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When you appoint a group of AI experts to run a conference, 

and then that conference experiences unprecedented growth 

that makes it impossible to continue with business as usual, 

what do they do? 

Build a bunch of custom AI tools, of course.

AI and Program Reviewing



AAAI-26 is the largest AI conference
(by number of submissions)

AAAI-25 

15,532 total submissions

AAAI-26 

30,948 total submissions

July 24



Core Questions: Review and AI

● How can we do a good job for reviewing with so many papers?  

Now and in the future?

● How can we build processes that will continue to do a good job 
as growth continues?

● What can and should be the role of AI tools?

Review feedback, Scholarly integrity, Paper-reviewer matching … 



Q&A  –  Post your questions to Slido 



AAAI-26 
Main Track 
Review Process
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AAAI-26 Author Growth 

Number of authors in 2026 77302

Number of authors in 2025 46050

Number of authors common to both years 19746

Number of authors only in 2026 57556

Number of authors only in 2025 26304

Marc
Pujol- Gonzalez

workflowchairs26@
aaai.zendesk.com



Session Overview
AAAI-26 Main Track Review Process Overview

AAAI-26 AI Reviewing Pilot Program and Findings

Panelist Questions and Insights

Open Question and Answers



Thank You!
AAAI-26 Sponsors – including OpenAI



AAAI-26 
Main Track 
Review Process



AAAI-26 Review Process

Paper Submissions through OpenReview

Program Committee Formation – PCs, SPCs, and ACs

Program Committee Bidding for Review Assignments

Multi-factor Matching of Papers to Program Committee

Two Phase Reviewing – including Author Response & Discussion

Compliance – including Publications Ethics & Dual Submissions



Panic!  Breathe.  Adapt.

Screenshot from OpenReview panel from Aug 1, 2025

AAAI-25 had 15,532 submissions – 11,263 were “active submissions”
Expanded Program Committee needed for AAAI-26



26,421 Program Committee Members
• Paper review and contribute to summary discussion

• ~11,000 volunteers and ~15,000 reciprocal reviewers

1,728 Senior Program Committee Members
• Review summary and moderation of reviewer discussion

• Decision recommendation 

471 Area Chairs
• Broader view over area of submissions and exception handling

• Decision recommendation

AAAI-26 Program Committee



“Phase 0” — summary rejection for invalid submissions

Phase 1 — downselect for submissions unlikely for acceptance
• 2 human reviews (at minimum, 1 reciprocal review maximum)

• 1 AI review

• Downselect recommendations made by SPC and AC

• Promotion to Phase 2 in cases of uncertainty

Phase 2 — final paper decisions
• At least 3 human reviews (most papers had 4 or more reviews)

• Author rebuttal, reviewer discussion with AI summary, and review updates

• SPC, AC makes recommendations

2-Phase Review Process



CV: 9762
ML: 7917
NLP: 4147
APP: 1597
DMKM: 1580
HAI: 564
CMS: 495
MAS: 480
ROB: 476
PEAI: 431
GTEP: 320
KRR: 287
PRS: 280
SO: 248
CSO: 164
RU: 112

Submissions histogram 
by area keyword 
at deadline

10,000



7,000 Submissions histogram 
by area keyword 
after “Phase 0” filtering



Fei
Fang

Paper-Reviewer Matching

https://hackmd.io/cY773D0KRwK6XTU0pktVnQ



Multi-factor Paper Matching
Property Description Notes

Quality Ensure high matching quality measured by the total similarity score

Efficiency The matching algorithm should complete within a reasonable time.

COI Reviewers must not be assigned to papers with COI. Hard constraint

NumReviewers Each paper must be assigned to at least a specified number of reviewers. Hard constraint

LoadLimit No reviewer should be assigned more than a specified number of papers. Hard constraint

Seniority Each paper must have at least one experienced reviewer. Important for quality control.

CoauthorDist No two reviewers assigned to the same paper have co-authored a 
paper before or have a small distance in the co-authorship graph.

Ensure diversity of views and 
mitigate collusion

GeoDiversity Reviewer of the same paper should ideally come from different geographic 
regions.

Supplementary diversity goal.

2Cycles Pairs of reviewers who bid positively on each other’s papers should not be 
assigned to review those papers.

Additional safeguard to mitigate 
potential bid collusion.

Randomized Randomized algorithms provide more robustness against malicious behavior, 
and improve reviewer diversity and reviewer anonymity.



