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Goal of this meeting

Inform you about tasks, process and timelines

Discuss expectations
- Answer any questions you may have

Collect feedback

The system is set-up and many decisions have already been made,
but some tweaks are still possible



MICCAI 2021 STATISTICS

2664 intent to submit (at paper registration deadline)
1632 full papers submitted

96 ACs
Fewer paper per AC than previous years. Use this extra time to ensure
good reviews and write informative meta-reviews!

* Remember, reviews, author response, and meta-reviews will be
made public this year (without disclosing AC/reviewer names).

~1300 reviewers



Your role as Area Chair

Help us select the best and most exciting papers for MICCAI 2021
Handle 16-18 papers throughout the review process: suggest
reviewers, monitor review quality, communicate with reviewers where
needed, notify program chairs of any issues

Recommend decisions

Explain your assessment to the Program Chairs and to the authors
Increase the fairness and quality of the process: you oversee a much
larger number of papers than each reviewer does

Recommend the best papers for the oral program and for the Young
Scientist Award

Please check the MICCAI Review Process and AC guidelines (website)



https://miccai2021.org/en/THE-MICCAI-REVIEW-PROCESS.html
https://miccai2021.org/en/AREA-CHAIR-GUIDELINES.html

General remarks

We will make reviews, meta-reviews, and author responses of accepted
papers public this year. Check extra carefully if the reviews of the
papers you handle - and your own meta-reviews - are appropriate.

We will need a lot of your time especially during the meta-review periods
April 21- May 7 and May 22 - June 4. Please reserve ample time.

CMT emails being flagged as spam can be an issue - both for yourself and
your reviewers. Check the AC information on the website miccai2021.org
and keep an eye on unresponsive reviewers

Throughout the process
for questions on CMT, ask Kitty Wong submission support@miccai2021.org
you can contact Program Chairs at program-chairs@miccai2021.org (or via CMT)



https://miccai2021.org/en/INSTRUCTIONS-TO-AREA-CHAIRS.html
mailto:submission_support@miccai2021.org
mailto:program-chairs@miccai2021.org
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e | Mar 3: Paper submission

* We screened papers for obvious formatting issues: overlength,
very wrong margins, inclusion of author information (63 papers)

e Authors were allowed a 24 hour window to correct these issues

Mar 19-25

CEREEEED  « Remaining papers with these issues will be desk rejected

4 \
Mar 29 - Apr 20
Review period

So, during the review process:

Notify us of major issues with the paper

May 14-21 Smaller issues (eg authors identity can be guessed from

| Rereonese citations) are not a reason for rejection.

Remember, anonymization and formatting guidelines are
means to a fair review process, not an aim by themselves
Authors are also allowed to put their MICCAI submission on

ArXiv




wtism | Mar 10: Assignment to ACs

Mar 10
Assignment to ACs

e Assignments are based on TPMS, subject areas (keywords),
taking known conflicts of interest into account

* Check papers assignhed to you and flag any problems to PC
immediately
( Ve ‘ * Major format and anonymization violations
* (Really) not in your area of expertise
* Conflict of Interest

Mar 19-25
Reviewers Bidding
| 4

May 14-21
Rebuttal phase
\ 4




e | Mar 11-17 Reviewer Selection

Mar 10
Assignment to ACs

Each paper will need 3 reviews BUT you need to suggest 10-

o Maritdr 15 reviewers per paper to achieve this
, \ Pick 10-15 suitables candidates and then rank - put best
. Revil\e/lv?/rerlsgl;?:ding ) Ca ndidate On tOp

ST We will send you detailed instructions how to do this in CMT
_ reviewpeid | . Reviewers get to bid on papers suggested to them (+a few

more)
We run an automated reviewer-paper matching, taking your
May1421 | preferences, reviewer bids, TPMS, and keywords into

. Rebuttal phase )
account




Criteria for reviewer assignment

Look at the paper - read the abstract and references to understand the
exact topic

Use your knowledge of the reviewers expertise

Check the reviewers’ publication list. CMT provides links to google
scholar, DBLP, and/or semantic scholar pages for most reviewers. Use
them!

TPMS and relevance scores are an aid and not always accurate. Never
use the TPMS ranking without checking!

