Rethinking the Organization of Demonstration Tracks:
The VLDB 2025 Experience

Sourav S Bhowmick
NTU
Singapore
assourav@ntu.edu.sg

ABSTRACT

Demonstration tracks are a vital part of premier data
management conferences, enabling researchers to show-
case interactive systems. However, growing submission
volumes and increasing competitiveness place signifi-
cant strain on the traditional review structure managed
by a small number of chairs. This report describes our
experience redesigning the organization of the VLDB
2025 demonstration track to improve scalability and re-
view quality. We introduced a distributed organizational
model with associate editors (AEs) responsible for sub-
sets of submissions, enabling better coordination and
balanced workloads. A diverse program committee was
formed to ensure broad expertise and perspectives. We
also refined the review workflow by establishing clearer
evaluation guidelines, redesigning the review form, de-
ploying automated COI management, and revisiting best
demonstration selection procedures. Feedback from AEs
indicates that these changes improved review quality,
fairness, and scalability.

1. INTRODUCTION

Demonstration tracks play a crucial role in pre-
mier data management conferences such as the VLDB
and SIGMOD. Unlike traditional research paper tracks
that emphasize theoretical contributions and eval-
uation results, demonstration (demo for brevity)
tracks provide a venue for showcasing working sys-
tems, prototypes, and interactive tools. These de-
mos allow conference participants to directly ex-
perience new technologies and system innovations,
thereby bridging the gap between theoretical re-
search and practical implementation. As the data
management field increasingly emphasizes systems,
platforms, and end-to-end solutions, the importance
of demonstration tracks has grown significantly.

A key value of demonstration tracks lies in their
ability to present research artifacts in an interac-
tive environment. Demonstrations allow authors to
showcase system architecture, user interfaces, and
real-world scenarios through live interaction with
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the audience. This format enables researchers and
practitioners to better understand how proposed
systems operate in practice, which is often difficult
to convey through written papers alone. For atten-
dees, demos provide a “hands-on” perspective that
can reveal practical insights, usability considera-
tions, and potential limitations of new technologies.
Consequently, demonstration sessions often become
vibrant forums for discussion, collaboration, and
knowledge exchange within the community. The
format also encourages participation from industry
practitioners and system builders who may prior-
itize deployable technologies and prototypes over
purely theoretical contributions. Indeed, across the
broader computer science community, including the
field of NLP, there has been increasing call for eval-
uating the real-world impact of research through the
adoption and practical use of developed tools and
techniques [6]. In this context, showcasing work-
ing systems and tools through demonstration tracks
often provides the foundation for measuring their
eventual real-world adoption and impact.

Over the years, demonstration tracks at premier
data management conferences have become increas-
ingly competitive. The growing size of the data
management community, combined with the rising
interest in building functional systems, has led to
a steady increase in demo submissions. The demo
tracks often receive well over one hundred submis-
sions, with only a fraction accepted for presentation,
reflecting both the popularity and competitiveness
of the track. For instance, the VLDB 2025 demo
track received 150 submissions and accepted 55 de-
mos, yielding an acceptance rate of about 36.7%.
Such numbers illustrate not only the scale of inter-
est but also the increasing pressure on the review
and selection process.

Despite the growing number of submissions, the
organizational structure of demonstration tracks has
remained unchanged for decades. Review processes
are typically managed by two demo chairs and a
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Table 1: Statistics of VLDB demo tracks.
Feature Year
2023 | 2024 | 2025
No. of AEs - - 14
No. of PC 57 51 54
No. of submissions 134 166 150
No. of accepted demos 53 64 55

program committee (PC). Chairs must coordinate
reviewers, ensure fairness, and evaluate diverse ma-
terials such as papers and videos using specialized
criteria, making the process increasingly complex
and difficult to scale as submissions grow. Given
these challenges, it may be time to rethink how
demonstration tracks are managed in major data
management conferences.

In this article, we describe our experience rethink-
ing the organization of the demonstration track for
VLDB 2025 to address these challenges. We adopted
a more distributed structure by introducing asso-
ciate editors (AEs) to oversee subsets of submis-
sions, assembled a diverse PC, refined the review
workflow with clearer demo evaluation guidelines,
implemented automated conflict-of-interest (COI)
management, redesigned the review form to bet-
ter reflect the unique characteristics of demonstra-
tions, and revisited the selection process of best de-
mos. We believe that such changes help maintain
the quality and fairness of the review process while
scaling to accommodate the growing interest in sys-
tem demonstrations.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows:
Section 2 discusses the traditional organization of
demonstration tracks and the associated challenges.
Section 3 describes the organizational structure
adopted for the VLDB 2025 demo track to address
these issues. In Section 4, we summarize feedback
from Associate Editors (AEs) regarding their expe-
rience with the revamped review process. Finally,
Section 5 concludes with an outlook on potential
future directions for improving demonstration track
review management.

