoallnon-conflictedPC
members when the paper is coming up for discussion. Disable bulk downloads for
papersotherthanthoseinareviewer’sreviewpile. 
[03] State a clear policy on whether students may be asked to help with a review in
somecases.Ataminimum,thispolicymustrequirethat1)reviewersreceivepermission
from the Program Chair in each case, and 2) the student have sufficient expertise to
assistwiththereview. 
[04] Post ethics guidelines for both authors and reviewers on the conference website
and remind authors and reviewers of these guidelines at critical steps of the process
(abstract/papersubmission,reviewassignment,PCmeetingpreparation,etc.) 
[05]Makereviewersawarethatviolationoftherevieworethicsguidelinescanresultin
severe consequences, including but not limited to getting banned from
submitting/reviewinginfutureyears. 
[06] Maintain confidentiality on all PC matters and interactions with the Steering
Committee. 
[07]Requirereviewerstolookattheirassignedpaperswithinoneweekofassignment,
to check for cases where they may know the author(s), and to report these to the
ProgramChairunlesssuchknowledgeislimitedtopassivepublicexposure(e.g.,arXiv,
workshop, CAL, or media announcement). For each report, the Program Chair may
change the assignment if, after discussing with the reviewer, he or she feels that the
reviewcouldbebiasedinanyway. 
[08]Actuponallegationsofmisconductorothercomplaintsbyauthorsorreviewersina
timelyfashion,whilepreservingtheconfidentialityoftheprocess. 



[09] Explicitly point to guidance on what constitutes a prior publication and whatdoes
not; consistency across conferences is essential; see NRPA Policy at the end of this
document. 
[10] Explicitly point to guidance on what constitutes concurrent work; see Concurrent
SubmissionPolicyattheendofthisdocument. 

MustNot 
[11]Usebiddingforpaperstoassignreviewerstoindividualpapers. 
[12] Reveal author identities at any point in the review process. Only once the
acceptance decisions have been made public can they become known, including to
reviewers(andonlyforacceptedpapers). 
[13] Revealrevieweridentitiesto(non-conflicted)non-reviewersonthePCatanypoint
inthereviewprocessbeforethePCmeeting. 

Should 
[14] Ask each of the authors to certify that they have made “substantial intellectual
contributions”tothepaper,inlinewithACMandIEEEcriteriaforauthorship.Thiscanbe
accomplishedbyprovidingacheckboxonthesubmissionformorbyothermeans. 
[15] Check for author-reviewer CoIs regardless of any such disclosures by the same.
SeetheCoIpolicyattheendofthedocument. 
[16]NotfinalizepaperdecisionsuntilthePCmeetingisover.Thisallowsanydecisions
made online to be revisited in-person if need be. Program Chairs are encouraged to
discussallpapersthatareacceptedonlineatthePCmeetingwheneverpractical. 
[17] Try to notify authors of accepted papers at least THREE months before the
conferencestartstoallowenoughtimeforvisaprocessing. 

Reviewer’sBestPractices
Must 
[18]Treatallsubmissionsasstrictlyconfidential(i.e.,notsharewithanyone)anddestroy
allpapersoncethetechnicalprogramhasbeenfinalized. 
[19]Reviewtheirpaperassignmentsthemselves(butseebelowre.studenthelpers)and
provide unbiased reviews. Reviewers are not allowed to solicit external reviews of
submitted papers from third parties unless they have explicit permission from the
ProgramChairineachcase. 



[20]NotifytheProgramChairimmediatelyiftheyfeelthereisaviolationofethics(e.g.,
authors seekingsupportforapaper,authorsseekingtoidentifywhothereviewersare)
orsubmissionguidelines. 
[21] Review the current submission and not judge previous versions of the work they
may have reviewed for other venues or been exposed to (e.g., arXiv,workshop,CAL,
presentation,ormediaannouncement). 
[22]LookoverallassignedpaperswithinoneweekofassignmentbytheProgramChair,
andinformtheProgramChairifthereviewerhasdirectknowledgeofwhotheauthorsof
anassignedpapermaybe,unlesssuchknowledgeislimitedtopassivepublicexposure
(e.g.,arXiv,workshop,CAL,ormediaannouncement). 
[23]DisclosetotheProgramChairandotherreviewersofthepaperassoonaspossible
ifanassignedpapermaybetooclosetoone’scompetingresearcheffort.TheProgram
Chairmaychangetheassignmentif,afterdiscussingwiththereviewer,heorshefeels
thatthereviewcouldbebiasedinanyway. 
[24]ReportanyallegationsofsubmissionorreviewingmisconducttotheProgramChair,
whohastheresponsibilitytofollowupwiththem.Theonlyexceptionisifthecomplaint
isabouttheProgramChair.Inthiscase,theSteeringCommitteeshouldbecontacted. 

