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Agenda 

▸Region 10 Conference Portfolio Overview 

▸Crosscheck
- Plagiarism Screening  

▸Machine-generated Papers

▸AI Papers & Reviews

▸Tortured Phrases/Papers

▸Addressing the Conference Threats

▸Addressing Peer Review Concerns

▸Technical Program – Best Practices 
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Region 10



Standard Challenges 
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Plagiarism
▸The work in the paper must be new work

- Not work that has been published before, 
even if the authors published the previous 
work

▸The work in the paper must have been 
performed by the authors of the paper

▸The text must be written, and the figures 
created, by the authors of the paper

▸It is okay to include small pieces of work 
from other papers, but…

- These pieces must be clearly identified as 
coming from other places, and citations to 
the other places must be given
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Do Not Copy Other              
People’s Papers



Similarity 
Check

 Sample Similarity 
Report 
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Assign resources to 
assist the 

Technical Program 
Chair if necessary – the reports 
requires a human eye to review 

and judge. 
Each accepted paper must be 

screened for plagiarism  



Similarity Check is Not Peer Review 

▸The Technical Program Chair manages Similarity Check and       
plagiarism reviews

- needs coordination with Publications Chair 

▸Similarity Check does not replace the peer review process
- Similarity screening is a separate function from the peer review process

▸Subject matter experts must separately review the paper to 
determine suitability, novelty, quality and communication

▸Similarity scores are just that, they require human review                   
and analysis

▸Similarity scores should not be the only basis for reject (or 
accept) decisions

- Similarity score should not be given as feedback to authors

▸Similarity Check can be used on IEEE-copyrighted content 
only 
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Requires 
Interpretation 



Similarity Check – When to use it?

▸Similarity Check must be separate from the Peer 
Review process

▸Options
- Screen all papers before peer review

- Screen accepted papers immediately after peer review

- Screen papers in parallel with peer review (not ideal)

- Screen papers after the conference (only as a last resort)
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Machine Generated Papers

▸There are some computer programs that 
can generate something that resembles a 
scientific paper

- However, what they produce is a 
pseudo-random collection of words and 
phrases that often appear in scientific 
papers

▸Submitting such a paper to an IEEE 
conference is considered to be a very 
serious offense

- Can result in the author(s) being 
prohibited from publishing in any IEEE 
publication
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Proper References
▸Previous work, both by the authors and by 

others, should be acknowledged and cited

▸The number of references should be
appropriate — not too many and not too few

- Too few ⇒ other people’s work is ignored

- Too many ⇒ “citation stacking”
(artificially increasing the number of times 
those papers are cited)

▸Each reference should be “complete” — have 
enough information that others can find a copy 
of the work referenced

▸All references should be properly formatted
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Illegible Figures

▸Make sure that people can 
read and understand your 
figures, diagrams, graphs, 
tables, and other data

▸Fonts should be large 
enough to be legible, the 
layout of diagrams and 
graphs should be clear, and 
figures should be              
high resolution (≥300 dpi)
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New Challenges 
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Generative AI 

▸The next generation of machine-generated papers

▸Such as ChatGPT, OpenAI tools, Google Bard, Gemini, …..

▸Much better natural language and creates more realistic-looking papers 
(but not original content – yet)

- Reads well

- More coherent thesis

- Meaningful references

- Occasional hallucinations – totally made-up content 

▸Getting more difficult to detect, but a true human subject matter expert 
can detect BUT weak peer reviewers will miss.
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Tortured Phrases/Papers
▸Tortured Phases is the use of non-standard language or          

convoluted expressions for standard, well-accepted terms

▸Causes?

- Authors with poor mastery of English or lack of familiarity of standard terms

- Weak (word-by-word) language translators

- Deliberate text modifications to avoid plagiarism detection (principal cause?)

▸ Examples Glucose Intolerance –> Sugar Bigotry, Big Data  –> Huge Information

▸While around for years,  the first broad acknowledgment was in 2021
- Cabanac, Guillaume, Cyril Labbe, and Alexander Magazinov. ”Tortured phrases: A dubious writing style emerging 

in science. Evidence of critical issues affecting established journals.” arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.06751 (2021)

▸By 2024, has grown by at least 10x

▸Common in all scholarly publishing, not just IEEE or engineering.15
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Poor English and “Google Translate”

▸The language in the paper should be “correct” — 
there should not be many grammar, spelling, and 
punctuation errors, as they make the paper 
difficult to read or understand

▸Translation software, such as Google Translate, 
makes many errors. Using software to translate 
large portions of a paper often results in an 
unreadable paper.

