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DEVELOPMENT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ‘EDITORIAL BOARD’: 
THE NEXT STEPS
Executive Summary
1. The CCSG has funded the proposal from the Co-ordinating Editors for the further development and establishment of an ‘editorial board’.

Purpose
2. This report provides an update on the work plan for the period August 2007 – January 2009, for presentation and discussion at the CCSG meeting, October 2007.
Urgency

3. No urgency.
Access

4. This is an open access paper.
Brief background
5. At its April 2007 meeting, the CCSG recorded its unanimous in-principle support for the proposal from the Co-ordinating Editors for the further development and establishment of an ‘editorial board’. 

6. In July, the CCSG Executive granted funding of ₤83,641 for project work associated with the development and establishment of an ‘editorial board’. Funds are inclusive of a 2-day meeting of all Co-ordinating Editors in London in January 2008. 
7. The term ‘editorial board’ may be misleading because the new entity may share some functions of a traditional journal editorial board but it is most likely that it will have different and ‘Cochrane-relevant’ functions, i.e. it will be purpose built. However, for the moment, the project team are using this term for simplicity until agreement is reached on its final name. 
8. The project will run over 18 months. It will examine how the ‘editorial board’ should be established as a functioning entity, including its name, purpose, responsibilities and accountability, membership, secretariat, and relationships with other groups in the Collaboration.
9. The executive group of the Co-ordinating Editors has formed a small team of people with primary responsibility for this work, and nominated Sophie Hill, Co-ordinating Editor for the Consumers and Communication Review Group, to manage this process. Other team members are Andy Oxman, Paul Garner, and Harriet MacLehose of the Quality Advisory Group. 
Proposal and Discussion
10. This document is a status report to the CCSG and covers the project objectives, work plan, consultation and terms of reference for the ‘editorial board’.

11. Objectives: This proposal is to establish a functioning editorial board, with the intention of having a fully operational board by January 2009. This period is Stage 1. The objectives are:

· To develop and implement an operational plan, detailing the following: 
· aim and agreed terms of reference for the editorial board, 

· membership and name of entity, 

· functional mode, including the issues of collective decision making, governance, accountability and reporting to the CCSG and to board members,

· executive structure and delegation of powers, 

· structure and delineation of relationships and responsibilities between the editorial board and other key groups whose terms of reference may be affected by the development of the board’s new functions,

· co-ordination, communication and integration with all other groups and entities.

· To work closely with key groups in developing and implementing systems for improving and monitoring the quality of reviews, and review production and coordination. Key groups to include, in addition to Co-ordinating Editors, are nominated personnel from the CCSG, representatives of Methods groups, Review Group Co-ordinators, Quality Advisory Group, Handbook Advisory Group and Publishing Policy Group, or other groups as nominated by the CCSG.

· To resolve the issue of an appropriate and acceptable name for the editorial board (as currently termed) through consultation, following clarification of its key role and responsibilities. This step is in recognition of the ambiguity about the purpose of the editorial board. It is envisaged that the final new entity may share some functions of a traditional journal-style editorial board but will have additional functions relevant to its purpose and the needs and demands of the Cochrane Collaboration.

· In collaboration with other key groups, to establish agreed minimum standards for reviews and editorial processes and a process for ensuring their implementation. Key groups to include, in addition to Co-ordinating Editors, are nominated personnel from the CCSG, representatives of Methods groups, Review Group Co-ordinators, Quality Advisory Group, Handbook Advisory Group and Publishing Policy Group, or other groups as nominated by the CCSG.

· To develop and implement effective ways of assisting Co-ordinating Editors to mentor and support people completing reviews.

· To establish a formally constituted executive for the editorial board.

· To specify the functions and requirements for a board secretariat and its staffing structure.

· To specify the duties of an ‘editor in chief’ (as currently termed), and to recruit and fill the position.

· To prepare a draft work plan for Stage 2, i.e. for the fully operational board and ‘editor-in-chief’ to implement.

· To acquire endorsement from Co-ordinating Editors and key participating groups regarding the main components of the Stage 1 work plan.

· To consult with and report monthly to the CCSG via its Executive Group.

· To consult, and regularly communicate with the wider constituency of the Collaboration regarding the above.

· To work with the CCSG to implement the outcomes.

12. Project work plan, deliverables and due dates: The table below sets out the work plan, deliverables and due dates for all activities in Stage 1, and is organized to follow the draft Terms of Reference for the editorial board and its executive, as discussed and agreed in Amsterdam. We aim to deliver key outcomes at the CCSG meetings of April and October 2008.

