OPEN ACCESS


January 17 2008

Dear Lorne and Adrian

Thanks for your reply to the EMAG letter about Workflows and Tracking, and the interaction between EMAG and the proposed Editorial Board.  It clarified a number of important issues for us.

The relationship between EMAG and the proposed Editorial Board was discussed at some length in the IMSG meeting on January 10 2008. Members felt that, while the Editorial Board may eventually become the final arbiter on the content and quality of the Collaboration’s editorial practice, it will be essential that key stakeholders  (such as RGCs) who would not be represented on a Board made up of coordinating editors have a formal way of contributing to the discussions and decisions. At the moment, none of the existing Advisory Groups in the Collaboration has editorial practice within its remit and the IMSG recognised that EMAG is not currently empowered to advise or negotiate on editorial processes. However, IMSG agreed that EMAG would be the most appropriate Advisory Group to do so, not least because of the high representation of RGCs on EMAG and the fact that RGCs are likely to be the people for whom a standardisation of editorial processes will have most impact.

To move forward with this, we propose the following two changes to the remit for EMAG:

1. EMAG's responsibility should extend beyond advice and feedback on software requirements and the software itself, in order to include explicitly the editorial processes to be served by the software. 

2. As well as continuing to report to the IMSG on software issues, EMAG should also report directly to the Steering Group on matters relating to editorial process. (This would be the same model as the Feedback Management Advisory Group which reports to the Steering Group on policy and processes for feedback, and to the IMSG on software for feedback and integration into the IMS.)

These changes would help to formalise and strengthen the relationship between the proposed Editorial Board and the CRG editorial teams who will be directly affected by the Board's deliberations, by providing a clearer understanding of how the Collaboration's existing Advisory Group structure will interact with the new Board.

In thinking about these relationships, we should also be grateful if you would let us know how the Steering Group will work with the new Board in regard to obtaining advice about editorial processes and being the final arbiter of editorial policy in The Cochrane Collaboration. This is important so that we are clear about the lines of communication between EMAG, the Steering Group and the Editorial Board; but we realise that it might need to wait until the Steering Group discuss the finalised proposal for an Editorial Board. It might, for example, include the need for the Editorial Board to be represented on EMAG and, perhaps, IMSG.

The other thing we discussed at the IMSG meeting was the Steering Group's plans for the Workflow and Tracking System to become mandatory. With this in mind, we wanted to summarise what EMAG is currently doing and given what Ruth reported to us about the support of the Steering Group for the continuing development of an "in house" software system, we will continue to this timescale. If you wish to suggest changes, please let us know urgently.

Workflow and tracking definitions: various workflows are being designed in consultation with EMAG. Documents describing these workflows will be drafted by the end of May, at which time they can be shared with others (for example, the Editorial Board) for discussion. EMAG would then make revisions and submit the final versions for formal approval by the Steering Group. We presume that the Steering Group would, at that point, decide which processes will become mandatory, so as to guide the necessary software development. (It would, of course, not be appropriate to make the software mandatory if any processes which it enforces remain optional.)

Workflow component of Archie: the draft workflow definition for Protocol Development has been implemented as part of the Workflow component of Archie, and it is planned that two members of the IMS Support team (who are also members of EMAG) will try this out on a number of their ‘live’ protocols. The purpose of this exercise is three fold: 1) we will gain practical experience with the actual software interface that has been implemented so far; 2) we will gain experience with the draft workflow definition of Protocol Development and can feed this into further work on this definition (as described above); and 3) it will help the IMS Development team prioritise future development of the Workflow component. Their experience and a wishlist for further development will be discussed at the planned EMAG meeting at the end of May. In parallel with this exercise, the IMS Development team will continue to work on the implementation of already planned software functionality.

The identified Workflow Pilot CRGs can start a more formal assessment of the Workflow component at the end of May, at which time the functionality as well as the workflow definitions can be shared with the IMSG and others (for example, the proposed Editorial Board) for discussion. EMAG would then work with the IMS team and the IMSG to make revisions and submit the final version for formal approval by the Steering Group.

With best wishes,

Yours sincerely,

Kate Cahill and Sonja Henderson (present and previous convenors, EMAG)

Monica Kjeldstrøm (Director, IMS)

Mike Clarke (Convenor, IMSG)
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