2. TRADITIONAL ORGANIZATION OF
DEMOS

Typically, the entire review process of a demon-
stration track in data management venues is coor-
dinated by two demo track chairs, supported by
a program committee (PC). While this structure
has historically worked for smaller submission vol-
umes, the rapid growth in submissions presents new
challenges (Table 1). The demo chairs must over-
see reviewer assignments, manage conflicts of inter-
est, ensure review quality, and coordinate discus-
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sions among reviewers. In addition, demo submis-
sions often require specialized evaluation criteria—
such as system novelty, interactivity, usability, and
demonstration feasibility—which differ from tradi-
tional research papers. Ensuring consistent and fair
evaluation across many submissions therefore re-
quires significant coordination effort.

Another challenge arises from the complexity of
demo submissions themselves. Authors are typi-
cally required to submit short papers describing the
system architecture and demonstration scenario, of-
ten accompanied by supplementary materials such
as demonstration videos. These materials must be
evaluated holistically to assess the clarity, technical
contribution, and practical feasibility of the demo.
Managing these heterogeneous artifacts further in-
creases the workload for reviewers and chairs, par-
ticularly when submission numbers continue to grow.

3. RETHINKING DEMO TRACK
ORGANIZATION

In this section, we briefly outline the key changes
introduced in the organization of the demonstra-
tion track of VLDB 2025 to address the challenges.
To the best of our knowledge, these modifications
represent new practices that have not been imple-
mented in prior editions of demonstration tracks
at data management venues. By introducing these
changes, we aim to improve the efficiency, trans-
parency, and overall quality of this track.

Data-driven Formation of Review Board. As-
sociate Editors (AEs) are typically recruited to over-
see the research tracks rather than the demonstra-
tion tracks in data management venues. In VLDB
2025, we first recruited 14 distinguished researchers
to serve as AEs to assist with overseeing and man-
aging the review process [1]. Subsequently, we as-
sembled the Program Committee (PC) by adopt-
ing the data-driven, iterative PC selection method-
ology introduced in EDBT 2023 [5]. This process
was designed to ensure that the final PC provides
strong coverage across the relevant research areas
while maintaining diversity in terms of geographic
location, institutional affiliation, and country of ter-
tiary or secondary education (COE)!. In particular,
a diverse group of experts in a PC has the potential
to enhance the overall review quality of a venue by
offering unique perspectives and experiences [4].
Based on the anticipated number of submissions,
we targeted a PC size between 50 and 60 members.

LCOE denotes the country in which a candidate completed their
high school or undergraduate education. This information is of-
ten publicly available on personal webpages or LinkedIn profiles.
We use it as a proxy for country of origin, as the latter is typi-
cally not publicly disclosed.
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Figure 1: Diversity distribution of the PC:
(top) Country; (bottom) COE.

The recruitment process was conducted iteratively
over a period of approximately two months, requir-
ing eight rounds of selection and evaluation before
the final committee was formed. In total, this pro-
cess resulted in the appointment of 54 PC members.

Figure 1 shows the diversity of the PC with re-
spect to location and COE. We observe that the
PC exhibits strong diversity with less skew com-
pared to the research tracks of our major venues [4].
We compute the institutional diversity of the PC by
measuring its institutional diversity ratio (IDR) [4]:

IDR(U) = |Iv|/|Rv|

where R, is the set of reviewers of a venue v and
I, is the set of institutions they are affiliated with.
For simplicity, we assume each member r € R, is
associated with only one institution. Observe that
0 < IDR(v) < 1. The IDR(V) for our PC is 0.943,
indicating high institutional diversity.

Diversification of Reviewer Assignment. Each
submission in the demonstration track was reviewed
by at least three reviewers. One of the aims of di-
versifying the PC is to assign a more diverse set
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of reviewers for each submission. Note that the
reviewer assignment algorithm of Microsoft CMT,
which hosts VLDB 2025, does not explicitly diversify
assignments across multiple dimensions. Therefore,
it is important for the input data (i.e., the PC list)
itself to be diverse so that the assignments produced
by CMT reflect this diversity.

