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Purpose
In this paper we suggest replacing the existing, document-based system for Licence for Publication (LfP) forms with a secure system based on web forms in Archie. The system will remove the need for sending document-based forms via email or regular mail. In addition, the archiving of the forms will be done centrally and automatically. The system will integrate with Archie's workflow system. We suggest that the completion of the forms be moved until after the final version of the review has been marked for publication, and that we make Declaration of Interest (DoI) forms into web-based forms.
Urgency
High.
Access

Open.

Background
Current arrangements for creating, completing and storing ‘Licence for Publication’ forms are outdated and inefficient, requiring handwritten signatures and the archiving of paper by Review Groups and at the Secretariat.

In addition to the inefficiencies of the existing systems, there are also anecdotal reports of occasional lapses in the paperwork, which potentially could have serious consequences for the Collaboration. With the continuing development of digital content via RevMan, Archie and workflows, it makes sense to use the available technologies to create efficient, consistent and secure forms.

This paper presents an opportunity to implement a safe, efficient alternative to the status quo, building on existing platforms.

Proposals and Discussion

Deliverables
This project can be broken down into the following deliverables:
· Consultation with relevant Cochrane entities (co-ordinated through the CEU)

· Final specifications of forms and user interface

· Changes to database/model layer to support forms

· LfP web form

· DoI web form

· Interface components for form access and administration

· Changes to Publication Wizard

· Tool for licence text management

· Notifications

· Workflow integration, including changes to workflow templates

· Technical documentation

· User documentation

Timeline
Taking into consideration that very little of the work needed to implement this project can happen in parallel, and that various members of the IMS Development team are already allocated to work on other prioritised projects (including RevMan 5.1, CRS integration, and online CRG monitoring forms), the work on this project will stretch over 3-4 months. Provided the IMS Development team could start working on the project at the beginning of November 2010, we would aim for a roll-out of electronic LfP forms in February or early March 2011. However, this is dependent on timely input from people outside the IMS team (e.g. during the consultation process). 
Summary of recommendations
We recommend that the Steering Group approves funding to support implementation of this project.
Resources implications

Consultation is estimated to take 2 weeks. (This includes the time already invested in putting together this proposal, and assumes that feedback from various stakeholders does not call for a complete change of concept.) Programming time is estimated to take 6 weeks. Preparation of technical documentation is estimated to take 1 week, testing, end-user documentation and roll-out plans are estimated to take 5 weeks. The estimates are based on the solution described in this proposal. The funding requested to cover the required work by the IMS Development team is 190,000 DKK (= 22,373 GBP; 35,849 AUD; 35,606 USD). Contributions to the project from outside the IMS Development team are not covered by this funding. 
Impact statement
Potentially this is a considerable time saver for CRG teams and indeed the Secretariat, and it will also be possible to reduce the risk of system failure that exists with paper based systems.
This initiative will also have an impact on technical documentation (project 3). After the release of RevMan 5.1, the IMS team had planned to work on the technical documentation for RevMan. If they were to start working on the electronic LfP forms, this documentation work would be delayed. 

Decision required
We request the Steering Group to approve the implementation of this project.
APPENDIX

Electronic Licence for Publication forms

Rasmus Moustgaard, 29 September 2010

Summary

This paper suggests replacing the existing, document-based system for Licence for Publication (LfP) forms with a secure system based on web forms in Archie. The system will remove the need for sending document-based forms via email or regular mail. In addition, the archiving of the forms will be done centrally and automatically. The system will integrate with Archie's workflow system. It is suggested that the completion of the forms be moved until after the final version of the review has been marked for publication. It is also suggested to turn Declaration of Interest (DoI) forms into web-based forms.

Background

The Licence for Publication (LfP) is a contract between a review author and the Cochrane Collaboration that grants the Collaboration an exclusive licence to publish a specific version of a review.

The Cochrane Policy Manual section 2.2.7.4 states that separate LfP forms have to be signed for new citation versions of both protocols and full reviews. A citation version is any published version for which a new citation is generated, including the first protocol version, any major updates to the protocol, the first full review version, and any subsequent updates that call for a new citation. The forms are sent by each author to their CRG editorial base, and the editorial bases then send a copy of the forms to the Cochrane Collaboration Secretariat. In 2009, almost 1200 new citation versions were published corresponding to over 5000 LfP forms, so in addition to the extra work these forms require of the authors, it is also a considerable task administrating the forms – in particular because this is done manually.