MustNot 
[25] Actively look for author identities. Reviewers should judge a paper solely on its
merits. 
[26] Rely on students to fulfill one’s reviewing obligations.Studentsmaybeallowedto
help with a review at the discretion of the Program Chair. However, the purpose of
reviewing by students is to help train the students under the supervision of a senior
community member, not to have students do the actual reviews on behalf of the
assignedreviewer. 
[27] Discuss the content of a submitted paper with anyone other than the paper’s
reviewers, other non-conflicted PC members (only during the PC meeting), and the
ProgramChair,duringorafterthereviewperiod. 
[28]Revealthenameofpaperauthorsincasereviewershappentobeawareofauthor
identity.(AuthornamesofacceptedpaperswillberevealedafterthePCmeeting;author
namesofrejectedpaperswillneverberevealed.) 
[29] Disclose the outcome of a paper until its authors are notifiedofitsacceptanceor
rejection. 
[30]Disclosethecontentofapaperuntilitspublication. 
[31] Disclose the content of reviews, including the reviewers' identities, or discussions
about a paper. After publication, reviewers,PC/ERCmembers,andtheProgramChair




are allowed to discuss their own opinions ofanacceptedpaper,butnotthecontentof
others'reviewsoranyPC/ERCdiscussionaboutthepapers. 

ShouldNot
[32]AcceptPCorERCinvitationsknowingthattheywillnothaveadequatetimetodoa
properreview. 

Authors’BestPractices 
Must 
[33]AbidebytheACMc odeofethicsandtheIEEEc odeofethics. 
[34] Abide by the criterion for authorship laid out by ACM and IEEE. Authorship is
reserved only for individuals making substantial intellectual contributions. Gifting
authorshipisstrictlyprohibited. 
[35]ListalllegitimateCoIsandonlylegitimateCoIs.Askingsomeoneforfeedbackona
draft of the paper or discussing theideawithsomeonedoesnotcreateaCoI(butsee
provisionondisclosingauthorshipknowledgebyreviewersabove). 
[36]AbidebytheConcurrentSubmissionPolicy(seebelow). 
[37] Anonymize their submission for double-anonymous reviewing. This means not
having any author names on any submitted documents, including in PDF metadata,
exceptinthespaceprovidedonthesubmissionform.Ifreferringtoone’swork,authors
mustdosointhethirdpersonandincludeafullcitationfortheworkinthebibliography.
Referencesmustn
 otb
 eomittedoranonymized.  
[38] Fully anonymize any linktoartifactsproducedbythemconcerningthesubmission
(e.g.,GitHubrepository).R
 emoveanylinkstoartifactsthatcannotbefullyanonymized. 
[39]ReportanyallegationsofsubmissionorreviewingmisconducttotheProgramChair,
whohastheresponsibilitytofollowuponthem.Theonlyexceptionisifthecomplaintis
abouttheProgramChair;inthiscase,theSteeringCommitteeshouldbecontacted. 
[40] Make no assumptions as to whether a particular paper represents a “community
paper”andwhetheritsco-authorsareorarenotconflictedwitheachother.Thedecision
rests entirely with the ProgramChair,whomustbeeitherpetitionedexplicitlyorwillbe
presented with the choice through a conflict-tracking tool such as ConflictDB. A
community paper is defined as a paper presenting a survey, compendium, tool, or
artifact to which multiple authors contribute without engaging in an actual project
collaboration(e.g.,apaperdescribinganopen-sourcesoftwareframeworktowhichthe
authorshavecontributeddifferentmodules). 





MustNot 
[41]ContactreviewersorPCmembersaboutanysubmission,includingtheirown.This
includes asking about the outcome of a submission following the online discussion
period and the PC meeting. Similarly, authors are not allowed to ask another party to
contactthereviewersontheirbehalf. 
[42]Listpotentialreviewersasconflictsofinterestbasedsolelyonfearorsuspicionofa
negative bias. If an author believes there exists clear and articulable evidence of a
negative bias against their work from a potential reviewer, the author maycontactthe
ProgramChairandpresentsuchevidenceinsupportofhis/hercase.TheProgramChair
must acknowledge receipt andmaysolicitadditionalinformation.TheProgramChairis
notrequiredtonotifytheauthorsofanydecisiontaken. 
[43]Attempttoswayareviewertoreviewanypaperpositivelyornegatively. 
[44] Contact reviewers or PC members requesting any type of information about the
reviewingprocess,eitheringeneralorspecificallyaboutsubmittedpapers. 
[45] Disclose the content of reviews for one’s paper publicly before the results are
announced.AnygrievancesshouldbedirectedtotheProgramChair. 

OtherBestPractices 
[46] General Chair: Registration should be open at least THREE months before the
conferencestartstoallowenoughtimeforvisaprocessing. 