Aim for a mix of seniority and for geographical spread in your batch of
reviewers

Try not to assign multiple reviewers from the same institution

Do not overload favorite reviewers (this is easier if you finalize your

suggestions early!)



it | Mar 29 - Apr 20: Review period

* First 1-2 days: Check for issues with assignment, eg two reviewers
from the same institution. Notify us immediately.

Mar 19-25

_fReviewersBidding ]« Remaining period: Monitor review process. Check quality of
T ) reviews as they are submitted and communicate with the

Sl reviewers if the review quality is low or the content is
Inappropriate.

s Reviewers can be emailed from CMT

Rebuttal phase
\

* E-mails to remind reviewers about the deadlines will be sent by
PCs. You can see instructions send to reviewers on the website.



https://miccai2021.org/en/INSTRUCTIONS-TO-REVIEWERS.html

6. Pleasa comment on the reproducibility of the paper. Note, that authors have filled cut a reproducibility checklist upon submission. Please ba aware that author
are not Nuulred to mm all criterla on the ¢h¢¢kllst for Instance, providing code and data iz a plug, but not a requirement for acceptance = (wisibla i«
d [T B

charscsids il

Review Form (1)

7. Please provide detailed and censtructive comments l'or the authors. Plnue also refer to our Rﬂlwars qulde on what make: a qnoﬂ review:
fevawes visibie (o mat

REVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Please confirm that you consent to your review being made publicly available [without disclesing your name) if the paper is accepted and that you have read and
understood the MICCAI 2021 Reviewers' Guide https:iimiccal2021. org/en/REVIEWER-GUIDELINES.htrl = (wisibie fo mela-reviewers)

BOOD charac

| | agree

o authors affer potific

8. Please state your overall opinion of the paper (visible to authors). ©  [visible fo authors dunng feedback W m, wisible o other reviewers

EWars) wisible o mela-raviewers)

2. Please describe the contribution of the paper (a few lines) = (v
1 ground-breaking (10}
Slrang accept (9)
) accept (&)
3 Probakly acocept (T)
boderline accept (6)
* bordedine reject (5)
3. Please list the main strengths of the paper; you should write about a novel formulation, an original way to use data, demonstration of clinical feasibility, a novel ) probably reject (4)
application, a particularly strong evaluation, wanfﬂtlnn else that is a strong aspect of this work. Please pmvidc details, for instance, if a method is novel, u:l:pllin ) reject (3)
5 during feedback vis I s e | strang reject (2)
» out of scope (1)

fo authars aft

9. Please ]usllh_-' your recommendation, What were the major factors that led you to your everall score for this paper? [wai i feadhack wisi

fo other reviewers, wsible o mela-revieweors)

rs affar nolificalion, ws

o atdhors dunng fe

10. What is the ranking of this paper in your review stack? Use a number batween 1 (beat paper in your stack) and n (worst paper in your stack of n papers). *
vevs)

(wisibie (0 Mela-rews

s deurg feedback, visi 0 aeuthors after n, wizibi lo odher reviewers, visible o mela

5. Please rate the clarity and erganization of this paper *

e

Excellent 125 charactars
) Very Good 11. Number of papers im your stack *  [(vizible o mela-reviewers)
2 Good
() Satisfactory

125 charactars keft

Poor



Review Form

12. Reviewer confidence -

Very confident
Confident but not absolutely certain
Somewhat confident
Not Confident
13. Please state your role/position
(not visible to authors, will not be made public) *
PhD Student
Post-doc
Faculty
Industry
Clinician

14. Is your expertise limited to some aspect of the paper [|f so, which one)?
(not visible to authors, will not be made public) (visible to mela-reviewars)

15. If you recommend acceptance, is the paper's qu alm,-I and content suitable for an oral presentation?
inot visible to authors, will not be made public) I e

Yes
No

16. If the author indicated that they are eligible for a Young Scientist Award, would you like to nominate this work?
{not visible to authors, will not be made public) *  (wsi )

Yes
No

17. Confidential comments to Area Chairs and Program Chairs (optional - not visible to authors, will not be made public)




When to ask for updates/clarifications to the
review?

