
Cochrane Information Specialists
Friday 15 September 2017
Agenda 
Chairs:

Samantha Cox and Colleen Ovelman
Location:

Room 2.41-2.42, Cape Town International Convention Centre
Time:


07:30-10:30
Note takers
Lori Rosman and Janne Vendt

Minutes:
Lori Rosman, Janne Vendt and Denise Mitchell
Executive: 
Justin Clark, Samantha Cox (CISs’ Exec Co-Convenor), Robin Featherstone, Maria-Inti Metzendorf, Anna Noel-Storr, Colleen Ovelman, René Spijker (Cochrane Council Rep), Liz Stovold (Cochrane Council Rep, CSIs’ Exec Co-Convenor)

Apologies: Farhad Shokraneh
	1 
	Welcome & introductions – Chairs, all 
	7:30 – 7:40

	2 
	Approval of Agenda, Approval of Seoul minutes (Paper 1) approval of action Items arising from Seoul meeting (Paper 2)  – Chair, all
	7:40 – 7:50

	3 
	Brief updates
	

	i. 
	i. Cochrane Council update – Liz and Rene
	9:50-8:00

	ii. 
	ii. CEU – Ruth Foxlee - enhanced CLIB interface
	8:00 – 8:05

	iii. 
	iii. CIS Support team (Doug/Sam/Anne/Charlene) – different aspects of the workplan
	8:05 – 8:15

	iv. 
	iv. Journal club – Robin and Justin 
	8:15 – 8:25

	
	v. Brief feedback from workshop - Future directions for Cochrane Information Specialists: The new Cochrane Review production ecosystem – CIS Support team
	8:25 - 8:40

	4 
	Round table discussions
	

	
	i. Structure and function – introduction and facilitator Sam

Paper 3 - Structure & Function open access paper
	8:40-9:00

	P
	ii. PICO annotation – introduction and facilitator Colleen
Challenges and opportunities – an opportunity to discuss without the PICO team
	9:00-9:20

	
	iii. Methods topics – introduction and facilitators Justin and Maria-Inti
(Paper 4 - Google Doc, Methods Questions (to be sent separately))
(Paper 5 - https://systematicreviewsjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13643-017-0542-3)
(Paper 6 - http://methods.cochrane.org/cochrane-scientific-committee-call-methods-submissions)
Can we prioritise? Have we missed anything? Would you like to be involved?
	9:20-9:40

	U
	iv. Updating searches – introduction and facilitator Robin
Challenges, methods, and living systematic reviews (including date limits)
	9:40-10:00

	Em
	v. Emerging roles for CISs – introduction and facilitator Anna
a. Predatory publishing – introduction Liz
(Paper 7)
b. Knowledge translation/dissemination – introduction Robin
c. Surveillance activities – introduction Robin
	10:00-10:20

	5 5
	Wrap up and conclusion – Chairs, all
	10:20-10:30


Paper 1
Cochrane Information Specialists’ meeting
24th Cochrane Colloquium Seoul, South Korea, 

Sunday 23 October 2016

Chair:


Liz Stovold, René Spijker
Location:

Skylark, The Grand Hilton, Seoul
Time:


09:00-12:30
Minutes:

Justin Clark
Technical support:  
Rene Spijker
Greeter:

Gail Higgins
Executive: 

Liz Stovold (CSG Rep, CSIs’ Exec Co-Convenor), René Spijker (CSIs’ Exec Co-Convenor), Samantha Faulkner, Anna Noel-Storr, Doug Salzwedel

Apologies: Maria-Inti Metzendorf, Colleen Ovelman, Farhad Shokraneh
Participation was available via GoToMeeting. 9:00 – 12:30.
1

Welcome & introductions – Chair, all: 9:00 – 9:05
Meeting opened with introductions from all attendees, who stated their names and which group they were affiliated with.
2

Approval of Agenda, Approval of Vienna minutes (Appendix A), approval of action Items arising from Vienna meeting (Appendix B)  – Chair, all: 9:05 – 9:20
Meeting agenda and the 2015 Vienna minutes were unanimously approved.
3

