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Co-registration is the coordinated listing and development of a title for a systematic review by two or more review groups within The Cochrane Collaboration (C1) and The Campbell Collaboration (C2). The review groups engage in a collaborative editorial process to assist authors in the production of a protocol and completed systematic review. These products may be co-published. 

Co-publication involves the joint or simultaneous dissemination of a systematic review (and related products) in the Cochrane and Campbell Libraries. 

Rationale

· Co-registration of systematic reviews makes the most of the shared interests and diverse expertise contained in different review groups within the Cochrane and Campbell Collaborations, in order to produce rigorous systematic reviews that are relevant for a diverse audience.

· Co-registration avoids unnecessary duplication of effort, by producing a single set of documents (title, protocol, and completed review) that may serve the purposes of multiple entities.

· Co-registration allows authors to obtain feedback from experts from different disciplines and traditions, who have diverse backgrounds and complementary areas of expertise.

· Co-publication makes completed systematic reviews (and related products) available to a wider audience.

Principles

· Co-registration and co-publication are voluntary processes. Authors and review groups may opt out of these processes. 

· Co-registration and co-publication processes should not place additional or unnecessary burdens on review Authors, Managing Editors, Editors, Coordinating Editors,
 or peer reviewers. 
· A single, well-coordinated editorial process is needed to produce reviews that meet more than one group’s standards, while minimizing the burden on Authors and others. Separate, parallel editorial streams can produce conflicting messages to authors, necessitate additional revisions, and result in duplication of effort and disparate products. In order to achieve a coordinated editorial processes, the review groups will ask Authors to designate a Primary Entity and Secondary Entity/Entities (described below).
· Decisions about whether and where to register or co-register a review (and which review groups will be the Primary and Secondary entities) are ultimately up to the review Authors. There may be multiple legitimate, but divergent views on the proper “home” (review group) for a particular title. Since it is our aim to collaboratively produce comprehensive Libraries that reach a wide audience, it is not in the interests of either of the Collaborations to engage in debates about where specific titles belong or which group should take the lead in the editorial process. When multiple review groups are willing to accept a title, authors are in the best position to decide which groups reflect their primary and secondary interests. 

· Final editorial decisions are made by the review group that the authors designated as their Primary Entity.
· Each review group is free to reject a title, protocol, or completed review that is not within their scope or not up to their standards.

Roles

· The Primary Entity (PE) is the review group that will 

· take primary responsibility for the editorial process, 

· insure that other relevant groups (Secondary Entities) have sufficient opportunities to provide input at critical stages in the editorial process, and 

· serve as the authors’ main point of contact throughout the review process. 

· The PE ‘filters’ advice provided by the SE, with no obligation to include the advice to the author/s. 

· The Secondary Entity (SE) 

· acts as a source of support to the PE editorial team. 

· The SE suggests Review Advisory Group members and peer referees, as well as assigning a Contact Editor to the title. 

· The Contact Editor may (or may not) seek wider advice from her/his own team on the title, using whatever internal procedures s/he wishes. This may include seeking external referees, statistical consultation, input from users, etc.

· To insure that authors do not receive mixed messages, SEs will provide feedback on review products (title, protocol, and completed review) to the PE, not directly to the authors.

A. Procedures (and a few rules)

1. Authors suggest a title or submit a title registration form to one or more review group (e.g., C2 Social Welfare or C1 Public Health). 

2. The review groups decide whether the suggested topic is within their scope. 

3. If the title is within the scope of two or more groups, and Authors wish to co-register the title, Authors choose a Primary Entity (PE) and Secondary Entity (SE). 

4. In consultation with their Coordinating Editors (C1) or Editors (C2), Managing Editors determine whether they can agree to and manage the co-registration process (as outlined here) in the role (PE or SE) that Authors have designated. 

a. If the title is to be co-registered with C1, the protocol and review must be completed in RevMan5, regardless of whether the C1 group is the PE or SE. Additional meta-analytic software may be used in conjunction with RevMan5.

b. The Managing Editors agree to provide each other with sufficient information to register the title and all related products in the C1 information system (IMS) and the C2 toolbox.

c. A review group may decide that it does not want to serve as the PE, but is willing to be a Secondary Entity (SE). However, if asked to serve as SE, the group shall not attempt to serve as PE instead. 

d. A review group may decide that it does not want to participate in the co-registration process. In that case, Authors decide which review group will receive their title.

5. Once PE and SE roles are agreed, the Managing Editor of the PE (Primary Managing Editor, or PME) becomes the main point of contact for the author team. 

6. The PME sends the Co-registration Title Registration Form to the Contact Author. 

7. Authors complete the form and return it to the PME, who forwards a copy to the other Secondary Managing Editor(s) SME(s).

8. Following their own internal procedures, other SMEs obtain feedback on the title form from their group, and then forward this input to the PME.

9. The PME consolidates feedback from both groups in consultation with the Coordinating Editor (C1) or Editor (C2) of the PE. If the review groups have divergent views on the title, the PME and/or Coordinating Editor/Editor of the PE resolve the differences. This may or may not involve further communication between the PE and SE.

10. The PME relays feedback on the title registration form to the Contact Author. Authors revise the form as needed until the title is accepted by the PE.

11. The PME sends the accepted title to the SE. The SE accepts or rejects the title, but cannot request additional changes.

12. The title is published in one or both Libraries. 

B. The Protocol and Completed Review

1. Authors submit the document (protocol/review) to the PME.

2. The PE conducts an internal critique of the document and requests revisions from authors as needed before sending the protocol/review to the SE, external referees, and others. 

3. The PE sends the document to the SE, treating the SE as one of its substantive experts (external readers).

4. The SE gathers input as needed, and provides written feedback on the protocol/review to the PE.


5. The PE consolidates input from the SE, its own external substantive expert(s), and Methods experts (or statisticians). This input is conveyed to the Authors by the PE in an Action Letter.

6. Authors revise the protocol/review as needed. 

7. After two rounds of revisions, the PE decides whether to accept the document, reject it, or permit further revisions by Authors. 

a. If rejected, Authors have the option to appeal to the PE or take the document to the SE to see whether it is satisfactory to that group.

8. When the PE accepts a protocol/review, the PE sends that document to the SE. 

a. The SE can accept or reject the protocol/review, but shall not request additional changes.

b. If the SE does not sign off on the final protocol/review, it will not be published within that entity’s Library. However, the Author has the option to pursue an appeal to the PE to seek to resolve the conflict/sticking points with the SE to ensure (or increase likelihood of) co-publication.

9. Co-registered Campbell and Cochrane documents are not published until they appear in the Cochrane Library issue (as per Wiley’s publication embargo agreement).

10. The co-registered documents published in the Cochrane and Campbell library acknowledge co-registration with C1 and C2.     

11. The PE is responsible for following up with the author at two years regarding updating the review. The author can still choose to have the PE or SE manage the update process.

12. The PE manages feedback/criticism of the published review but both entities must have input. 

� The C2 Editor’s role is parallel to the role of the Coordinating Editor in C1. In C2, peer reviewers and Advisory Board members play roles that are similar to the role of C1 Editors (they are not involved in every title).
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