▸If you need to have large sections of your paper 
translated, it should be done by a qualified person

▸Authors are responsible for the translated content

▸Readability issues are sufficient for rejection
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Other Threats

▸Additional result of  the pressure of “Publish or Perish” / graduation 
requirements / academic institution accrediting requirements

- Citejacking – non-existent / non-related references 

- Feet of Clay – Based on fraudulent / retracted / withdrawn papers

- Falsified data / reversed engineered data

- Papers Mills – very hard to detect, probably more common than we realize

▸Robust Peer Review with Subject Matter Experts is essential, but some 
automation may help

▸Building a strong Peer Review team is one of the primary responsibilities for  
the Technical Program Chair(s)17



Addressing the Conference Threats
▶ While the vast, vast majority of IEEE submissions are valid, with 300,000 annual 

conference presentations and > 500,000 submissions, if just 1-2 per 1,000 
problematic papers leak through this results in too much junk 

▶ Investigation is showing 
▪ The bulk of the issue is occurring in a small number of conferences, but an 

occasional problem can be found in many conferences
▶ Using newly developed third-party tools:

▪ Xplore is being scanned, and papers are being retracted
▪ Conferences with repeated history, their next Xplore submission will be pre-

scanned and if problems are found, returned with a warning that they must 
clean-up their submission and provide a roadmap to prevent future issues.

▪ IEEE owners / sponsors with repeated events will likewise be warned as 
Policy 10 requires that they are substantially involved in the organization of 
the technical program.18



Pseudoscience

▸Reviewers should not accept papers on 
pseudoscience — topics that present 
themselves as scientific but are of dubious 
scientific validity 

▸Examples of such topics include perpetual 
motion, auras, dowsing, chakra points, 
homeopathy, morphic resonance, and torsion 
fields 

▸In many cases, these papers are outside of the 
reviewers’ areas of technical expertise, so the 
reviewer should not review them
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Conference Scope

▸Reviewers should make sure that the 
scope of the papers that they review  
are within the stated scope of               
the conference

▸Papers that are outside the scope of 
the conference should be rejected
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Reviewer Expectations
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▸Reviewers need to be experts in 
subjects of the papers that they review

▸They provide a high-quality review 
and evaluation of the technical 
content

▸They review and evaluate the 
presentation quality of the papers

▸They are unbiased

▸They make sure that the authors have 
met their responsibilities

Expert Evaluation of Submitted Papers



Too Many Authors or Reviewers From Host Institution
▸Having a large fraction of the accepted papers are from the institution that hosts the 

conference gives a negative impression

- Organizers discriminating against other institutions?

- Conference can’t attract many authors?

- Conference is designed only for members of that institution?

▸Carefully monitor the number of papers and fraction of reviewers from the host 
institution!

▸It is a Conflict of Interest to review colleagues’ / students’ submissions
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Template Text
▸Many conferences provide authors with a “template” that helps authors 

format their manuscripts correctly

▸Standard IEEE conference templates for Word, LaTeX and Overleaf exist 

▸Authors should check their papers carefully to make sure they have removed 
all of the template text

- Leftover template text in papers makes it appear very unprofessional for both 
authors and reviewers! And of course, for the conference organizers!!  
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Addressing Peer Review Concerns

▶ New IEEE Requirements

▪ All conferences seeking to be included in Xplore must fully implement the 
IEEE Peer Review process as defined in IEEE PSPB Operation Manual 8.2.2

▪ All conferences seeking to be included in Xplore must permit the IEEE with 
access to their Peer Review data

▶ ICC / CEE are investigating recommending a Manuscript Handling System(s) that 
will minimize the impact of these new requirements on conferences

▪ Include working with common present MHS providers

▪ Looking at free / low-cost options for those not using an established system

▪ Will develop ways to collect data from established conferences 
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Technical Program – Best Practices 

▸The Technical Program is the heart of the conference

▸The Technical Program Chair is responsible for developing and executing a high-
quality technical program

▸Each submitted paper should receive a minimum of three (3) reviews, no less 
than 2 (not including a review by Technical Program Chair(s))

▸Reviewers should not be assigned more papers than they can reasonably review 

▸Plagiarism checking is required (by Technical Program Chair)

▸If you need assistance, please contact Customer Relationship Management 
Team 

▸The integrity of the IEEE and Xplore is the responsibility of ALL.
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Q & A 
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