Speakers 

i.
CEU – Ruth Foxlee CSS and enhanced CLIB interface being trialled: 9:20 - 9:40
Centralised Search Service
Centralised search service (CSS) has existed for a while now. PubMed and Embase records are already fed into CENTRAL.
New plans are to attempt to avoid duplication of effort. Due to the massive success of the Embase Crowd project CSS is going to incorporate the Cochrane Crowd into its plans. For future RCTs for inclusion in CENTRAL the plan is to use computer learning to initially screen results which are then passed onto the Crowd for secondary or confirmation screening.
KoreaMed has been incorporated into CENTRAL up to 2016.
CINAHL has had an RCT filter built for it, but it is not yet considered robust enough to feed into CENTRAL. 
LILACS is not currently part of the plan, but interest has been shown about incorporating it into CENTRAL by a Spanish speaking group.
PsycINFO has been investigated by the CSS team, but due to licensing restrictions and their refusal to allow republication of data it is currently not possible to incorporate PsychINFO records into CENTRAL.
Investigation is underway to explore the incorporation of records from Clinicaltrials.gov and WHO ICTRP records into CENTRAL. Cochrane is looking to develop an API to access the WHO ICTRP data. A meeting with the Opentrials and Alltrials team is scheduled to discuss their experiences with collating clinical trial records.
Main point of discussion and interest amongst CIS was how to give people the same confidence in CENTRAL only searching as they currently have in multiple database searching. It was hoped that CSS will mean that CIS can move to CENTRAL only searching in the future, although in order to do this very robust and published validation is needed. It was agreed amongst all the CIS present that this was the only way to get people to trust CENTRAL only searching.
Enhanced Cochrane Library
As progress on enhancements to the Cochrane Library by Wiley has not been as fast as hoped the project has been outsourced to a 3rd party, Semantico.
Some initial communication issues arose between Cochrane, Wiley and Semantico which led to the project not advancing as quickly as hoped. These communication issues have been resolved and work is now progressing at a faster pace so although the project is behind schedule enhancements are progressing at an accelerated rate.
Initially supposed to launch in January 2017, the time frame has been modified as it is considered more important that all features are incorporated rather than meeting deadlines.
The enhancements will include the improved formatting of CENTRAL records. As well as the connecting of the CDSR and CENTRAL meaning that the included studies from Cochrane Reviews will now be available in CENTRAL and therefore much easier to identify as well as direct linking to the risk of bias table. 
Work is underway on an improved search and discovery interface with more information, such as when a record was added to CENTRAL and making MESH term searching editable.
There is also a new Spanish language version coming, with other languages being planned.
Cochrane Clinical Answers will also be incorporated into the Cochrane Library and the ability to search Epistemonikos for other systematic reviews.
ii.
Covidence – Anneliese Arno (Appendix C): 9:40 – 9:50
New features being planned or worked on for Covidence include the bulk uploading of PDFs. A demo was given showing how the process works. It requires PDFs to be attached to the reference manager before exporting the XML file for uploading to Covidence.
Covidence will be looking at how they can integrate with CRS Web.
Expansion of Covidence to attempt to explore ways to improve information management issues in the SR process is now being done.
They are looking to employ someone, possibly a CIS, to help with information management issues. An email will be circulated on the CIS email list.

iii.
IKMD – Chris Mavergames and Alex Garcia: 9:50 – 10:00
Linked data project
Work has begun to PICO annotate all Cochrane Reviews. Gates funding has been provided to speed up the process in pregnancy and child health. That will be the focus for the next 6 months, after that the team will move onto helping to annotate the rest of the Cochrane Reviews.
The annotation and vocabulary (ontology) are being worked on together at the same time. 
Initial testing of the annotator has shown that quality assurance of the PICO annotation process needs to be developed further. 

iv.
CIS Support team (Doug/Sam/Anne) – different aspects of the workplan: 10:00 – 10:10
There is an updated information specialist handbook. Those interested can contact CIS support to provide feedback regarding the update.
Currently working to help with updating and support search training. 
Production of the IS Newsletter is ongoing, with positive feedback received so far.
The 2 regular newsletters have now been merged into one, which was received positively.
The CIS portal is migrating to the Cochrane Community site. 
There was some concern regarding the communication between those who are working on the CIS portal and those who are working on updating the handbook. It is thought there may be some discrepancies between the two and more effective communication is needed.
Forums are soon to disappear which is thought of as a loss for the CIS community as they had a very active forum.