• Greater robustness to 

bidding manipulation

• Better preservation of 

COI and load 

constraints

• Give up a small bit of 

matching quality score

Paper Matching Results

Tradeoff needed robustness 
for small match quality 



Main Track Acceptance RateMatt

Phase 1 promotion rate: ~41%
Overall acceptance rate: ~17.5%



156 dual submissions rejected
● Abstract & title similarity
● LLM check
● 3 humans verify

Kiri 
Wagstaff

Dual Submissions Compliance



Pairwise Submission Similarity
Collaboration between conferences for dual submissions compliance





Q&A  –  Post your questions to Slido 



AAAI-26 
AI Reviewing Pilot 
Program



1. Can state-of-the-art AI systems generate high-quality peer reviews of 
scientific papers?

2. How do such state-of-the-art AI-generated reviews compare to human-written 
reviews?

3. How can AI tools be effectively integrated into the review process?

Open Questions 



AAAI-26 AI Review Pilot Program
Key question: Can AI tools assist in the scientific peer review process?

Process:
● One additional, clearly labelled AI-generated review in phase 1
● No scores or recommendations by AI review
● No human replaced in the review process
● Reviewers (after submitting their own) SPCs, and ACs could view the AI review 

Technical Details:
● AI review generated by custom, multi-stage process
● Process included structured conversion including math & tables
● Tool use included code interpreter, literature search
● Base LLM: OpenAI GPT5, with Zero Data Retention 



What We Built



● Paper pre-processing: 
○ Resampled to convert images (if present) to a fixed and consistent resolution
○ Converted into structured markdown using a machine learning based OCR to extract math in 

latex notation, and table structures
● A preliminary analysis of the story of the paper
● Technical accuracy checking, code interpreter available as tool
● Literature search using generated keywords, queries, and a web search tool
● Results checking, including all figures, tables, and text descriptions
● Self-critique: Check the review itself to check for factual accuracy, consistency 

with the paper, and any unsubstantiated claims. Revisions are made to 
address issues found.

AAAI-26 AI Review Generation: A Multi-Stage Process



AI Review Generation Dashboard

Cost <1 USD per paper
All reviews generated in <24 hours 
(progress of 17K shown here)



Challenges:

● Token limits for full papers
● Errors in reading equations and tables
● Discrepancy between OCR and PDF
● Cost and time in scaling

Empirically observed to be less of a concern:

● Blatant hallucinations
● Making up citations
● Revealing author identities

Unique Challenges Discovered



Details

● OCR Model: olmOCR, https://olmocr.allenai.org/ 
● LLM Model: GPT-5, Zero Data Retention, High reasoning effort, Flex tier
● Tools: code interpreter, web search
● 512x parallelism with interruptible workflow, checkpointing, graceful backoff 

and retry
● Each paper review takes ~20 minutes to complete
● OCR took ~12 hours on one 8xH100 server
● Review generation: <24 hours

https://olmocr.allenai.org/


● Automated quality checking: a critic LLM checks for specific concerns
● Specific checks for intrusion checking
● Manual Oversight:

○ We manually sampled reviews at every stage of deployment
○ We requested SPCs to identify issues - and they successfully identified 

Oversight



Quality Checking



Dominant Compute Usage:
● Conversion to markdown: GPU
● Multi-stage review process: GPU

Assumptions For Estimation:
● LLM Model size: 4T parameters, 8-bit quantization
● GPU, Usage: H100, 100% usage (8x8xH100 rack per model)

Total CO2 emissions:
● 148,939.95 pounds CO2
● Miles equivalent driven in a 30mpg gasoline car: 229,138
● Number of round-trip passengers from JFK to SIN equivalent: 28

Energy Use: Coarse Approximation



AAAI-26 AI Review Contents 

Every AI review includes:

● Brief synopsis of the paper
● Summary of review - in a structured format 
● Clear strengths and weaknesses
● Constructive suggestions for improvement
● Highly detailed feedback with specific evidence for every point in the above
● Detailed math notation when discussing mathematical and algorithmic 

specifics



Example Review

Review for AAAI-2025 Best paper award winning paper
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/33507 

https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/33507


Points of Agreement:
● Strengths: Reviewers X, Y, Z, agree that ...
● Weaknesses: Consensus among all reviewers about...

Points of Disagreement:
● While some reviewers (A, B, C) appreciate the thoroughness of the 

experiments, reviewer D highlights a potential missing baseline...