Figure 2 plots the diversity distribution of as-
signed reviewers with respect to institution, loca-
tion, and COE. The diversity score (div score) ranges
from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates a homogeneous as-
signment (e.g., all reviewers are from the United
States) and 1 indicates a fully diverse assignment
(all reviewers are from different institution, coun-
tries, or COE categories). The results show that
reviewer assignments are generally diverse, with the
majority of submissions being reviewed by experts
from different institutions, locations or COE cate-
gories.

Note that we employed a bidding-based paper as-
signment process. As a result, most submissions
were assigned to reviewers who had indicated their
willingness to review them.

Automated COI Check. Prior to VLDB 2025,
automated detection of unreported conflicts of in-
terest (COIs) was applied only to the research tracks.
An audit conducted by the PVLDB Advisory Com-
mittee revealed that, in several past editions of the
demonstration track, some submissions had been
assigned to reviewers who had COIs with the au-
thors according to the VLDB COI policy [2]. Such
assignments may undermine the fairness and in-
tegrity of the review process. To prevent such as-
signments, we employed CLOSET [3] for automated
COI detection and management in VLDB 2025. The
results indicated that at least one author in approx-
imately 7% of submissions had not declared all rel-
evant COIs. We then uploaded the CLOSET results
to Microsoft CMT and reassigned reviewers accord-
ingly, ensuring that no submission was assigned to
reviewers with COlIs as identified by CLOSET.

Guidelines for Reviewers and a New Review
Form. Reviewers were provided with clear guide-
lines for evaluating demonstration papers, cover-
ing aspects such as relevance, the content of the
demonstration paper, readiness, audience interac-
tivity, novelty, and the expectation of constructive
reviews. Importantly, submissions should be as-
sessed using criteria specific to demonstrations rather
than those typically applied to research papers. First,
submissions must be clearly relevant to data man-
agement, though the scope can be interpreted broadly.
However, papers unrelated to VLDB, such as purely
AI/ML demos, should receive low priority. Review-
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Figure 2: Reviewer assignment diversity distribution of submissions.

ers should focus on whether the paper describes the
functionality and architecture of an innovative sys-
tem along with a clear demonstration plan. The
demo must also be ready at the time of review
rather than being planned for a future stage. Au-
dience interactivity is crucial; effective demonstra-
tions should allow attendees to easily interact with
the system through intuitive interfaces. Novelty is
expected, either through new research contributions
(e.g., demonstration of a SIGMOD/VLDB paper) or
creative applications of existing ideas. Reviewers
should not expect performance evaluations or user
studies. Reviews should be detailed, constructive,
and polite, covering the entire proposal rather than
only the accompanied video, while avoiding subjec-
tive or non-technical judgments.

A new review form was designed specifically for
the demonstration track to ensure that reviewers
provide ratings and comments aligned with the afore-
mentioned guidelines. The form structures the re-
view process around key aspects such as relevance,
readiness, audience interactivity, and novelty, help-
ing reviewers focus on criteria appropriate for demo
papers rather than research papers. This tailored
format also encourages more consistent, detailed,
and constructive feedback across submissions. A
screenshot of the form is depicted in Figure 3.

AE-guided Decision Making. Given the large
number of submissions and the distinct characteris-
tics of the demonstration track, we leverage the AEs
to help manage the review process. Distributing
submissions among these AEs enables more effective
coordination, helps maintain review quality, and
supports discussions among reviewers—particularly
by guiding them, when needed, to adhere to the re-
view guidelines specific to the demonstration track.

Revisiting Best Demonstration Selection Pro-
cess. Traditionally, the best demonstrations are
selected by an evaluation team appointed by the
demonstration chairs during the conference. The
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Review Questions Preview X

2. The archil and ionalities of the
visible to other reviewers, visible to meta-reviewers)

are clearly arti * (visible to authors after notification,
O Yes
O Partially

O No

3. The ion scenario is clearly arti
meta-reviewers)

* (visible to authors after notification, visible to other reviewers, visible to

O Yes
O Partially
O No

4. Please rate the potential degree of audience interaction of the demo scenario * (visible to authors after notification, visible
to other reviewers, visible to meta-reviewers)

O High
O Medium
O Low

(O None .

Figure 3: Screenshot of the (partial) review
form.

team visits different demonstrations and interacts
with both the software and the demonstrators be-
fore deciding the award winners. In practice, al-
though each demonstration is supported by a four-
page technical proposal, the quality of that proposal
has rarely been considered when selecting the award
winners. Moreover, with the growing number of
demonstrations showcased at our premier venues,
it has become increasingly taxing for the evaluation
team to assess all of them.

