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This document outlines my view of the current stat&6M Transactions on Database SystdiieDg,
summarizes my experience to date with the journal, identd®veral concerns that | feel need to be ad-
dressed, and outlines my vision for evolvii@DSover the next three years.

In brief, TODScontinues to be the premier journal in the database comgni8etveral pressing problems
present when | became Editor-in-Chief have been resoledidwing the initiatives | proposed to the ACM
Publications Board three years ago. In particular, thedgadte backlog has been resolved, the turnaround
and end-to-end times have been significantly reduced, adumber of papers appearing in the journal
is growing. | feel thalTODSis well on its way to achieving my vision of becoming an inniovahat will
outpace all other journals in this community, and indeedl,beiin the forefront of scientific journals across
all disciplines.

In my original proposal to the Publications Boértilisted four challenges.

e Declining subscription base

¢ Inadequate backlog

e ACM as the preferred publisher
¢ Irrelevance in this Internet age

In this status report | reprise those challenges and daiillthave confronted each one.

Itis important to emphasize that all of these initiativesewendertaken in the context of maintaining the
very high quality thalTODShas achieved. Nothing was or should be done that detractstfre excellent
reputation thaTODScurrently enjoys. | also emphasize that | have frequenilizetl the Editorial Board
in developing approaches to these problems and implengethtéinascent policies and procedures.

In this analysis | present a collection of metrics that inaeh characterize important components of the
health of the journal. The historical record of these mefrpresented here for the first time, captures the
ebb and flow of this publication. It is my belief that the bestywo improve any process is to determine
adequate means of quantifiably measuring the performanteabprocess, then put into place initiatives
and refinements to improve that performance, regularlysitawy the metrics to determine what works, and
to what degree. | welcome recommendations and advice frerRtblications Board of additional metrics.

| also welcome any feedback from the Board on ways that | ctertfelfill the role of Editor-in-Chief.

14A Vision for the ACM Transactions on Database Systérdanuary 29, 2001.



1 Declining Subscription Base

In July 1995 there were 3101 regulB®DSsubscribers. By March 1999, less than four years laterhthis
fallen fully by half, to 1686.

As of April 30 (thanks to Mark Mandelbaum for this informatjothere are 1194 0ODSsubscribers
(688 member subscribers and 506 nonmember—maostly libranpseribers). There were 577 Institutional
Members (libraries that gdtODSas part of getting all the print journals in a package). Thidawn from
750 in 2001. Of the 577 IMs, 337 also subscribe to the DL. Thdown from about 400 in 2001.

These decreases in institutional subscriptions have baea than offset by the spectacular growth
of consortia and corporate site-license revenue. As ofl8ri 2004 ACM has 43 consortia subscribers,
compared to 18 in 2001. At an average of $50K per consortid 28rinstitutions per consortia), that's quite
a substantial increase in revenue and in the number ofutistis ACM is reaching. Also, in 2001, there
were 10 corporate site-license deals; now there are 23.

Given this increase in total number of institutions with a Blibscription, the drop in individual sub-
scriptions is understandable. Those at most researchraitige and major research labs now have access
to the ACM DL, and many of those have dropped their individsighscriptions. It is also comforting that
the decrease seems to be leveling off: in the first period3298999), the decrease was 32 (1%) subscribers
a month, and only 8 (0.4%) subscribers per month in the seperidd (1999-2004).

What this means to the journal is that individual subsaridi can no longer be used to gauge interest
in the publication. Neither can the number of consortia stibers, because those represent only highly
aggregate data, in terms of institutions, individual reag@nd even journals (consortia subscribers subscribe
to the entire ACM Digital Library).

It also means that the declinimgdividual subscription base is not worrisome, as long as it continues t
be accompanied by increases in total number of institutsoiscribing to the ACM DL.

Hence, | am now focusing more on submission rates and batikdwgon subscription rates as indicators
of the interest in the field of the journal.

2 Inadequate Backlog

In the period prior to my taking over as Editor-in-Chief (EiCODShad been coming out later and later.
The June 2000 issue was delivered over six months late, inJemdary 2001. This was the result of two
factors: late delivery of issues to HQ, and slow productibissues by the ACM publications staff. However,
the staff through changes to the production process quaditiressed the production delays T@®@DSand
for most other ACM journals, highlighting the former profethat of an inadequate backlog fooDS

This problem with the backlog was reflected in the size of éssire. Basically, as soon as the minimum
number of papers, three, was available, the issue was prddi¢hileTODSwas certainly viewed as being
very high quality, there was the sense that this was a tineghg@ that was just holding on, becoming more
and more irrelevant in this fast-moving Internet age. laleveral in the database community declared
journals dead, with all interesting research activity préed at conferences.