The original system for completing a LfP form was based on a MS Word template that had to be completed, printed out, signed, and then either faxed or sent using regular mail. Some steps have later been taken in order to streamline this process: For a while now is has been possible to scan the forms and send them via email as PDF attachments. The addition of a tool in RevMan to print a form with most of the information completed has also helped, but including the authors' signatures still involves paper printing. 

In an attempt to solve this issue, at the end of 2009 it was decided that 'electronic signatures' on LfP forms were acceptable, and two methods for including them were suggested: The first is for the author to scan his/her signature into a graphics file that can be inserted into the MS Word based form and reused whenever a new form is required. A problem with this method is that the form can no longer be prepared by RevMan since it does not support the MS Word format. The second method is to use the Adobe Self-Sign plug-in to insert a signature into a PDF version of the form generated by RevMan. This method, however, requires that the author pays for additional Adobe Acrobat software. Both of the suggested methods for electronic signing of a LfP from require several steps that may be difficult and time consuming for the authors, and do not help managing and archiving the forms at the editorial bases and the Secretariat.

Objectives

The objectives of this project are to implement a secure system that significantly reduces the workload involved in preparing and submitting LfP forms. In addition, the system should automatically archive all submitted forms and allow forms to be retrieved easily when needed. The system should be able to interact with the workflow system in Archie because the completion of the forms is a natural part of the editorial process. 

Requirements of the publishers (Wiley)

The main purpose of the LfP forms is to protect Wiley from situations where authors could claim that a review has been published without their consent. However, Wiley do not necessarily need a printed and signed document for this. Their legal department states that they need to know "that the author(s) has positively affirmed acceptance of the Cochrane licence to publish". There are two issues here: Firstly, they need to know that it is the author (and not someone else) who has accepted the licence. For this we need a secure authentication system that uniquely identifies the author. Secondly, they require the author to perform some positive action to affirm the acceptance and they need to know this has not been done by mistake (e.g. by clicking the wrong button). For this we need an unambiguous interface that allows the user to undo mistakes.

Suggested system

A web form will be added to Archie that allows an author to affirm the acceptance of the licence to publish. We will refer to this as the electronic LfP form. The form will automatically choose the correct licence text to display based on the review type, the review stage (protocol or full review) and other relevant attributes (e.g. whether it is a US Government work). The form will also contain a link to see the review version that is being accepted for publication (the proof). 

The author will be authenticated by logging into Archie with his/her personal user name and password
. The author will only have access to his/her own electronic LfP form(s) – not, for instance, to the forms of co-authors. At the time of writing only 60% of all authors have an Archie user account, and the remaining authors should be enrolled before or in conjunction with the introduction of the electronic LfP forms.

To submit the form, the author will have to tick a box, type in his/her name (to ensure that the form is not submitted by mistake) and click a button. It will not be possible to submit a 'not accepted' form – if the author cannot accept the licence, s/he will have to discuss this with the editorial base. After submission, the submitted form will be shown to the author again to make sure that no data transmission errors occurred.

The author can choose whether s/he wants to be notified if changes are made to the review after submitting the form. This option will be selected by default.

If the author has second thoughts about submitting the form, it will be possible to delete it again within a reasonable timeframe – at least until all other authors have signed their forms (see 5.8 below).

Storing and archiving

Archie will store the submitted forms as records in a database table. The full licence text will not be stored with each form – only a link to the relevant version of the text, which will be kept in a separate table. 

In addition to the licence text link, the stored fields will include: the date and time the form was submitted, a link to the person who accepted the licence, a link to the person who submitted the form (this will usually be the same as the person who accepted the licence, but see 5.2 below), a link to the published version of the review for which the licence was accepted, the authors name as entered on the form, the declaration of interest statement extracted from the review, and a text field for notes. 

Each LfP record will include a checksum field that can be used to verify that the record has not been modified by mistake or tampered with by anyone. It is difficult to imagine how this would happen, but the checksum will be there just to make sure. The checksum will be verified each time a form is shown.

Once the review version linked to a LfP form has been published, the form record (and the review record) will never be deleted from the database. If an author's record is deleted because s/he leaves Cochrane, the links from the forms submitted by the author to the record will be broken, but the name entered on the forms will remain to identify the author.