At VLDB 2025, we adopted a two-step process
for selecting the best demonstrations. First, we so-
licited recommendations from AEs and chairs at
the end of the review process on potential candi-
dates based on the technical merit of the propos-
als and reviewers’ feedback. Second, the shortlisted
candidate demonstrations (10 of them) were pro-
vided to the evaluation team. The team then vis-
ited these demonstrations during conference, as well
as any additional demonstrations they considered
compelling or innovative, to determine the final award
winners. This process offers two main advantages:
(a) it incorporates the scientific quality of the demo
proposal as judged by the review board as an ex-
plicit evaluation criterion, and (b) it makes the eval-
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Table 2: Comments from the Associate Editors.
Comment
“This is my first time being a meta-reviewer and I think the process went well.”
“Except one missing review everything was fine.”
“Overall, my workload was manageable, even if I generally ended up doing it at the last possible moment.
As always, however, the people shape the process, and I think the demonstration chairs did a great job
of running the show as well. A personal pet peeve: I think the CS community is poorly served by
frequently shortening the word “demonstration” to “demo”. I see that for VLDB, the longer form is
mostly used, and I commend you for it, but basically any use of “demo” should be replaced, as the longer
form more clearly identifies what the submission should be about. For young people who rarely see the
longer term, it can basically mean just about anything. But, again, I'm glad that VLDB uses the longer
form primarily!”
“Very well managed by the chairs. In the meta-review form, I would have liked to have a field “not for
the eyes of the authors”.”
“Overall, it went welll My only (minor) input is that the one paper in my stack that was removed later
to meet the quota was the demo that I was most excited about. Most other demos were... fine. Nothing
that exciting but all reasonable.”
“T think this worked well, in particular having associated editors to lead discussion and inform decisions
through a meta-review. This was particularly needed in quite a number of papers in the grey zone.”
“Everything went smoothly. Good teamwork!”
“The process worked well in general, thank you for the great efforts!!”

Category

Organization

“The age-old question came up again: shall a demo be based on a prior publication, or may it demo
unproven/unreviewed methods.”

“A lot of the feedback from reviewers was about disconnect between text and the videos, so perhaps in
the future demo CfP could emphasize that videos are important part of the submission to encourage
authors to put more efforts into them.”

“There seemed to be some divergence in opinion regarding the advantage or disadvantage of that demo
being based on a previously published paper. I think having a strong technical paper as background
makes the demo stronger because one can focus on what matters for a demo, showing off what it can
and still struggles with, and interaction with the participants. Others thought that this would impede
novelty, but it’s essentially impossible to justify scalability and effectiveness within a four page paper
apart from showcasing interactivity. Perhaps this could be clarified in some guidelines for the reviewers.”
“I’d say the review process went smoothly overall. But there were still too many reviews that focused
on the research (e.g., no evaluation, this technical aspect is missing, etc.) rather than the demo. Not
sure how best to address this since it is very difficult for reviewers to remove their “paper review” hat
and put on their “demo review” hat, though maybe changing the review form radically to not look like
a paper review form at all would help, e.g., rather than “strong points”, use “what engages the audience
and encourages interaction” or “how does the paper showcase research in this area”. ”

“Some reviews are late. I have to need to keep an eye on whether reviews were available from time to
time. b) The reviewers are generally willing to participate in discussion, which is helpful.”

“Significant number of reviewers did not adapt their reviews to demo papers, reviewing the submissions
as (short) research papers. Little discussion, requiring meta-reviewers to make “execute” decisions and
demonstrating the importance of meta-reviewers to know the difference between demo and research
track.”

Review Process

uation process more tractable, as the committee is
not obligated to review every demonstration pre-
sented at the conference, yet retains the discretion
to assess any compelling demonstrations beyond those
included in the candidate list.

Live Demonstration During Award Ceremony.
Typically, during the award ceremony at premier
data management venues, the winners and runners-
up of the Best Demonstration Award are announced,
and the recipients are invited to the stage to receive
their certificates.

At VLDB 2025, we introduced a small change
to this tradition by inviting the winning team to
briefly showcase their demonstration to the audi-
ence during the ceremony?. This live presentation

2We thank the program chairs of VLDB 2025, Nesime Tatbul and
Themis Palpanas, for the suggestion.
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not only generated greater engagement among at-
tendees, but also provided a clear illustration of the
system’s capabilities and the reasons it stood out
among the competing demonstrations.