So the backlog problem was an indicator of weakness of thm@huThis was of great concern to me.
Addressing the inadequate backlog has been a central focusefduring my first term as EiC.

The publications staff requires all the papers for a padicissue to be delivered by the EiC by the first
day of the month three months before the issue date. So amaeelacklog can be defined as having a
sufficient number of papers available for an issue the dajsthe is due.



I'll shortly go into detail on how this was done, but let me suarize my performance relative to the
three-month requirement for delivery of issues to the maltilons staff. (I only started keeping detailed
records in mid-2002.) The third column indicates the ddfeze between the delivery date (when | accepted
the last article for the issue) and the three-month requack@nce.

Issue | Delivery Date| Delivery Status| Backlog Status
June’02 — 4 months late —
Sept’'02 — 2 months late —
Dec’02 8/12/02 12 days late —

March’03 2/11/03 71 days late 87 days late
June’03 3/25/03 25 days lateg 59 days late
Sept'03 6/17/03 16 days late| 47 days late
Dec’03 8/2/03 29 days earlyy 40 days late

March’'04 11/10/03 21 days earlyy 39 days late
June’04 1/20/04 40 days early, —
Sept'04 5/7/04 23 days early, —

| am proud of the way that | have gone from a woefully inadegumcklog, in which as issue of three
papers was filled months after the issue date, to a healthgldgpof up to six papers an issue delivered in
advance.

The fourth column indicates the official backlog st&tugvhat is the reason for the disparity between
these two columns? | recently was informed that EiC’s wespaasible for ensuring that the authors sent
their final versions to ACM HQ on time (I had the erroneous ieggion that the pubs staff took over once
the paper was accepted). It turns out that some of the autletaiged in getting their final versions in, with
the result that the official issue delivery date was aboutropath later. | have taken steps to rectify this.
For example, | expect to have confirmation that all the astihawve delivered their papers to ACM for the
September'04 issue by this week, making that issue officetlout one week late. Future issues will be
officially on time.

How was this turnaround accomplished? It is very difficulicttange the backlog of an established
journal such a§ODS What was needed was a sea change in the discipline’s pemceyftthe journal. |
believe | have effected such a change, through a number offisgaitiatives.

2.1 Invited Submissions

| have worked closely with the executive committees of therimational Conference on Database Theory
(ICDT) and the International Conference on Extending DasabTechnology (EDBT) (held in successive
years) and with the International Conference on Principfd3atabase Systems (PODS) to have their pro-
gram committees suggest one or two of their best papers t@lexated review and publication TODS
similar to the arrangement already in place with the SIGM@Bbference. | should emphasize that all in-
vited papers undergo a thorough review, with most of thermirggy a major revision and second round of
review.

This effort has resulted in the first SIGMOD/PODS specialés@Varch 2004), with six papers invited
from the SIGMOD’02 and PODS’02 conferences. The Decembe4 &ksue will contain two papers invited
from ICDE’03; the March 2005 issue will be a special issuehvpiaipers from SIGMOD’03 and PODS’03,
and the September 2005 issue will likely contain three majpwited from EDBT'04.

2Fromht t p: / / www. acm or g/ pubs/ ei ¢/ backl og. ht n

3



2.2 Surveys

ACM Computing Surveysublishes high quality tutorials, but looks for tutoriatet are broadTODSnow
has a policy of encouraging focused tutorials surveys, whie not relevant t€omputing Surveybut
would be relevant to the database community. We have steeteiving submissions of these papers. The
first survey was published in the September 2003 issue, withar one in the following issue.

2.3 Promotion

| have tried to increase the visibility GfODSthrough a quarterly column iBIGMOD Recordstarted two
years ago.

e “TODSPerceptions and Misconceptions,” September 2002

¢ “Rights of TODSReaders, Authors and Reviewers,” December 2002
e “ACM TODSiIn this Internet Age,” March 2003

e “TODSReviewers,” June 2003

e “Journal Relevance,” September 2003

¢ “Developments aTODS" December 2003

e “TODSSpecial Issues,” March 2004

e “Developments aTODS” June 2004

The consistent message of these columns, which range frertodive pages, is thatODS offers a useful
service to the community and is an attractive place to paldise’s papers. | feel that this column has made
a difference in the perception dODS

2.4 Reduced Turnaround and End-to-End Times

As mentioned above, the turnaround time and end-to-endhawe both been reduced significantly, which
| think has increased submissions considerably.