	Tasks
	Deliverables 
	Dates (end of month or meeting date) and decision points

	1. Revise and achieve agreement on Terms of Reference (ToRs) for the editorial board.
	· Draft ToRs circulated to Co-Eds and RGCs (Done)

· ToRs finalized and submitted to CCSG (also included below)
	May 2007

Nov 2007

	2. Develop, consult on, and implement the structures, processes and standards associated with the editorial board’s agreed ToRs.
	· See 2.1 – 2.8 below
	

	2.1. The editorial board would establish a collective decision making structure for Co-ordinating Editors to collaborate effectively with each other, and with others, regarding the implementation of strategic and quality governance for the CDSR. 
	· Draft decision-making structure circulated to Co-Eds

· Revised decision-making structure circulated more widely

· Decision-making structure finalised
	Oct 2007

Nov 2007

Oct 2008

	2.2. The editorial board would establish a formal governance structure to ensure transparency and accountability such that the Co-ordinating Editors’ executive group is accountable to the board (i.e. to all Co-ordinating Editors) and that Co-ordinating Editors are obliged to act on decisions that are taken by the executive group or by the board as a whole (see (2.8) below).
	· Work plan and status report submitted to CCSG for Sao Paolo meeting for information and discussion (herein)
· Draft governance structure circulated to Co-Eds

· Revised governance structure circulated more widely

· Governance structure finalised
	Oct 2007

Oct 2007

Nov 2007

Oct 2008

	2.3. The editorial board would function collaboratively with other key groups and entities in the Collaboration, recognising their contribution to the identification of problems, and to the development and testing of strategies for improving the quality of reviews and review processes.
	· Draft overview of key groups and how editorial board will collaborate with these circulated to Co-Eds

· Revised overview circulated more widely

· Overview finalized and submitted to CCSG
	Dec 2007

Jan-Feb 2008

In time for April 2008 CCSG meeting

	2.4. The editorial board would establish a collective structure for Co-ordinating Editors to collaborate with each other, and with others, to develop and implement systems for improving and monitoring the quality of individual reviews, and review production and co-ordination.
	· Draft proposal for development & evaluation of collective Co-Ed systems for improving and monitoring the quality of reviews and editorial processes circulated to Co-Eds

· Revised proposal circulated more widely

· Proposal finalized and submitted to CCSG
	Dec 2007

Jan-Feb 2008

In time for April 2008 CCSG meeting

	2.5. The editorial board would establish a collective structure for Co-ordinating Editors to work with each other, and with others, to assess progress towards designated agreed minimum standards, and to provide support to meet standards.
	· Establish a process for agreeing on and implementing minimum standards (for reviews and editorial processes), including draft minimum standards for consultation, circulated to Co-Eds

· Revised minimum standards and processes circulated more widely for consultation

· Proposed minimum standards and processes finalized and submitted to CCSG

· Ratification of standards
	Dec 2007

Jan-Feb 2008

In time for April 2008 CCSG meeting

In time for CCSG meeting Oct 2008

	2.6. The editorial board would work with Co-ordinating Editors to develop and implement effective and efficient ways of advising, mentoring and supporting people to complete reviews.
	· Draft plans for developing and implementing strategies circulated to Co-Eds

· Revised plans circulated more widely

· Plans and implementation discussed and agreed by editorial board
	June 2008

Aug 2008

Oct 2008

	2.7. The locus of control of editorial output would remain within each CRG editorial team, with Co-ordinating Editors accountable for the quality of the reviews that appear in their module (i.e. the Co-ordinating Editor is responsible for the quality of the reviews in the module, or as explicitly delegated to editors and staff).
	(see 2.2 above)
	

	2.8. The editorial board will delegate responsibility for its functions between meetings to an executive group.
	· Circulate draft decision-making and governance responsibilities delegated to the executive group by the editorial board to Co-Eds

· Revised proposal circulated more widely

· Proposal discussed and agreed by editorial board
	Dec 2007

Jan-Feb 2008

In time for April 2008 CCSG meeting

	3. Formally establish the editorial board and executive.
	· Formal establishment of editorial board and executive

· Decisions taken on its name; role and responsibilities; membership; functional mode; executive structure and delegation; structure and delineation of relationships and responsibilities between the editorial board and other key groups affected by the board’s new functions; co-ordination, communication and integration with all other groups and entities.


	April 2008 at mid-year CCSG meeting, with awareness that further consultation may be necessary on some aspects prior to a final decision in October 2008.

	4. Establish a formal and functioning executive group of the editorial board.
	See 4.1-4.6 below.
	


	4.1. The executive will: Assume decision-making and governance responsibilities delegated to the executive group by the editorial board.
	(see ToR 2.1, 2.2, 2.8 above)
	May 2008

	4.2. The executive will: Enable communication and consultation amongst Co-ordinating Editors.
	(see ToR 2.1 above)

· Establishment of acting executive

· Establishment of permanent executive
	Aug 2007

May 2008

	4.3. The executive will: Enable communication between the coordinating editors/CRGs and the CC Steering Group, Publishing Policy Group, Quality Advisory Group and others.
	(see ToR 2.3 above)

· Establishment of interim channels for communication and an advisory group with representatives from other key entities
	Aug 2007

	4.4. The executive will: Identify best practices, useful innovations and minimum standards and support their implementation across CRGs.