4. FEEDBACK

To evaluate the effectiveness of the aforementioned
framework for managing the review process, we sought
feedback from the AEs after the completion of the
review process and the notification of decisions to
the authors. The AEs were invited to complete an
online form and provide open-ended comments on
the organization and management of the review pro-
cess. Twelve AEs responded to our invitation. Ta-
ble 2 summarizes their feedback, categorized into
organizational aspects and the review process.

The AEs generally reported that the organiza-
tion of the process worked well. Several commented
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that the workflow was smooth, well managed by the
chairs, and supported by effective teamwork. Work-
loads were considered manageable, although some
editors completed tasks close to deadlines. Minor
issues were mentioned, such as a missing review,
the changing an original demo assignment due to
quota limits, and the desire for a confidential field
in the meta-review form for comments not visible to
authors. One AE also noted a preference for con-
sistently using the term “demonstration” instead of
the abbreviated “demo” to better communicate the
track’s intent. Overall, the structure—particularly
the role of associate editors and meta-reviews—was
viewed as helpful for guiding discussions and resolv-
ing borderline cases.

Regarding the review process, editors highlighted
recurring challenges. A key debate concerned whether
demonstrations should be based on previously pub-
lished research or present novel methods/frameworks.
Some felt prior publications strengthen demonstra-
tions, while others worried this may reduce novelty.
Another common issue was that some reviewers of-
ten evaluated submissions like short research pa-
pers rather than demonstrations, focusing on tech-
nical evaluation rather than interactivity or audi-
ence engagement. AEs suggested revising reviewer
guidelines or redesigning review forms to emphasize
demo-specific criteria. In fact, these aspects were
already highlighted in both the guidelines and the
review form; however, some reviewers did not ap-
pear to pay sufficient attention to them. Additional
concerns included occasional late reviews, limited
reviewer discussion, and the need for greater atten-
tion to the alignment between submitted papers and
accompanying videos.

5. REFLECTIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Demonstration tracks have become an essential
component of premier data management conferences,
providing a unique platform for showcasing interac-
tive data management systems. However, the rapid
increase in submissions and the resulting competi-
tiveness place significant pressure on the traditional
review structure managed by a small number of
demo chairs. To sustain the vitality and quality of
these tracks, it is paramount to reconsider the cur-
rent organizational model and explore more scalable
approaches to managing the review process.

In this report, we reflect on our experience in re-
designing the organization of the VLDB 2025 demon-
stration track to address several emerging challenges.
Based on the lessons learned, we propose that fu-
ture chairs consider adopting the following organi-

70

zational changes:

e Transition to a distributed organizational struc-
ture by introducing AEs responsible for over-
seeing specific subsets of submissions. This
change allows for more focused coordination
and balanced workload management.

e Form a diverse program committee composed
of members with varied expertise, location, COE,
and institutional affiliations. This diversity
helps to ensure a broader range of perspectives
during the review process, promoting balanced
evaluations and strengthening the overall qual-
ity, fairness, and inclusiveness of the decision-
making process.

o Refine the review workflow by establishing clear
guidelines for evaluating demonstrations, en-
suring that reviewers assess demos using con-
sistent and appropriate criteria.

e Deploy automated COI management tools (e.g.,
CLOSET) to strengthen transparency and in-
tegrity in the process.

e Revisit the design of the review form to bet-
ter reflect the distinctive attributes of system
demonstrations, and reassess the criteria and
procedures for selecting best demonstrations.

In summary, as evident from the feedback from
associate editors, these recommendations have the
potential to help maintain the quality, fairness, and
scalability of the review process as interest in sys-
tem demonstrations continues to grow. We also
note that this organizational model has subsequently
been (partially) adopted by VLDB 2026 and SIG-
MOD 2027.

Our experience also highlights several areas that
require further improvement in future iterations.
One challenge is the inefficiency caused by unre-
ported COI from authors, which complicates and
delays the reviewer assignment process. Addressing
this issue will require stronger mechanisms to ensure
more accurate and timely COI disclosure. Addi-
tionally, despite the availability of evaluation guide-
lines, some reviewers continued to assess demon-
strations using the criteria typically applied to short
research papers, often expecting extensive experi-
mental studies. While most associate editors were
able to mitigate this by guiding reviewers appropri-
ately, future efforts should focus on better aligning
reviewer expectations with the goals of demonstra-
tion submissions. Doing so will be essential for pre-
serving the fairness, consistency, and integrity of the
review process.
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