
SAC Survey



Quality of the Reviewers



Some comments for No:  
● make sure at least one of the 

reviewer is a senior researcher
● no two reviewers from the same 

institution



Scoring Scales



Comment:
I learned more on the prose 
of the reviews, and used the 
scores only to contextualize it



Some comments: 
Having a single score for meta 
reviewing is not informative; a 
paper could have little contribution 
but well-written (ie no substantial 
revision but not a good paper), or 
vice versa (ie substantial revision but 
a great idea). A single score doesn't 
tease these apart.



Sufficiency of the Reviews 
for Decision-Making







(Lack of)
Communication with Reviewers and AEs





Comments to the SACs





Lack of Areas



Some comments for “Yes” 
● The problem was mainly that the reviewers didn't 

know to which area a paper belongs. That lead to 
some reviewers who wanted to see more machine 
learning, but the research contribution was more 
on the phenomenon side, or the other way around.

● Reviewer expertise mismatch is a very notable 
issue.

● Few meta-reviews were done by the same person, 
one area with 120 papers having 96 
meta-reviewers. Hard to calibrate



Open Review





Two-Stage Review Process





Workload on SACs







● Clear division of labor between ARR and PC chairs of *ACL conferences

● Areas (as the *ACL conferences do have them)

● Main *ACL conferences as the focus (not workshops, etc.)

● Guaranteed reviews by a deadline

● Dedicated Open Review person for *ACL events

● More automation

● More human involvement for checking

 More evolution, less revolution. 

ACL 2022 PC Chairs Recommendations