Non-RefereedPriorArt(NRPA)Policy 
[47] Non-Refereed Prior Art (NRPA) comprises workshop publications that are not in
archived proceedings (e.g., ACM Digital Library), technical reports, ArXiV papers,
patentsorpubliclyavailablepatentapplications,etc. 
[48] In general, the expectation is that conference submissions need not compare
experimentallyagainstNRPA,norareauthorsexpectedtobeawareofNRPA. 
[49] NRPA by different authors should be cited if 1) it is technically relevant to the
conferencesubmission,and2)theauthorsknowaboutit.IfNRPAbyotherauthorswas
influential in the conference submission, the submission must describe how so in
sufficientdetail. 
[50]Intheabsenceofprejudicialinformationorsuspicionofplagiarism,reviewersshould
notregardthelackofaNRPAcitationasademerit;instead,thereviewershouldsimply
informtheauthorsoftheexistenceoftheNRPAintheirreview.Ifthereviewerisaware
of prejudicial information or suspects plagiarism, they must report the concern to the




Program Chair. In no case should the reviewer act upon such information unilaterally,
includingbutnotlimitedtocoloringtheirreview.



RefereedPriorArt&ConcurrentSubmissionPolicy 
[51] Authors must guarantee that the manuscript hasnotbeenpreviouslypublishedor
accepted for publication in a substantially similar form in any conference, journal, or
archivedproceedingsofaworkshop(e.g.,publishedintheACM/IEEEdigitallibrary).In
the particular case of IEEE Computer Architecture Letters(CAL),itispresumedthata
full-lengthconferencepaperissubstantiallydifferentfromCAL’sfour-pagepublication. 
[52] Authors must guarantee that no paper that contains significant overlap with the
contributions of the submitted paper will be under review for any other conference or
journal or a workshop with archived proceedings during the submitted paper’s review
period. This includes submissions currently under review by IEEE Computer
ArchitectureLetters. 
[53]Theonlyexceptionstotheaboverulesarefortheauthors'ownpaperscoveredby
the“N
 RPApolicy.”Forsuchcases,thesubmittedmanuscriptmayignoretheabovework
topreserveauthoranonymity.ItisrecommendedthattheProgramChairaskauthorsto
discloseanyNRPArelatedtothesubmissiononthesubmissionform,whichwouldallow
the Program Chair to make this information available to reviewers if necessary. If in
doubt,authorsshouldcontacttheProgramChair. 
[54]Otherwise,A
 CMandIEEEpoliciesforconcurrentnon-refereedsubmissionsapply. 

DefinitionofConflictsofInterest(CoI) 
Aconflictoccursinthefollowingcases: 

[55]Betweenadvisorsandadvisees,forever. 
[56]Betweenfamilymembers,forever(iftheymightbepotentialreviewers). 
[57] Between people whohavecollaboratedinthelastFOURyears.Thiscollaboration
can consist of a joint research or development project, a joint paper, or a pending or
awarded joint proposal. Co-participation in professional education (e.g.,
workshops/tutorials),
service
(e.g.,
program
committees),
and
other
non-research-focused activities does notgenerallyconstituteaconflict.Whenindoubt,
theauthor(s)shouldcheckwiththeProgramChair. 
[58]BetweenpeoplewhowereatthesameinstitutioninthelastFOURyears,orwhere
one is actively engaged in discussions about employment with the other person’s
institution. 




[59] Note: Graduate students are not presumed to have an automatic COI with their
undergraduate institution. Similarly, students who have finalized internships at
companies are not presumed to retain an automatic COI with that company. On the
otherhand,prospectivegraduatestudentsdohaveaCOIwithanyinstitutiontheyhave
applied to if they are actively engaged in discussions with any faculty member atthat
institution.Oncetheyjoinaninstitutiontopursuegraduatestudies,automaticCOIswith
anyotherprospectiveinstitutionssunset.Inallthesecases,thecollaborationCOIabove
stillapplies. 
[60] When there is a direct funding relationship between an author and the potential
reviewer (e.g., the reviewer is a sponsor of an author’s research on behalf of his/her
companyorviceversa). 
[61] Among the leadership of research structures supported by an umbrella funding
award(i.e.,peoplemakingfundingdecisionsorrepresentingmembers’workbeforethe
fundingagency)andothermembersunderthatumbrellaaward. 
[62] Among PIs of research structures supported under the same umbrella funding
award who 1) participate regularly in non-public meetings sponsored by that umbrella
award, and 2) are regularly exposed to presentations or discussions of unpublished
workatsuchmeetings. 
[63] Between people whose relationship prevents the reviewer from being objectivein
his/herassessment. 

ExceptionforIndustry-TrackPapers 
[64]Totheextentthatindustry-tracksubmissionsgenerallydonotomitauthorsandare
notsubjecttodouble-anonymousreviewing,theprovisionsabovethataremeantto
preserveauthoranonymitywouldnotapply. 