Signing of behalf of an author

If an author can (or will) not use the electronic form, it will still be possible to submit a form using the old, document-based system. After receiving the form, an Archie user from the editorial base will then have to complete the electronic form on behalf of the author. In order to do this, a high system permission level (corresponding to that of an entity Super User) will be required. There will also be an extra box to tick to confirm that the licence form has actually been received, and a notes field to provide additional information. The document-based form will need to be archived by the editorial base in the same way as today, but it will not be necessary to send a copy to the Secretariat.

The option to sign on behalf of an author can also be used under special circumstances, e.g. if the author has died
, in which case the notes must be used to explain this. A Cochrane policy decision should be made whether it is acceptable to sign on behalf of an author if the author simply cannot be reached or does not have access to complete a form using either system (e.g. because of a long vacation)
.

Retrieving forms

With the proper system permission, it will be possible for an Archie user to see the forms that were submitted for a given review and/or review version by opening the properties screen for the review. The publishers, the Secretariat and other users with special roles will have access to see the forms for any review. Editorial base staff will be able to see the forms for their own reviews, and authors will be able to see the forms that they submitted themselves. 

Licence text management

There will be a tool for system administrators to manage the different versions of the licence text. This will support having different versions of the text for different review types etc. It will not be possible to make changes to a version of the licence text once it has been linked to a LfP form – a new version must be created instead. 

Workflow integration

The current workflow templates contain three tasks related to the LfP forms that are (per default) assigned to the editorial base: 'Send Licence for Publication forms to authors', 'Confirm receipt of Licence for Publication forms', and 'Send Licence for Publication forms to Secretariat'. With the electronic LfP system, the first task should be split into separate tasks for each author with the description 'Complete Licence for Publication form'. These tasks should be closely linked to the forms, meaning that the tasks will auto-complete once the related form has been submitted. On the other hand, it should not be possible to mark the task as completed without having submitted the form. The second and third of the existing tasks would be obsolete with the new system. The editorial base will know that all forms have been completed once the next task becomes active. With the other changes to the workflow suggested on Figure 1, this will be a system task, 'Wait for publication', that is auto-completed once the review is picked up for publication. 

Notification of authors

Because you will have to log into Archie in order to complete a LfP form, the standard ticket emails generated by the workflow system will not suffice for reminding authors that they need to complete the form. (The basic idea of the tickets is that you do not have to log into Archie to mark the task as completed.) Instead, the workflow system should (automatically) send the authors a standard email with a link to the LfP form, and when clicking on this link the author will need to log in before the actual form is shown. The email should also include the review proof in PDF format. Most of the functionality needed to set this up was introduced in Archie 3.3 with the editable email templates. Note that while the other parts of the suggested system are not dependent of the workflow system, the notifications are. Review groups that are not using the workflow system would manually have to remind authors to log into Archie and complete the forms. 

RevMan integration

The function in RevMan to generate a LfP form should be completed (and later replaced) by a link to the web form in Archie, with the web form being highlighted as the preferred option. We suggest that once the web from has been available for one year, it should be the only option available in RevMan.

Marking reviews for publication

In the current workflow, LfP forms are supposed to be completed before a citation version is marked for publication. The Publication Wizard used for this purpose contains a check box that the user from the editorial base will have to tick to confirm that all forms have been received (but there is no verification that this actually took place). With electronic LfP forms we could remove the check box from the wizard, because the system would already know if all forms had been submitted. In case of a missing form, the system would simply reject to mark the review for publication.

There are, however, some problems associated with submitting forms before marking for publication. When accepting the licence, the authors confirms that "I/we have reviewed the final version of the Review and approve its validity for publication". So we would like to show to the authors, together with the form, the exact version of the review that they are accepting for publication (the proof). Technically this is problematic because at this stage the review is in the 'editorial phase' so the authors do not have permission to view the latest version. This issue could probably be overcome, but another and more fundamental issue is whether it is acceptable that the editorial base is allowed to make changes to the review after the LfP forms have been submitted. Actually, even in the process of marking a review for publication, a new version is created where the contact details may be updated, tracked changes are resolved, etc. It would be in everybody's interest – especially the authors' – if they could sign off on the final version to be published.

To implement this, we suggest to move the LfP form submission till after the review has been marked for publication. The system will then stop the citation version from being released to the publishers if not all forms had been submitted (instead of running the check in the Publication Wizard). Whether or not the forms had been submitted will be made apparent from the review group's publication report and the workflow system. 