2.5 Increased Submissions

The result of these efforts is that submissions have rougblipled over the past three years (see Table 1).
Aggregating by year, the last half of 2001 (when statistiesanfirst kept) showed 28 submissions, all of 2002

had 59 submissions, all of 2003 had 91 submissions, and #gtdifie months of 2004 has 41 submissions

(note that the second quarter of 2004 is not yet complete).

An increase in submission rate results in an increase in pumbpapers accepted and appeared, as
shown in Figure 1. The average issueT@DSin the eighties contained six articles, while in the lastesev
years the journal has averaged only three articles perayhaitsue, or a paper a month.

In 2003, 15 articles appeared, the most in a decade. And 20@bking even better; the first three
issues alone comprise 15 papers.



Number of Papers per Volume

Quarter Submissions
Third 2001 12
Fourth 2001 16
First 2002 11
Second 2007 20
Third 2002 19
Fourth 2002 19
First 2003 24
Second 2003 15
Third 2003 23
Fourth 2003 29
First 2004 15
Second 2004 26

Table 1: Number of Submissions per Quarter
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Figure 1: Number of articles per volume in ACMDDS



3 ACM asthePreferred Publisher

The ACM Publications Board approved in 2001 a sweeping pdi@med the “Rights and Responsibilities
in ACM Publishing” 2, summarizing the rights and responsibilities of readenthars, reviewers, editors,
program chairs and committees, and libraries vis-a-visnjalg, transactions, magazines, conference pro-
ceedings, and SIG newsletters published by ACM.

This policy document contains a mixture of current practicd goals for the near future. 1 and fh@DS
Editorial Board have taken these stated rights very sdyi@ml have developed mechanisms, policies, and
procedures to ensure each of these rights. As a result & #ffsts, TODS was the first ACM Transactions
to fully implement all 42(!) rights listed in that policy.

| summarize some of the specific steff8DShas taken to ensure the stated rights and responsibilities.

3.1 IssueTimely Review and Clear Feedback

Reducing the review time for submitted manuscripts has bgwiority.

Response time of submitted manuscripts concerns thraedat@easureslurnaround timas the inter-
val between the submission, usually electronic, of a maipisar a revision and the sending of the editorial
decision, now almost entirely by electronic mail. Tépgeue timdas how long accepted papers remain in
the backlog, waiting to appear. And thad-to-end timés the interval between the original submission of a
manuscript and the appearance in print of (generally aicevis) that manuscript. (An alternate definition
uses the time the paper appears electronically, thougttithatis much harder to determine for papers in
the past, and so is not reported here.) | consider each in turn

Won Kim, the previous EiC, reduced the turnaround time framething like eighteen months to an
estimated six months in most cases. But | felt that more ingr@ent was possible. | prepared an Asso-
ciate Editor handbook, providing a fool-proof strategy &hieving very fast turnarounds, with little time
investment on the part of the AE.

| feel that it is important that both the average and the marmrurnaround time, queue time, and
end-to-end time be reduced. In my original proposal, | dt#te following goals.

e A guaranteed maximum turnaround time of six months.

e A guaranteed maximum end-to-end time of 30 months (six nsofahthe first review, six months for
a first revision, five months for the second review, two morfitinghe final revision, four months for
production, and seven months as a buffer). Further recheiieere mentioned as later goals.

e Published backlog and turnaround time statistics.

How have | done with respect to these goals?

Figure 2 shows various aspects of turnaround %infhe turnaround time has been slowly decreasing
over the time | have been EiC. This figure shows four sets af. ddte bottom line is thaverage turnaround
time a moving average of the turnaround time for papers subanittehe indicated month. To smooth
monthly variations, the moving average includes all of thtansissions for the previous year. Each data point
represents dozens of papers. The value for January 200{@st date for which statistics are available),
3.0 months, is the average turnaround time, that is, theageeiime required to process a manuscript from
submission to editorial decision, for all of the papers siftaah between (inclusive) February 2003 and
January 2004.

