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1. Purpose of paper

The purpose of this paper is to inform discussion on the composition and procedures of the Monitoring and Registration Group (MRG), given the organisational changes that are taking place throughout the Collaboration in relation to the recommendations from the Strategic Review. 


2. Urgency: 
High. Various entity Executives anticipate becoming involved in the monitoring process during 2010.


3. Access: Open
4. 
Background:

Current composition of the MRG (Policy Manual, accessed 22 January 2010):
“Members (…) should include at least two Cochrane Review Group representatives [currently Zbys Fedorowicz, Karen New, Marian Showell, Nicole Skoetz, Hans van der Wouden], a Field/Network representative [Jos Verbeek, Jason Wasiak], a Methods Group representative [Ian Shemilt], a Centre representative [Joy Oliver, Rob Scholten], and a Consumer Network representative [Liz Whamond]. As many of these people as possible should be members of the Steering Group [Zbys Fedorowicz, Rob Scholten, Liz Whamond, Hans van der Wouden], plus additional non-elected members as required. Elected Steering Group members leave the MRG when they leave the Steering Group. 
Non-elected members may remain on the MRG for two three-year terms, but should leave by a process that ensures that not more than half the total number of MRG members leaves in any one year, in order to ensure continuity.”

Current monitoring processes of the MRG (Policy Manual, Appendix 2)
The current process can be briefly described as a dialogue between the MRG and the entities. The MRG discusses the monitoring forms filled in by entity staff, asks for clarification and in case of concerns, advises and supports the entity in addition to asking for progress reports in these cases.

Strategic review’s findings and recommendations regarding the MRG
The Strategic Review recommended that accountability mechanisms for entities should be enhanced to ensure core functions are met and Collaboration policies are implemented. 

New developments
In 2009, it was decided to ask the Editor in Chief to become a non-elected member of the MRG, because of the overlapping remits, in particular in relation to CRG editorial processes.

Several changes in the way entities are organised are being implemented. Several entities have a small group of members who comprise an ‘Executive’. The Methods Group Executive has established an accountability structure that results in the Executive proposing the appointment of a (non-elected) member to the MRG and involving the Executive group members in the monitoring process of Methods Groups. 


In this way, the perceived distance between the MRG and the entities may decrease, and the accountability of the entities for meeting the core functions will improve. Also, the MRG is no longer acting as a third party monitoring groups, but the groups via their Executives, coordinated by the MRG, are monitoring themselves in an open and transparent manner, and being accountable to themselves and other groups of that type. We propose adopting this model across entities when entity Executives are formed.

5. 
Proposal:
We propose the following changes to the composition of the MRG:
a. The total number of MRG members should not exceed ten. Membership of the MRG should be inclusive of all entity types (CRGs – various constituencies, including Coeds, MEs, TSCs; Methods Groups, Fields, Centres and the Consumer Network). Apart from the Editor in Chief, members drawn from each of these entity types/constituencies should be selected in consultation with the pertinent Exec.  (Procedure for Consumer Network to be determined)
b. Other members should be recruited from current Steering group members, and should include a review author (authors do not currently have an Executive). At least two members of the MRG should also be Steering Group members.
Regarding the monitoring process

c. Through their MRG representative, the entity executives will be involved in the monitoring process.  They will be involved in formulating key performance indicators, appraisal of monitoring reports and formulating recommendations to the entities that are monitored. 

d. Aimed at improving relevance and validity of data on performance, some data will be drawn more frequently, or provided by the Archie workflow system. Duplication of effort will hopefully be decreased by seamless co-operation with the pertinent Executives and with the Editor in Chief when discussing issues that affect both the MRG and EiC.

Regarding the registration process

e. The MRG will make recommendations to the Steering Group with respect to the registration of new entities, or re-registration from one entity type to another, or changes of registered aims or scope, or deregistration after consultation with the pertinent entity executive. The Steering Group will make the final decision if there is disagreement between the relevant Executive and the MRG. 

6. 
Process and timelines:

f. Dependent on the timing of entity executives being installed

g. Being respectful of terms of membership of current (non-Steering Group) members; current non-Steering Group members will be replaced as their terms expire, not before.
h. Some of the new structure is being implemented for 2010 (e.g. Methods Exec involvement). New structure to be completed for CRG monitoring round in 2011.(Not sure whether this is realistic.) Evaluation in 2012/13. 
7. 
Resource implications
These include additional time that involving Executives will take, and more frequent monitoring of some of the data. It is unclear whether drawing data more frequently from Archie will require additional efforts from the IMS team.
8. 
Discussion points for the Steering Group

a. Does the Steering Group feel confident that this new structure will enhance accountability of entities and effectiveness of the monitoring process? 
b. By what process should the consumer member be selected? Should this default to the consumer in the Steering Group?

c. Are timelines realistic?

9. 
Decision required
The CCSG is asked to approve the recommendations of this paper.
Hans van der Wouden

Rotterdam, 19 February 2010
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