Overall, the proposed approach [...] is significant in [...], but could be further 
strengthened by [...] 

Example Metareview



Survey 
Responses And 
Analyses



Structure Of Survey

● For THIS review:
○ Overall impression
○ Review emphasis
○ Technical accuracy
○ Suggestions for research and writing

● General impressions
○ Overall assessment of AAAI-26 AI reviews
○ Sentiment towards AI in future peer review

Study reviewed by UT Austin, UMich, and UAlberta IRB



Survey Questions

[Overall Impressions]
This AI-generated Review: 

1. [For AI review only] This review demonstrated paper review capabilities beyond what I expected from AI
2. This review was a thorough review for this conference

[Review Emphasis]
3. This review accurately conveyed the significance and impact of the paper
4. This review overemphasized minor issues compared to major contributions
5. This review raised points that I had not previously considered
6. [For reviewers only] This review changed my evaluation or interpretation of the paper
7. [For authors only][For AI review only] This review raised important points that the human-written reviews omitted

[Technical Accuracy]
8. This review accurately identified technical errors in the paper that I had not discovered
9. This review made technical errors in the review or reading of the paper

10. [For reviewers only] This review discovered high-level concerns that other human reviewers would have difficulty catching
11. [For reviewers only] This review overlooked important points that other human reviewers would likely have caught

[Suggestions For Research and Writing]
12. This review provided useful suggestions to improve the research design/methods.
13. This review provided useful suggestions to improve the presentation of the paper
14. This review provided suggestions that were wrong, infeasible, or otherwise unhelpful
15. This review correctly suggested related work I was previously unaware of
16. [For AI review only] This review incorrectly suggested “related work” that is non-existent (i.e., a "hallucinated" citation)
17. [For authors only] This review raised points that I want to address in a revision (camera-ready or resubmission)



Survey Response Rates

Category Authors PC SPC AC

AI Reviews 575 1305 117 12

Human Reviews 2500 879 433 13

Total 3075 2184 550 25

Total Survey Responses: 5834



Overall AAAI26 AI Reviews Were Useful

Overall AI Reviews Would be Useful in Future Peer Review Process

Agree 53.9%

Neutral 25.9%

Disagree 20.2%

Agree 61.5%

Neutral 24.1%

Disagree 14.5%

Overall Impressions



Useful vs. Harmful
Overall AAAI26 AI Reviews Were Useful Overall AAAI26 AI Reviews Were Harmful

Overall AI Reviews Would be Useful in 
Future Peer Review Process

Overall AI Reviews Would be Harmful in 
Future Peer Review Process

Author mean: +0.33  
Reviewer mean: +0.36

Author mean: +0.56  
Reviewer mean: +0.53

Author mean: -0.27  
Reviewer mean: -0.19

Author mean: -0.26  
Reviewer mean: -0.21

0-1-2 +2+1
Neutral Strongly 

AgreeAgreeStrongly 
Disagree Disagree

0-1-2 +2+1
Neutral Strongly 

AgreeAgreeStrongly 
Disagree Disagree

0-1-2 +2+1
Neutral Strongly 

AgreeAgreeStrongly 
Disagree Disagree

0-1-2 +2+1
Neutral Strongly 

AgreeAgreeStrongly 
Disagree Disagree



Human Vs. AI Reviews - All Responses



Human Vs. AI Reviews: P-values

Human Vs. AI Reviews - Mann-Whitney U Test P-values

This review provided suggestions that were wrong or unhelpful 5.03E-06

This review provided useful suggestions to improve research design 1.26E-45

This review accurately identified technical errors 6.01E-97

This review made technical errors in the review 1.09E-16

This review overemphasized minor issues 1.83E-30

This review accurately conveyed the significance and impact 2.12E-15

This review raised points that I had not previously considered 2.77E-77

This review provided useful suggestions to improve the paper presentation 3.97E-59

This review correctly suggested related work 1.58E-91

This review was a thorough review for this conference 1.73E-35



Human Vs. AI Reviews - Author Responses



Human Vs. AI Reviews - PC/SPC/AC Responses
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Prior Impressions Towards AI In Reviewing



Core Questions: Review and AI
● How can we do a good job for reviewing with 

so many papers?  

Now and in the future?

● How can we build processes that will continue 
to do a good job as growth continues?

● What can and should be the role of AI tools?

Post questions 
here (Slido)

Review feedback, Scholarly integrity, Paper-reviewer matching … 
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