%http: //www. acm or g/ pubs/rights. ht m
“This figure is fromht t p: / / www. acm or g/ t ods/ Tur nar oundTi me. ht Ml where it is updated monthly.
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Figure 2: ACMTODSTurnaround Time

The next line up is the average turnaround time for exteredews only, a moving average of the
turnaround time for papers submitted in the indicated morithis includes only submissions that went
out to external reviewers and specifically excludes deskmscand rejects. The value for January 2004,
3.8 months, is the average turnaround time for externaéveyiof all the papers submitted during the year
up through January 2004.

The straight line is theommitted maximum turnaround tifrtee boundary that the Editorial Board has
committed to not exceed, for any submission. The Editor@drd recently established a formal policy stat-
ing its commitment to providing an editorial decision witt§ months. | don’t know of another journal that
has been willing to publicly announce such a commitment bad provide statistics indicating compliance.

The individual points, one per month, denote the maximumeakgurnaround time for submissions in
the indicated month. Each point represents a single, uityslaw paper submitted during the indicated
month. For all the papers submitted in January 2004, theestngrnaround time was 4.4 months. For the
year this commitment has been in place, only two papers reygred more than six months (and then,
only a few days more).

I now turn to queue time, a metric that has been discussectiDdrember 2003 meeting of the Publi-
cations Board, specifically fofrODS

Given that production of an issue requires three monthsabis®lute minimum queue time is three
months. This occurs only when all the papers in the issuearepsed on the last possible day, and enjoy
instantaneous preparation of the final version by authorsofe realistic minimum assumes that papers are
accepted uniformly across the three months before the ideadind require two weeks each for authors to
prepare the final version. These assumptions imply a goal afarage queue time of five months.

Listed below is the acceptance date for the first paper aeddpt each issue, and the length of time
between acceptance and publication of that paper. Thigsepts the maximum (not average) queue time
for papers in that issue.



Issue | Acceptance Date Maximum Queue Time
June’02 4/8/02 2 months
Sept'02 2/7/02 7 months
Dec’02 7/23/02 5 months
Mar'03 9/12/02 6 months
June’03 2/11/03 4 months
Sept'03 4/6/03 5 months
Dec’03 6/27/03 6 months

March’04 3/31/03 11 months
June’'04 8/21/03 10 months
Sept'04 2/3/04 7 months

For most issues, the maximum queue time is around the goakaffonths. (Those issues with a queue
time less than about five months were finalized after the mtimludeadline, and so represent anomalies.)

The maximum queue time has always been less than twelve mdadaivalently, no paper was accepted
a year ahead of its publication. However, the the March’Gdl ame’04 issues have maximum queue times
which are significantly longer than the other issues.

The March’04 issue was a SIGMOD/PODS special issue, withhallpapers coordinated. That one
paper mentioned here was accepted after one review; it haditdor the other invited papers to have a
second review (the next earliest paper for that issue wapset on 8/6/03, 8 months before the issue came
out).

The June’04 issue followed this special issue. Since thei@psesue was full, papers that were accepted
too late for the Dec’03 issue had to be delayed for the Junis€4e. The next earliest paper for that issue
was accepted on 10/10/03, 8 months before the issue camimdeed, three of the papers in the June issue
were delayed by this special issue.

I now turn to end-end time, which comprises the turnaroume fior each cycle, the time for the author(s)
to prepare zero, one, or several revisions, the time thersdjsan the queue waiting for a slot in an issue,
and the time for the publisher to copy edit, typeset, proaf jarint the paper. Figure 3 shows the data for
TODS calculated from the submission date as indicated on theéage of the article in the journal and
from the cover month of the issteThis data does not take into account that some issues a/@asi few
years were printed late, nor does it include data for theokime, as papers in that volume do not have a
“submitted on” date.

The end-to-end time started at 11 months in 1977, grew tosildfbmonths in 1991 (can you imagine
waiting over three years for your paper to wind its way thifotige reviewing and production process?!),
then fell in spurts, to 27 months in 2000.

| have been proactive at reducing the revising time (a mawirofisix months for major revisions, down
to one month for simple changes); of course the reductionrimround time also helps. The end-to-end
time is now 18.3 months, the lowest in over twenty years.

As with turnaround time, maximum end-to-end time, also shas individual points in Figure 3, is
equally important. After all, the individual author cardmat how long his or her papenighttake.