Use your judgment! Remember: reviews (of accepted papers) will be
made public.

Examples:

ne review is short and uninformative

nere is no justification of the score

ne review has only positive comments but recommends reject
ne review has only negative comments but recommends accept
ne reviewer states that the work is not novel without providing
vidence (eg citations to prior work)

ne reviewer asks to cite their own paper(s) without good reason
ne language is inappropriate

o 44 —-4—--




Mar 3
Paper submission

!

Mar 10
Assignment to ACs

Mar 11-17
Reviewer Selection

Mar 19-25
Reviewers Bidding
\ J

e —~ A
Mar 29 - Apr 20

Review period

!
Apr 21 - May 7
ACs meta-review
4 N\

May 14-21
Rebuttal phase
. 4

\ 4

Apr 21 - May 7: ACs meta-review

* Once all of the reviews are in, you will need to provide meta-
reviews

Your assessment of the paper

Rank all papers in your batch

Select your recommendation: provisional accept/reject or rebuttal
Recommend a few papers for oral/award if appropriate

Select subject areas to help us build coherent sessions

You are asked to score the quality of reviews. You can do it later,
but it will be easier to do it now.



show AC form

Paper ID 1
Paper Title my test paper
META-REVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Pleass confirm that you consent to this metareview being made publicly available [without disclosing your nama) if the paper is actepted and that you have
read and understood the MICCAI 2021 Area Chair Guidelines hitps:/miccaiz021 orglen/AREA-CHAIR-GUIDELINE & html and that you agree to follow these
guidelines in the MICCAI 2021 review procass. "

1 agree

2. Please provide your assessmaent of this work, taking into account all reviews. Summarize the key strengths and weaknesses of the paper and justify your
recommendation. In case you deviate from the reviewers' recommendations, explain in detail the reasons why. In case of an invitation for rebuttal, clarify
which points are important to address In the rebuttal, *  (vsibde fo authors during feedback, waibde fo authors after notfcation, wsble to revewers, visibde fo meta
M)

SO0 characlery Wl

1. Your recommendation,
) Provisional Accept
) Provisional Reject
) Invite for Rebuttal

4. What is the ranking of this paper in your stack? Use a nurmber betwesn 1 [best paper in your stack) and n (worst paper in your stack of n papers). * [vable
fo authors during feedhack wisitwe fo authors after notification, wisbie lo reviewers, wsibie [0 meda-reviewerns)

125 charactes i

E. If you recommend acceptance, is the paper's quality and content suitable for an oral presentation?
[Invisible to authors and reviewsrs) ©

| e
“ Mo
B If the author indicated that they ars eligible for a Young Scientist Award, would you like to nominate this work? Please take also reviewers' views on the
suitability for this award into aceount.

Please take also reviewers' views on the suitabliity for this award into account.

(Invisible to authors and reviewers)
) Yes
) No

7. To help us categorize papors, please select 8 Subject Area this paper falls under:

Compastational (Imegrative) Pathology

1 Compatational Anatomy and Physiology

Compater Alded Diagnosis
Image Reconstruction
Imngpe: FRegistration

| Image Segmentation

Image-Guided Intenventions and Surgery

7 Integration of Imaging with Non-Imaging Blomarkers

Interventional Imaging Systems
Interventional Simulation Systems

Machine Laarning - Advances in Machine Learning Thsory
Machine Learning - Active Leaming
Machine Learning - Atlention models

| Machine Leaming - Domain adaptation

Machine Learning - Geometric deep leaming
Machine Learming - Interprétability / Explainability
Machine Learming - Reinforcement keaming
Machine Leaming - Self.superdsed leaming
Machine Learning - Sembksupervised leaming
Machine Learming - Uncertainty

Machine Learning - Weakly supenised leaming

[ Medical Robotics and Haptics

Cuidcomeldisease prediction
Popadation Imaging and Imaging Genetics.
Surgical Data Science

| Surgical Planning and Simulation
[T} Surgical Skill and Work Flow Analysls
| Surghcal Visuallzation and Mixed, Augmented and Virtual Reality

Visualisation in Biomedical Imaging
Cither (please specify below under 8)

&, Other subject areas:

