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All of the articles in this proceedings volume have been presented at the 3rd International Con-

ference on Image, Algorithms, and Artificial Intelligence (ICIAAI 2025) during May 23-25 in 

Singapore. These articles have been peer reviewed by the members of the Technical Commit-

tee] and approved by the Editor-in-Chief, who affirms that this document is a truthful descrip-

tion of the conference’s review process.
 

1. REVIEW PROCEDURE 

The reviews were double-blind. Each submission was examined by at least 2 re-

viewer(s) independently.  

The conference submission management system was Easychair 

Please describe the overall process of review for your conference.  

The proceeding adheres to a rigorous, double-blind peer review process to ensure 

academic quality and ethical standards. Key steps are outlined below: 

1.  Manuscript Allocation: Within one week after submission, the Editor-in-Chief 

assigns each manuscript to 2–3 independent reviewers with expertise aligned to the 

paper’s topic. Reviewers must declare no conflicts of interest (e.g., collaborations, in-

stitutional affiliations, or financial ties with authors) prior to participation. 

2. Initial Screening (1 week): Reviewers conduct a preliminary check for compli-

ance with formatting guidelines, structural completeness (abstract, methods, results, 

etc.), and thematic relevance. Manuscripts failing to meet basic standards are desk-re-

jected, with detailed feedback provided to authors. 

3. In-Depth Evaluation (3 weeks): Reviewers assess the manuscript’s originality, 

methodological validity, data integrity, and contribution to the field. Evaluations in-

clude: 

• A categorical rating (Accept/Minor Revision/Major Revision/Reject) 

• Constructive comments for improvement
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• A confidential recommendation to the Editor 

4.  Decision-Making & Conflict Resolution: The Editor consolidates reviews and 

resolves discrepancies through panel discussions. Final decisions prioritize both schol-

arly rigor and a target acceptance rate of 45%, which balances selectivity with support 

for emerging research. Borderline manuscripts may undergo additional review or sta-

tistical validation. 

5.  Author Notification: Authors receive a decision within 1-week post-review, in-

cluding anonymized reviewer comments. Accepted manuscripts proceed to production; 

others may be invited to resubmit after revision (2-month revision window). 

6. Revisions & Appeals: Revised manuscripts are re-evaluated within 2 weeks. Au-

thors may appeal decisions with a point-by-point rebuttal, which triggers an independ-

ent audit by the Editorial Board. 

7. Reviewers are typically asked to evaluate papers based on several criteria: 

• Originality and Innovation: Is the paper presenting new ideas, methodologies, or 

findings? Does it contribute to the advancement of the field? 

• Technical Soundness: Are the methods used sound and appropriate?  Is the anal-

ysis rigorous?  Are the results well-supported by the data? 

• Relevance to the Conference: Does the paper fit within the scope of the confer-

ence themes and tracks? 

• Clarity and Organization: Is the paper well-organized, with clear arguments and 

structure? Are the ideas presented in a coherent and understandable way? 

• Literature Review and References: Does the paper appropriately engage with ex-

isting literature? Is there a clear understanding of the state of the field? 

• Ethical Considerations: Does the research adhere to ethical standards, especially 

in areas like data privacy, human subjects, etc.? 

• Practical Implications: For applied research, reviewers will also assess the poten-

tial practical impact or applications of the findings. 

• Each of these criteria is typically scored on a numerical scale (e.g., 1-5), and re-

viewers are asked to provide detailed feedback and suggestions for improvement. 

8. Ethics & Transparency 

• COPE Compliance: All participants follow the COPE Ethical Guidelines. 

• Gender/Geographic Inclusion: Reviewers evaluate whether gender, race, or geo-

• Diversity Auditors: 2 committee members monitor demographic balance in ac-

cepted papers quarterly. 

• AI Usage: AI tools (e.g., plagiarism detection, statistical error flags) assist but 

never replace human judgment. 
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[Any efforts in improving peer review should also appear in this section; for example, 

how reviewers are recused from the handling of papers by closely related authors, steps 

taken to reduce unconscious bias, etc.] 

2. QUALITY CRITERIA 

Reviewers were instructed to assess the quality of submissions solely based on the 

academic merit of their content along the following dimensions [Note: please summa-

rise your criteria and order them by importance; the following list is an example]: 

1. Relevance: Does the paper fit within the conference's subject matter? 

2. Motivation: Is the problem addressed in the paper motivated by a clear and 

justifiable rationale? 

3. Originality: Has a significant portion of the work been previously published 

elsewhere? 

4. Structure: Does the paper include essential components such as author details, 

an abstract, keywords, introduction, methodology, conclusions, and references? 

5. Contribution: Would the findings or insights contribute meaningfully to the 

field? 

6. Referencing: Are references used appropriately, are they necessary, and are 

they cited correctly? 

7. Language: Is the language of the paper clear, concise, and free of errors? 

8. Visual Aids: Are diagrams, figures, tables, and their captions necessary, clear, 

and effectively support the paper's content? 

In addition, all of the articles have been checked for textual overlap in an effort to 

detect possible signs of plagiarism by the publisher. The plagiarism tool we used for 

detection is Turnitin.  
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3. KEY METRICS 

Total submissions 266 

Number of articles sent for peer review 251 

Number of accepted articles 111 

Acceptance rate 41.7% 

Number of reviewers 17 

please do not delete any existing row. Numbers are for example only. “Acceptance 

rate” is (number of accepted articles) divided by (number of total submissions).] 
 

 

[Any additional information about article statistics belongs to this section, but the 

listing should suffice in most situations. More rows can be added if necessary, but 
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4. COMPETING INTERESTS 

[Competing interests refer to any interests of the Editor-in-Chief and/or members 

of the review body, that may or may be perceived to influence editorial decisions. It is 

normal to have interests, even competing ones, but the ethics of scientific publication 

demands that any competing interests be properly declared, and that appropriate steps 

be taken to uphold the validity of the editorial process in their presence. 

This is the proper section to document competing interests and the measures to ad-

dress them. We show three examples here, and we encourage the organizers consult 

the Publisher’s and/or COPE guidelines for further information. In case of uncertainty, 

please contact the Publisher. 

Example A (for no special interest): Neither the Editor-in-Chief nor any member of 

the Scientific Committee declares any competing interest. 

Example B: Some of the authors (in this case, name them) were supervised by the 

Editor-in-Chief, who has recused herself from handling their submissions and has del-

egated them to colleagues with no personal interests in them. 

Example C: The conference was partially funded by Acme, Inc., a company that 

has also supported or participated in some of the research submitted to the conference. 

All authors and reviewers are required to disclose their funding sources, and those re-

search works that were funded by Acme have been reviewed by members of the Scien-

tific Committee with no personal interests in the company.] 

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial 4.0 International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/),
which permits any noncommercial use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any
medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and indicate if changes were made.
        The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter's
Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material
is not included in the chapter's Creative Commons license and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder.
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