The longest end-to-end time falODSwas an incredible 73 months, or over six years. Even the past
five years (1999-2003) has been disturbing: 53, 57, 55, sb3@months. | have been responsible for part
of 2001 and for 2002 and 2003. However, all of the papers wétly long end-to-end times were submitted
before | was appointed as EiC.

5This figure is also ofnt t p: / / www. acm or g/ t ods/ Tur nar oundTi me. ht i .
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Figure 3: ACMTODSENd-to-End Time

For papers initially submitted when | was EiC, the longest-tarend time for 2002 was 13 months and
for 2003 was 23 months.

3.2 Provide Statistics

Another item in the Rights and Responsibilities policy igptovide statistics for each journal, transaction,
and newsletter on its average turn-around time and its wub@cklog of articles.

TODS is the first database journal, the first ACM journal, and intée first journal of any discipline
that | am aware of, that publishes its turn-around perfoagfor all to see.

The current backlog of articles is also maintaiheduthors can judge for themselves how responsive
the journal is.

3.3 Use Referees Sparingly

Another item is to request referees to review only submissfor which the editor feels they have expertise,
and request only a limited number of reviews over the coufsg year. TODS strives to not overload
referees. SpecificalllfODS now has an explicit policy that referees will be expectecetoaw at most one
TODS paper in any twelve-month period.

Yet another item it to give a reasonable length of time fongexe, where the particular length of time
depends on the publicatiormODS now has an explicit policy to allow at least two months for aitidl
formal review.

®ht t p: / / www. acm or g/ t ods/ Tur nar oundTi re. ht i
"http: //wwwv. acm or g/ t ods/ Upconi ng. ht m
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Figure 4: Article length per volume in ACMIODS

3.4 HaveClear, Written Policies

The Editors-only portion of thdODSweb site has a description of the fifteen significant policgcds-
sions of the Editorial Board over the last three years, alsitiy a comprehensive 19-page Associate Editor
Manual, with procedures and more detailed policies.

A full analysis of howTODSensures all the rights and responsibilities put forth inAkdM policy may
be found in the December 2002 issuestsMOD Record

4 Irrelevancein thisInternet Age

The fourth concern raised in my original proposal was thegieed decrease in relevance of “old school”
journals in an age of electronic journals, instant news, @amdde variety of (high- and low-quality) free
information sources on the web.

This concern was one of the drivers for my efforts to reduaragye and maximum turnaround time,
gueue time, and end-to-end time. | also endeavored to isetde relevance and desirabilityTdDSto its
readership and to its potential authors, through my colum&dM SIGMOD Record

Arelated concern was that of article length. Readers noygaale reticent to wade through long articles.

Figure 4 provides the historical record for article lengtipages foMODS The top line states the length
in pages of the longest article in each yearly volume, thedtaitine indicates the average length, and the
bottom line states the length of the shortest article.

Quite frankly, all three trends are disturbing. The averagiele length has more than doubled, from 19
pages in 1976 to a peak of 48 pages in 2000. The average #ntitigear was longer than the longest article
in 1976 (at 41 pages). The shortest article that year, at @&gpavas longer than the average article for the
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entire first decade oFODS existence. In seven separate years an article of at legsa@®s appeared (one
weighed in at a whopping 79 pages).

As can also be seen in these graphs, we've made headway indregea paper length (down to 38.7
pages for 2003, the lowest in a decade) and shortest papen tddive pages, the shortest in the history of
TODS due to the new policy we adopted to encourage short paparadhiertheless contribute to the state
of the art).

The longest paper (63 pages in 2003) is still too long. Mastees are simply not willing to slog through
a paper that is in reality a short monograph.

Another aspect I've emphasized is to augment articles withtypes of ancillary material: the refereed
appendices, proofs, and other material, and unrefereeghddd such a source code, demonstrations, and
sample data. As disk space is cheap, it is now practical te stavide variety of ancillary material with
papers, even if only the core part of the paper appears inrthieg version. Th@ ODSmaterial in the DL
or on theTODSweb site is becoming more dynamic, utilizing modalitiesentthan prose and equations.