135 chrschan el



11. To help us categorize papers, pleass select one of more anatomical targets of interest that this paper is concerned with, *

show AC form (2) e

Brain
Breast
Cail
Cervix
9. To help us categorize papers, please select the most relevant one or two imaging modalities that this paper relates 1o, * Eye
Anglographic imaging Fetus
Biolu imagitg Gastro-inbestinal tract
Diffuskon welghted imaging i
Electrophysical imaging Heart
Hischlc gadance omegrapley Inner Ear
Kidney
Endosoopy Liver
Fluctescence omaography Lung
Functional imaging (e.9. MRI) Muscie
Magnetic resonance imaging (MR1) Nerous system
Microsaopy Prostate
Microwave Skin
Malscular and celiular imaging Spine
Nuclear imaging {e.g. PET, SPECT) Thymoid
Optical imaging / OCT / DOT Teeth
T E:::m targets (please specify below under 12)
Perfusion imaging
Thermal imaging 12. Other anatomical targets:
Viscoelasticity imaging
Litrasound 135 char pciery el
X-ray Imaging 13. This papers fails mostiy in:
Computed Tomography MiC
34 models CAl
Other (please specily balow under 10) MIC + CAl
10. Other Modalities: 14. Confidential comments to Program Chairs

2000 charachis el

==



How to write a meta-review (1)

 Summarize the key strengths and weaknesses of the paper

* Make a recommendation taking all reviews, scores, and rankings
into account

e Justify your recommendation:

The meta-review is not only a summary. It needs to help the
authors understand the decision and help the program chair make
the final decision. More detail is needed for borderline papers

* In case of deviation from the reviewers’ recommendations, explain
in detail the reasons why

* |n case of an invitation for rebuttal, clarify which points are
important to address in the rebuttal

e Remember: meta-reviews of accepted papers will become public



How to write a meta-review (2)

Weigh the different comments and reviews: the final decision
should not be simply based on a numerical average of scores!

This is the main task of the ACs and why ACs are important

The Program Chairs recommend that
* papers with are recommended for
; the AC can recommend rebuttal if the AC
opinion differs, but cannot outright reject the paper.

* papers with 3 clear reject ratings are recommended for outright
re%ection; the AC can recommend rebuttal if the AC opinion
ditfers, but cannot outright accept the paper

Use the confidential comments to communicate with the PCs

about particular situations (eg. a review is inappropriate or

offensive)



Assessment of review quality

Why?

- We want to acknowledge outstanding reviewers
Reviewers who wrote multiple unhelpful reviews may not be re-
invited next year

Criteria?

- Was the review sufficiently informative? Did you understand why
the reviewer reached their decision?

- Was the review sufficiently detailed, were strengths and
weaknesses backed up with detail?
Note: a review can be good even if you do not agree with the
conclusion



i May 22-Jun 4: ACs meta-review

Mar 10
* ACs will be assigned an additional ~20 papers to assess in

Mar 11-17
Reviewer Selection

addition to their original assignments
* Provide ranking and accept/reject recommendations for all

vz papers currently assigned to you
Reviewers Bidding . . ..
* For new papers: write meta-reviews explaining your
'\é':vréa-pfzrsiroﬁo recommendations

* For “old” (primary AC) papers, indicate to what extent the
rebuttal has addressed the concerns and explain final
recommendation.

[ Rebuttal phase ] * If needed, can ask primary AC and reviewers for clarification
* Also secondary meta-reviews will become public
SUSSEES  « Assess review quality (not public)

| |




Mar 3
Paper submission

|

Mar 10
Assignment to ACs

Mar 11-17
Reviewer Selection

Mar 19-25
Reviewers Bidding
|

J

\ 4

p
Mar 29 - Apr 20
Review period

\ J
Apr 21 - May 7
ACs meta-review

May 14-21
Rebuttal phase

|

May 22-Jun 4
ACs meta-review

TBD (week 23-24)
PC tcon

Area chair meeting 2 - week 23/24

Final teleconference to
* Address any remaining issues
* Discuss the oral program

* Gather feedback and suggestions for next years’ review
process



Thanks for your essential
contribution to MICCAI!
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