This change in workflow should not generate extra work for the editorial bases – it's only a matter of doing things in another order. We do, however, recognize that some of the parallelism of the current workflow would be lost and that the editorial bases might sense that they lose control over the final steps of the editorial process, but we believe the benefits of the new system will outweigh these issues. To support the review groups we recommend that a policy decision is made regarding what to do if a review is going to miss a deadline because of an unresponsive author: For instance, can the author be removed from the byline as a last resort? A review that misses a deadline will automatically be transferred to be marked for publication in the next issue, where it might be published once all authors have signed.

Fixing minor problems

If a typo or minor error is spotted after the proof has been signed off by at least some of the authors, it would be irritating and time consuming if all the authors had to submit new forms after the problem was been fixed. Therefore, the system must be able to transfer already submitted forms from the previous proof to a new version with minor edits. For this to happen, the editorial base would have to create the new version and then simply run the Publication Wizard again. This should automatically generate notifications about the change to the authors who have chosen to be notified on the form. Figure 1 below summarises the suggested new workflow:
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Figure 1: Suggested new workflow.
Implementing this feature would, to a certain degree, break the suggested principle of authors signing of on the absolute final version, but there does not seem any way around it. The alternative of waiting a month for the next issue on The Cochrane Library to fix the problems does not seem like a viable solution. It will be up to the editorial bases to decide
 what constitutes a minor change that does not require new forms to be completed, and they will tell the system by ticking a box. If it is not a minor change and new forms are required, the system will also support that. We suggest that the possibility for minor changes to the proof after it has been signed off should be mentioned in the Licence for Publication. 

Unmarking for publication

After a review version has been marked for publication and before the submission deadline, it is possible for the editorial bases to undo this action and revert to publishing the previous version again (Undo Publish function). If, at this point, forms have already been completed there is nothing to do about that, and the system should delete the forms. However, authors who have been notified but have not yet submitted their forms should receive a cancellation message from the system.

Declaration of Interest forms

A Declaration of Interest (DoI) form is another form that authors have to sign (according to Cochrane Collaboration policy) for every new citation version of a review. There are many similarities between the two forms, so we suggest adding web based DoI forms to Archie at the same time as the LfP forms. This would be more efficient from a programming perspective than introducing the forms in two separate steps.

Before we can do this, however, a decision should be made regarding where in the workflow the DoI forms fit in. This should be at an earlier stage than the LfP forms since the content of the DoI form might have influence on both the review text and the LfP forms. For a new review the DoI forms could be submitted together with the title registration form. For updated reviews it could be around the time when the first draft is submitted by the authors. 

Deliverables

This project can be broken down into the following deliverables:

· Consultation with relevant Cochrane entities (coordinated through the CEU)

· Final specifications of forms and user interface

· Changes to database/model layer to support forms

· LfP web form

· DoI web form

· Interface components for form access and administration

· Changes to Publication Wizard

· Tool for licence text management

· Notifications

· Workflow integration, including changes to workflow templates

· Technical documentation

· User documentation

Resources implications

Consultation is estimated to 2 weeks (this includes the time already invested in putting together this proposal, and assumes that feedback from various stakeholders does not call for a complete change of concept). Programming time is estimated to 6 weeks. Preparation of technical documentation is estimated to 1 week, testing, end-user documentation and roll-out plans are estimated to 5 weeks. The estimations are based on the solution described in this proposal. The funding requested to cover the required work by the IMS Development team is 190,000 DKK. Contributions to the project from outside the IMS Team are not covered by this funding. 

Timeline

Taking into consideration that very little of the work needed to implement this project can happen in parallel, and that various members of the IMS Development team are already allocated to work on other prioritised projects (including RevMan 5.1, CRS integration and online CRG monitoring forms), The work on this project will stretch over 3-4 months. Provided we could start working on the project at the beginning of November, we would aim for a roll-out of electronic LfP forms in February or early March 2011. However, this is dependent on timely input from people outside the IMS team (e.g. during the consultation process). 

� Wiley has confirmed that this is an appropriate mechanism for establishing the author's identity.


� Wiley do not require a LfP form from a deceased author.


� The Cochrane Editorial Unit is investigating this issue.


� Informed by any existing Cochrane policy.
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