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From: AAAI Press <publications19@aaai.org>
Subject: Recap
Date: July 8, 2019 at 3:52:40 PM PDT
To: Carol McKenna Hamilton <hamilton@aaai.org>

Could you check this for me?

Hi Denise,

While it is fresh in my mind, I wanted to provide you with a recap on the AAAI proceedings work done.

Some sections of the proceedings were better than others, which is to be expected because authors in some subject areas are less likely to use figures, the use of which is a significant factor in error rate. 

The vision section was an excellent example of this variability. The number of problems in this section was quite high. Although I only called out 13 papers for additional corrections, there were many problems that I simply let go. What continues to be an issue, is why the team didn’t catch many of these errors before compilation began. For example, some of the errors involved the use of the caption package, as well as the existence of setlength commands. These are errors that should have been discovered and corrected before compilation. 

As I’ve mentioned before, running search routines on the source of all the papers in a given section saves a great deal of time because, in part, it insures consistency. 
That is something that has been decidedly lacking with regard to how these papers have been (or haven’t been) corrected. It is a cause for concern because the error rate should have been improving, not getting worse.

Another, more serious problem involves the introduction of errors (adding declarations to the preamble or code to the paper that are specifically disallowed) to papers that were *not* sent back to the author, and which were originally fine.

That was what happened on all the source files that I requested from you.

I will take AAAI-WangC.289 in the NLP section as an example, a paper that was not over length:

In the preamble to this paper, someone on the team added 

\thispagestyle{plain}
\pagestyle{plain}

to the preamble — a set of declarations that should be stripped, not added. This code was not in the original submission from the author.

That person also added negative vspace — again, a declaration that should be stripped, not added.

This is what the author submitted on 2 February 19
 
\begin{figure}
\centering
\subfigure[Varying \#hidden layers]{
\includegraphics[width=0.2\textwidth]{exp1-bless-depth}}
\subfigure[Varying \#hidden units]{
\includegraphics[width=0.2\textwidth]{exp1-bless-width}}
\caption{Change of performance in term of accuracy when the neural network architecture varies over BLESS dataset.}
\label{fig:exp1-net}
\end{figure}
 
This is what the team did to figure 2: (note the -3pt)
 
\begin{figure}
\centering
\subfloat[Varying \#hidden layers]{
\includegraphics[width=0.2\textwidth]{exp1-bless-depth}}
\subfloat[Varying \#hidden units]{
\includegraphics[width=0.2\textwidth]{exp1-bless-width}}
\caption{Change of performance in term of accuracy when the neural network architecture varies over BLESS dataset.}
\label{fig:exp1-net}{\vspace*{-3pt}}
\end{figure}
 
 
This is what the author submitted for table 7 (note the -15 point):
 
\begin{table}
\centering
\begin{scriptsize}
\begin{tabular}{lll lll}
\hline
\bf Hypo. & \bf Hyper. & \bf Score & \bf Hypo. & \bf Hyper. & \bf Score\\
\hline
petrol & provision & 0.908 & wildfires & threat & 0.845\\
handicrafts & business & 0.872 & \bf steroids & \bf alternative & \bf 0.813\\
pantsuit & product & 0.870 & psychiatrist & profession & 0.808\\
\bf bacteria & \bf measure & \bf 0.864 & tarragon & food & 0.808\\
\hline
\end{tabular}
\end{scriptsize}
\caption{Examples of newly detected hypernymy relations, together with their scores. Errors are printed in bold.}
\label{tab:exp6b}
\end{table}
 
 
This is what the team did:
 
\begin{table}
\centering
%\begin{scriptsize}
\resizebox{.95\columnwidth}{!}{
\begin{tabular}{lll lll}
\hline
\bf Hypo. & \bf Hyper. & \bf Score & \bf Hypo. & \bf Hyper. & \bf Score\\
\hline
petrol & provision & 0.908 & wildfires & threat & 0.845\\
handicrafts & business & 0.872 & \bf steroids & \bf alternative & \bf 0.813\\
pantsuit & product & 0.870 & psychiatrist & profession & 0.808\\
\bf bacteria & \bf measure & \bf 0.864 & tarragon & food & 0.808\\
\hline
\end{tabular}}
%\end{scriptsize}
\caption{Examples of newly detected hypernymy relations, together with their scores. Errors are printed in bold.}
\label{tab:exp6b}{\vspace*{-15pt}}
\end{table}

The other archives you sent had similar examples, which indicates to me that, at the very least, training and quality control is spotty at best. That the problems showed up at the end of the production, and not the beginning only increases the seriousness of the problem.

Another problem area is the curious issue of overlength papers for which the author has paid for another page, then turning out not to be over length. That has never happened — ever, so somehow these papers are being shortened by the team, or sent back to the authors to be fixed, even though the overlength condition was intentional.

If the author paid for the extra page, no one should be going through and shortening them. 

The xml problems were frankly unexpected. I have uploaded more than 25 year's worth of AI Magazine to OJS, as well as the current SoCS and FLAIRS conferences, and never encountered the issues that were apparent with ICAPS, and appear to be apparent with AAAI, because I only made one upload per issue or section. Once it was done, it was done. Individual corrections to papers (there were 13 in ICAPS, for example), should NOT be done by uploading another xml file, but rather by uploading the revised PDF via the OJS program itself. And why would that even be necessary? XML should be done at the end, after all the revisions and corrections to papers are complete — not before. 