Curtis Dyreson, th@ ODSInformation Director, has been proactive at collectingsthmaterials. Exam-
ples can be found at the following links (some of these papers processed before my term as EiC).

e http://doi.acm org/10.1145/502030. 502031 (a technical report)

http://doi.acm org/ 10. 1145/ 503099. 503102 (a URL to a project)

http://doi.acm org/ 10. 1145/ 352958. 352963 (an extended version of the paper as well
as citations for two additional papers)

http://doi.acm org/ 10. 1145/ 383734. 383737 (another URL with related technical re-
ports and data)

http://doi.acm org/10. 1145/ 288086. 288087 (additional documentation and code)

5 Goals

I have set the following goals for my requested second terEi@s
Backlog | plan to deliver all of the issues during my second term oretiby the official metric.

Turnaround time My goal is to keep the average turnaround time consistenityeu three months and
the average turnaround time for papers going to reviewedgmfour months. | would also like to
announce a guarantee maximum turnaround tinfayremonths, retroactive to January 2004.

End-to-end time My goal is to keep the average end-to-end time consisterigwbeighteen months (not
seen since 1978). This will be accomplished in part by radut¢he maximum revising time to
five months, shadowing the maximum guaranteed reviewing.titnwould also like to announce
a guaranteed maximum end-to-end time of 30 months, andredeice that further to 27 months,
which has never been achieved wit®DSbefore.

Number of papers per issue My goal is to increase the number of papers per volume backabin the
heyday ofTODS of 24 papers per year (not seen since 1985).
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Maximum article length My goal is to bring this down from about 65 pages to 50 pages geen since
1995). However, | do not want to negatively impact qualitg. ISvill work to adopt this policy, with
the mechanism being to encourage more use of electroniaidjges. Thus the paper version will be
shorter, but the DL version will have all the details, shothle reader desire that.

Average article length My goal is to bring this down to 33 pages (not seen since 1990Yeducing the
maximum article length and encouraging electronic apmersdior many papers.

Expanding the DL content My goal is to increase the content even more, to include maftevare, data,
and other resources.

My original proposal mentioned three initiatives that | &ai yet gotten to.

Retrospective papers | plan to pursue this within the following year; doing so walquire close interaction
with the Editorial Board.

Special topic sections I'm now less enamored of the special topic section postésli especially since the
issues are now of healthy length.

Other journals | plan to peruse other high-quality journals for additioitias that might apply tdODS
As but one example, since 1987 the influential jour@aineticshas prefaced each monthly issue
with a (usually) short historical reminiscence or revievdenthe heading “Perspectives: Anecdotal,
Historical, and Critical Commentaries on Genetics.” | kperspectives on databases would be an
intriguing addition toTODS

6 Page Budget

| end with a request.

With the average paper length going down (cf. Figure 4) baitnilhimber of papers per volume going up
(cf. Figure 1), what is the impact on the total page count péume? Figure 5 depicts the page count of
each volume, with the current page budget of 530 pages alstabed.

Several points can be made. First, either the page budge¢ ipast has been larger, or past EiCs have
been notorious in not following their page budget. Secoedpie the increase in the number of papers for
2003, the 2003 volume was still under 600 pages, because oétluced average article length. Third, the
average number of pages for the volumes | have produced £2003B) is 525 pages, so | have (thus far!)
kept within my page budget.

The planned increase to 24 papers a year at 33 pages eachetagegwvill result in a yearly output of
792 pages. Given this projected doubling of the number oépaper volume, | request an increase of the
page budget of 260 pages, to 790 pages per year.
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Figure 5: Number of pages per volume in ACNDDS
7 Summary

TODSIs a highly regarded and influential journal. The Editoihief provides leadership and is responsible
for running the journal efficiently while maintaining its gjity. | regard the position of Editor-in-Chief as
both an honor and a daunting responsibility.

| have worked hard to conveftfODSfrom a high-quality but tired journal with an inadequate lag
and thin, late issues into a vibrant journal with a doubldahsigsion rate, full issues delivered on time, and
a responsiveness and transparency that is matched by fewy domnputer science journals. I'm especially
proud of theTODS Editorial Board for reducing the average turnaround timehiee months, and for
upholding their commitment to not exceed six months, whiteutaneously maintaining the imprimatur
that has always been a hallmarkT®DS and indeed, of all the ACM Transactions.

| request that | be appointed to a second three-year ternabdize the improvements thus made to the
journal and to make progress towards the goals | list in 8edi | also request that the page budget for
TODSbe increased to 790 pages per year.
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