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Budget request for Information Management System Group (IMSG) and associated groups
Prepared by David Tovey, Editor in Chief and Convenor of the IMSG 

Purpose

This paper is intended to present a proposed budget for the IMSG, RevMan Advisory Group (RAG) and Editorial Management Advisory Group (EMAG) for the Steering Group to consider.
Urgency

High

Access

Open

Background

The IMSG, RAG and EMAG all fulfil important functions at providing oversight of the technology and editorial process developments within the Collaboration.

At the recent face-to-face meetings the following important issues were discussed:
· Integration of Cochrane Register of Studies into Revman and the IMS
· Development of workflows

· Development of module guidance 

· Prioritisation of wish-list items for Revman development 

· Integration of summary of findings tables tool within Review Manager

· Changes to risk of bias table preparation within Review Manager

· Ability to view pre-publication proofs of PDFs of Cochrane Reviews by Editorial teams

· Web based data management systems for conducting study selection and critical appraisal ( RevBase, EPPI-tool and Distiller SR)
· Progress of IMS team projects 

In addition we decided to close the Technical Advisory Group at the recommendation of the convenor.
Proposals and Discussion

In each meeting we discussed the need on economic and environmental grounds to reduce unnecessary flights, and by implication face to face meetings. There was general agreement that it was desirable to explore alternative solutions.

On the other hand, all three groups are engaged in managing change programmes and individuals projects that are important for the Collaboration, the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR) and CENTRAL. In order to maintain the momentum of change, we agreed that shorter, more frequent meetings were desirable.

In the case of IMSG and EMAG, we agreed not to plan for any face to face meetings in 2010-2011 financial year. For the RAG, we have to decide over the next few months whether to bring forward the development of Review Manager 6.0. This would have important implications for communication with Cochrane Review Groups and other entities, need careful preparation, and will likely cause widespread anxiety in relation to workload implications. Therefore we have decided to leave open the option of having one face to face meeting of the RAG in this financial year, if required.
During the meetings in London, we successfully trialled use of video conference facilities. Also, we discussed the important role that “webex” type technologies provide in improving the utility of teleconferences, which can otherwise be extremely frustrating.
Summary of recommendations

We recommend the arrangements for teleconferences and meetings described in the next section.
Resource implications

The following figures reflect our proposed budget for 2010-11 financial year.

EMAG:
6 teleconferences, one of which may require teleconference facilities: £2000

RAG: 5 teleconferences, and one face to face meeting, to be held in Copenhagen: £1250 + £8600

IMSG: Up to 6 teleconferences, one of which may require teleconference facilities: £2000

Therefore the total budget will be £13,850 compared with £24,580 in 2009-2010. 
Impact statement

A reduction of over 45% in the budget for the 3 groups.
More frequent meetings, leading to more efficient progress of the individual projects and programmes.
Less environmental cost.
Learning for the Collaboration in the use of alternative approaches to meetings and conferences.
Decision required

The CCSG is asked to approve the recommendations and budgets within this paper.

February 2010

1