	(see ToR 2.4 above)

· Implement first six months of the proposed plan
	May-Oct 2008

	4.5. The executive will: Explore, evaluate and (if agreed) implement a quality monitoring system
	(see ToR 2.4 above)

· Implement first six months of the proposed plan
	May-Oct 2008

	4.6. The executive will: Develop, evaluate, disseminate and help to implement good editorial practices and agreed standards across CRGs.
	(see ToRs 2.5 and 2.6 above)

· Implement first six months of the proposed plan
	May-Oct 2008

	5. Appoint an ‘editor-in-chief’ or person similarly named, to manage the functions of the editorial board.
	· Outline role, functions and lines of reporting of an ‘editor-in-chief, and his/her secretariat

· Specify the job description, recruit, select and appoint editor-in-chief – involving nominees of the editorial board executive and the CCSG 
	Oct 2008 at CCSG meeting

Dec 2008-Jan 2009

	6. Working with the editor in chief, establish a secretariat and draft work plan for Stage 2.
	· Secretariat established and editorial board fully functional
	Jan 2009


13. Consultation and communication: As outlined above, regular communication, deliberative meetings and consultative processes will be essential for ensuring that decision making is informed, that decisions are achieved through consensus, and then implemented efficiently. We outline below the main meetings scheduled for Stage 1:
São Paolo CCSG meeting 

· Status report from Jonathan Craig and Peter Tugwell, including feedback from Co-Eds at Brazil, and workshops on quality. 

Oslo working party meeting (late Nov 07) 

· Involving Sophie Hill, Andy Oxman, Paul Garner and Harriet MacLehose (for QAG).

· 2-day working meeting. Discuss and finalize options for consultation with Co-Eds on Tasks 2-6.
London Co-Eds’ meeting (Jan 08) 

· Consultation, discussion and decision making for Tasks 2-6.
Vellore CCSG meeting (April 08)

· Decision making on Tasks 2-6, including role and responsibilities, membership, functional mode, executive structure and delegation, editor in chief position, relationships with others, communication.
Freiburg Co-Eds’ and CCSG meetings (Oct 08)

· Decision making on final form of entity and process for selection of editor in chief
14. Terms of reference for the editorial board were discussed with the CCSG in April 2007, and finalized following feedback from the CCSG and Co-ordinating Editors. They are:

	2.1. The ‘editorial board’ would establish a collective decision making structure for Co-ordinating Editors to collaborate effectively with each other, and with others, regarding the implementation of strategic and quality governance for the CDSR. 

	2.2. The ‘editorial board’ would establish a formal governance structure to ensure transparency and accountability such that the Co-ordinating Editors’ executive group is accountable to the board (i.e. to all Co-ordinating Editors) and that Co-ordinating Editors are obliged to act on decisions that are taken by the executive group or by the board as a whole.

	2.3. The ‘editorial board’ would function collaboratively with other key groups and entities in the Collaboration, recognising their contribution to the identification of problems, and to the development and testing of strategies for improving the quality of reviews and review processes.

	2.4. The ‘editorial board’ would establish a collective structure for Co-ordinating Editors to collaborate with each other, and with others, to develop and implement systems for improving and monitoring the quality of individual reviews, and review production and co-ordination.


	2.5. The ‘editorial board’ would establish a collective structure for Co-ordinating Editors to work with each other, and with others, to assess progress towards designated agreed minimum standards, and to provide support to meet standards.

	2.6. The ‘editorial board’ would work with Co-ordinating Editors to develop and implement effective and efficient ways of advising, mentoring and supporting people to complete reviews.

	2.7. The locus of control of editorial output would remain within each CRG editorial team, with Co-ordinating Editors accountable for the quality of the reviews that appear in their module (i.e. the Co-ordinating Editor is responsible for the quality of the reviews in the module, or as explicitly delegated to editors and staff).

	2.8. The ‘editorial board’ will delegate responsibility for its functions between meetings to an executive group.


Summary of recommendations

15. The report is accepted, with feedback to be provided to Sophie Hill.
Resource implications
16. None. 
Impact statement

17. We anticipate that this project will have major impacts on the quality of editorial processes and Cochrane reviews. 
Decision required

18. The CCSG is asked to accept this report at its October 2008 Steering Group meeting.
Further information

19. Additional information can be obtained from Sophie Hill.
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