A final area of difficulty for me was staying on top of the proofs. Proofs were not submitted in a steady flow, as I had expected given the timeline, but rather at irregular intervals. That made workflow at this end quite difficult to manage.  I received a huge number of sections at the end of the process, and did not receive the largest sections until the very end of the process, when they came all at once. That made checking difficult, and heading off potential difficulties impossible.

I am mentioning these problems because I really would like 
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AAAI
Association for the Advancement
of Artificial Intelligence

https://cra.org/ccc/visioning/visioning-activities/2018-activities/artificial-intelligence-roadmap/
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AI ROADMAP PROCESS – ONE YEAR!
• Summer 2018: CCC discusses potential Roadmap leaders with 

academia, government, & industrial stakeholders; selects 
AAAI president (Gil) & president-elect (Selman) 

• Fall 2018: Co-leaders, together with AI community, design 
three workshops

• Nov 2018-Jan 2019: Workshops take place
• Jan 2019: Town hall at AAAI; meetings with key stakeholders
• Mar-Apr 2019: DC briefings at OSTP, NSF, DARPA, NITRD AI-

IWG, DIB, and Hill with CRA
• Apr 2019: CCC and community feedback
• August 2019: final release of Roadmap
• October 2017 >$100M NSF, etc.; Expect more!



CCC: CATALYZING I.T.’S VIRTUOUS CYCLE

Academia

Citizens

GovernmentIndustry

Icons modified from Zlatko Najdenovski, Flaticon



The mission of the Computing Research Association's Computing Community Consortium (CCC) is to 
catalyze the computing research community and enable the pursuit of innovative, high-impact research.

COMPUTING COMMUNITY CONSORTIUM

National
Priorities

Agency
Requests

Open
Visioning

Calls

Blue Sky
Ideas

Reports  •  White Papers
Roadmaps  •  New Leaders

Public Funding 
Agencies

Science Policy 
Leadership

Computing Research Community 

Council-Led
Workshops

Community
Visioning

7

Bring the computing research community together to 
envision audacious research challenges.

Communicate these challenges and opportunities to 
the broader national community.

Facilitate investment in these research challenges by 
key stakeholders.

Inculcate values of leadership and service by the 
computing research community.

Inform and influence early career researchers 
to engage in these community-led research challenges.



THE CCC COUNCIL 
Chair: Mark D. Hill
Vice Chair: Liz Bradley

Terms ending June 2022
• Sujata Banerjee, VMware
• Elisa Bertino, Purdue University
• Tom Conte, Georgia Tech
• Maria Gini, University of Minnesota
• Chad Jenkins, University of Michigan
• Melanie Mitchell, Portland State University
• Katie Siek, Indiana University

Terms ending June 2021
• Ian Foster, University of Chicago
• Ronitt Rubinfeld, MIT
• Suresh Venkatasubramanian, Utah
• Daniel P. Lopresti, Lehigh University
• David C. Parkes, Harvard
• Shwetak Patel, Univ. Washington

Terms ending June 2020
• Nadya Bliss, Arizona State
• Juliana Freire, NYU
• Keith Marzullo, Maryland
• Greg Morrisett, Cornell
• Jennifer Rexford, Princeton
• Ben Zorn, Microsoft Research



CRA STAFF WITH CCC RESPONSIBILITIES

CCC Director: Ann Schwartz Drobnis
Senior Program Associate for 
Communication: Helen Wright
Senior Program Associate for 
Engagement: Khari Douglas
CRA Executive Director: Andy Bernat
Additional CRA Staff:

– Peter Harsha, Director of 
Government Affairs

– Sandra Corbett
– Sabrina Jacob



WHAT DO CCC COUNCIL MEMBERS DO?
• Participate in topical task forces & working groups

– Cybercrime and Cybersecurity
– Health and Computing
– Systems and Architecture
– Fairness, Accountability, 

Disinformation, and Explainability
– Future of the Research Enterprise
– AI Working Group
– Industry Working Group

• Shepherd visioning activities 
• Engage with government agencies, industry, and sister 

organizations (NSF, ACM, LISPI …)
• Write white papers and blog posts
• Other requests as needed

10



HOW DO I GET INVOLVED WITH CCC?
• Serve your IT sub-community

and/or the IT community

• Join CCC workshops & white papers
when invited

• Propose CCC workshops
https://cra.org/ccc/visioning/rfp-creating-visions-for-computing-research/

• Respond to open CCC council nomination process
https://cra.org/ccc/call-for-council-nomination/
– Research accomplishments
– Evidence of substantial service
– Diversity on many dimensions:

at most one per institution, IT sub-field, gender, etc.
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https://cra.org/ccc/visioning/rfp-creating-visions-for-computing-research/
https://cra.org/ccc/call-for-council-nomination/


HOW DO I DO EFFECTIVE (CCC) SERVICE?
• Lean In!

• Look beyond your research to broad (societal) problems

• Don’t play Jeopardy! – My answer è what’s the problem?

• Look for Change – Why Now? Avoid intractable or irrelevant

• See also the Heilmeier Catechism
https://www.darpa.mil/work-with-us/heilmeier-catechism

13

If we can do it,
people will care

We can do
(some of) it
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Bring the computing research community together to 
envision audacious research challenges.

Communicate these challenges and opportunities to 
the broader national community.

Facilitate investment in these research challenges by 
key stakeholders.

Inculcate values of leadership and service by the 
computing research community.

Inform and influence early career researchers 
to engage in these community-led research challenges.


