OPEN ACCESS

Succession planning for Co-ordinating Editors 
Purpose

To recommend a method for managing the succession of Co-ordinating Editors (Co-Eds) to be considered by the Co-Eds before, modified if necessary, and then considered and approved by the CCSG at its meeting during the São Paulo Colloquium in October 2007.
Urgency

Low.
Access

Open.
Background

This is based on a draft response prepared by Richard Hughes to a personal Discussion Paper from Mike Clarke. It has been revised in the light of comments from Co-Eds.

Recommendations
1. If a Co-ordinating Editor retires from the job that supported their role as Co-Ed and does not take up a new job, they may apply to continue. The decision as to whether they should continue should be made by the local Centre Director after consultation with the Review Group Editorial Board and the Cochrane Co-Ed/Editorial Board Executive. 
2. If a Co-Ed leaves the job that supported their role as Co-Ed to take up a new job in the same institution, they may continue as Co-Ed in their new job. 
3. If a Co-Ed moves to a new job in a new institution, the editorial base may move to this new institution if the editorial base staff can easily move with the Co-Ed. If not, the Co-Ed may only remain Co-Ed if they can arrange redeployment of the editorial base staff which is acceptable to them, which will be adjudicated by the local Centre Director. 
4. Any contracts relating to the funding of the Cochrane Review Group are likely to be between the funding agency and the original institution. If it were not possible to negotiate a compromise, the CCSG would not recognise the new Cochrane Review Group, and would not accept any further reviews from the Group for The Cochrane Library. An existing Group or a new Group would take over the functions of the disenfranchised Group.
5. If the funding agency is unwilling or unable to provide funding to a new institution to which the Cochrane Review Group wishes to move so that the Review Group could not continue, other Cochrane Review Groups would be asked whether they could absorb the work of the Group which had lost funding. If not, the opportunity to set up a replacement Group would be advertised internationally. In either event, core funding for the Group or its work for the first year should be funded by The Cochrane Collaboration.

6. The Cochrane Collaboration should put in place better mechanisms for collecting feedback whereby members of an editorial base or editorial board or other entities could appeal to the Chairs of the CCSG about a Co-Ed who is not fulfilling their role.

7. Recommended mechanism for replacing Co-Eds when they step down:

7.1 The primary responsibility for planning and arranging the succession lies with the Review Group which is most likely to be familiar with possible successors and solutions to moving the editorial base. The Review Group should demonstrate to their local Centre Director that the successor has the support of their editorial base staff and the majority of the Review Group editorial board.

7.2 The process for succession should be put in place as far in advance as possible to allow editorial base staff to plan their own futures. In the case of planned retirement, the target period of notice should be at least a year.
7.3 The proposed replacement Co-Ed and editorial base disposition should be approved by the CCSG Co-Chairs who will take advice from the local Centre Director and the Co-Ed Executive/Cochrane editorial board executive.
7.4 If the Review Group is unable to identify a successor, the CCSG Co-Chairs should consider whether the work of the Group can be taken on by another Group or Groups. 
7.5 If it is decided that the Review Group should continue with a new Co-Ed, then the Co-Ed position will be advertised within the Review Group and throughout the Collaboration. This will require the preparation by the outgoing Co-Ed of a Job Description and a Person Specification. Where the outgoing Co-Ed is unable to provide these, the Director of the local Cochrane Centre will do so. The Person Specification should include significant experience of authoring Cochrane systematic reviews, significant experience of editing, significant service on the editorial board of a Cochrane Review Group, and significant experience of management. Applicants will need to present a business plan to describe how and where they will manage the Review Group with available resources. 

7.6 The appointment should be made by a panel consisting of the Director of the local Cochrane Centre (Chair and Convenor), two Co-Eds, and two members of the editorial board of the CRG for which a Co-Ed is being sought. 
Summary of recommendations

It is recommended that the Co-Eds submit these proposals to the CCSG and the CCSG approves these proposals, communicates their decision to relevant entities within three months, and updates the Cochrane Manual to reflect this decision.
Resource implications

The only proposal which has significant resource implications is 7.6 whose cost will vary on each occasion. 

Impact statement

Against this cost must be set the potential threat to the viability of a Review Group and reputation of the Collaboration of not having an appropriate appointment system in place.
Decision required

Following approval by the Co-Eds, the CCSG will be asked to approve the recommendations of this paper.
Richard Hughes, 

Co-ordinating Editor, Cochrane Neuromuscular Diseases Group

16 September 2007
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