Editor's Message

With this January issue, | would like to extend my best wishes for the new millennium (it is only
redly sarting now!) to our CCR readers, and express my thanks to al the people who have made
the publication of CCR possible this past year. In particular, | would like to thank the four editors
who shared the load of handling papers with me, and without whom meeting CCR’s tight
publication schedule would have been difficult if not impossble. | would dso like to take this
opportunity to thank one of them, Prof. Vaduvur Bharghavan, who is stepping down after one
year of sarvice in order to concentrate on the chalenges associated with his new dartup
ByteMobile.  We wish him the best of luck in wha will clearly be an exciting opportunity for
him.  He will be difficult to replace, but as usud there is a dlver lining to his departure.
Specificdly, | have been able to convince Prof. Andrew Campbell to come on-board as a CCR
editor and fill this vacancy. Andrew is darting this January, ad in addition to the traditiond
editor role, he will dso initiate an experiment that we may repeat with future CCR issues. This
experiment congsts of putting together a special issue of CCR on “Wirdess Extensons to the
Internet.”  You can find the “cdl for papers’ a the end of this issue, and | would encourage
everyone to congder submitting a paper. Note that in kegping with CCR god of fast publication,
the specia issue is scheduled to take the place of our regular October issue, just four months
after its submission deadline.

Besdes looking ahead to the many new developments that are in store for CCR in 2001, this first
issue is adso an opportunity to look back at the past year and assess what has been accomplished
and where we sand. If you recdl, our gods a the beginning of the year were to continue
improving the quaity of accepted papers, maintain CCR's fast turn-around time, and attract the
submisson of more papers. Wel, we have been successful in severa of our gods, but not al of
them, and | want to spend the rest of this column discussing those issues and asking for your help
in improving things further, especidly in those areas where we have fdlen short of our origind
targets.

On the front of continuing to increase the qudity of papers published in CCR, things have been
improving steadily. We ended 1999 with an acceptance ratio of about 44% that was quite above
our generd target that lies somewhere between 25% and 30%. Year-end 2000 finds CCR with
an acceptance ratio at about 31.5%, which is close to being in the desred range. Granted,
acceptance ratio is not a perfect or even the sole measure of a journd’s qudity, but it is
nevertheess a tangible and reasonably objective measure of its sdectivity. Ensuring that CCR
gets on par with some of the better journds in the fidld does cdl for a careful sdection of papers,
and we ae getting there even if some additiond adjusgments may ill be needed. However,
those adjusments cannot be soldy in the form of further reducing our acceptance ratio, as this
would be neither sufficient nor necessarily desrable.  In order for CCR to keep improving and
truly become the premier publication venue for origind and timdy research in the fidd of
computer communications, it must leverage its strengths and uniqueness.  This means continuing
to ensure a very fast turnraround time from submisson to publication, and preserving CCR's
focus on timdy and origina works.



As far as publication timeliness is concerned, we have dayed on track and the increased
sdectivity of CCR has not been achieved a the cost of protracted review cycles. If anything, our
“track record” has improved. In 1999, the average duration of a review cycle, i.e.,, from the day a
paper is received to the day the author receives reviews back together with a firgt editorid
decison, was about 69 days with a sandard deviaion of 54.5 days, a minimum duration of 10
days and a maximum duration of 318 days (yes, we do occasondly dip...). In contredt, the
average review cycle took 56 days in 2000 with a standard deviation of 34 days, a minimum
duration of only 3 days, and a maximum duration of 182 days (there are till some dips, but they
are getting smaler and rarer). So we have improved on dl those statistics.  Smilarly, throughout
the editorid process, the timeliness of a topic or a result has continued to play an important role
when making find decisons. So on those fronts, CCR has continued to stay true to its man
vaues and srengths.

However, there is one area where we have not fared so wel, and which potentialy impacts our
ability to continue drengthening and improving CCR. The area where we have fdlen short of
our gods is in increesng the number of submissons. The totd number of papers submitted in
1999 was 42 (actudly 60, but this included an 18 papers backlog from 1998), and while we did
receive 53 papers in 2000, i.e, an increase of over 20%, this is till short of our goa of about 100
papers, which is about what we need in order to sustain a 25% acceptance ratio. The exposure
this introduces is that because of our goa of timey publications, we are running & or close to a
zero-issue backlog. In other words, once accepted, a paper is typicadly published in the next
scheduled issue. But this can only be sustainable if there is a sufficient and steedy flow of new
submissons between issues.  In the current Stuation where the number of submissons can vary
ggnificantly from month to month (see the chat beow), and where we are tying to keep on
drengthening our acceptance criteria, we therefore run the risk of having issues with a smdler
than usud number of papers. This issue with only three papers, as opposed to the “usud”
number of five or Six papers, is actualy agood example of such a Stuation.

As a reault, our main chalenge for 2001 is to continue incressing our number of submissons to
eventudly approach, and maybe exceed, our target of 100 papers a year. The experiment with
gpecid issues tha | mentioned earlier is one of the gpproaches we are exploring in an attempt to
achieve this god, while preserving quaity and targeting topics of interet to CCR readers.
However, this done is unlikely to be enough, and | would, therefore, like to cal on dl CCR
readers to either contemplate submitting papers to CCR or contribute to publicizing CCR to
potentid authors, highlighting its qudity and reach. On our Sde, | can promise tha dl four
editors and mysdf will drive to continue improving turn-around time to ensure rapid publication,
and will maintain our focus on sdecting origind and timely works.

If you have any suggestions or comments on how to further improve CCR and in particular
achieve our god of increesed submissons, please fed free to drop me an emal a
guer i n@e. upenn. edu. In the mean time, | want to reiterate my best wishes to you dl for the
year 2001, and | hope you will continue enjoying CCR and the papersiit publishes.

Roch Guerin
CCR Editor
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