CRS Web
With the soon to be released CRS Web the CIS executive will be looking for more people to become involved and to help test it.
To date input from the CIS community has been excellent and has helped all throughout the development process.

v.
James Thomas – Project Transform: 10:20 – 10:30
Project transform focuses around the idea of people and technology working together. It is made up of 4 components.
Task exchange - a networking tool for getting people to help out with Cochrane Reviews. The recent opening up of it to non-Cochrane authors has seen a dramatic rise in the number of people. So far it has proven most useful in obtaining translations.
Evidence pipeline - a machine learning tool that helps identify study types and also helps work out which Cochrane Group would be interested in a particular study. To this end each review group has now been assigned its own study tag. Accuracy of the machine learning tool is currently 99.98%.
Cochrane Crowd - Beta platform launched. It is building on the success of the Embase project. Other tasks are now being made available for the crowd to work on. The RCT task has now been rolled out, machine learning has now been incorporated into the workflow with the possibility of screening for individual reviews a possibility. Diagnostic test accuracy has also been added to Crowd task list.
PICO annotation - PICO has now been started with a selected group of reviews being worked on. The idea will be to have machine learning will initially assign the PICO and then the crowd will check it.

Morning refreshment break: 10:30 – 11:00

vi.
Harriet McLehose – update classification system (Appendix D): 11:00 – 11:10
Updated classification system was rolled out earlier this year. Part of its purpose was to make it easier to work out the current status of a review. This is whether it is current, needs updating, or whether it is on the process of being updated. It is thought this will make it easier for users to identify how valid the recommendations of a Cochrane Review are.
It is also designed to aid in the decision making process regarding when a review needs to be updated. 
When asked who currently determines the update status the answer was the managing editor.
Has potentially large impact on information specialist workflows as scoping searches may be necessary to determine whether an update is needed.
The most important thing is that the decisions regarding the status of a review are explicit and transparent, the updated classification system is designed to make this a lot easier.
vii.
Steering Group update: 11:10 – 11:20
Open access papers for the CSG meeting are available here: http://community.cochrane.org/organizational-info/people/steering-group/minutes-csg-meetings
The new governance paper went out to the steering group. The main point being that the governing body will transition away from a representational board to an appointed board of both Cochrane insiders, and outsiders from other areas, such as policy makers and community members.
Everyone in the organisation can volunteer themselves to be a part of the board and also every person gets a single vote, rather than the current method of each Cochrane Review Group having a vote.
To maintain a representational body there will be the creation of the Cochrane Council. This will provide advice to the governing body and will be representational with 2 people from each area, for instance 2 CIS, 2 MEs, 2 CEsa.
It will be up to each area to decide how it will appoint the representatives on the council.
4

Joint meeting (Governance and Structure & Function review) – preparation for afternoon meeting: 11:20 – 12:15
http://community.cochrane.org/organizational-info/resources/organizational-structure-and-function/resources
Update from Liz Stovold
Structure & function reform paper went to the steering group who accepted all recommendations.. 
There will be the creation of a new editorial board which will replace the the co-ordinating editors executive.
There will be a push for increased transparency between the CEU and Review Groups. They are looking at the creation of some performance metrics to help determine which groups are high performing and which are low performing. This may help to decide which groups will be amalgamated with other groups. 
There is expected to be some changes to the editorial process due to this, although nothing yet has been finalised. Co-ordinating editors have met to discuss how the new groups will function and what the new editorial process will look like. 
Reports regarding the new structure have been circulated, but they are still lacking in detail regarding the structure of the new groups.
Small group meetings, three groups formed to discuss the changes.
Group 1
From reading the documents it was hard to know how they will impact on CIS in the future. The documents were quite vague which made it hard to determine exactly what impact they would have. 
How is search support going to be handled in the future, once again the documents provided little in the way of what this would look like in the future.
As the CIS group already work well together and share resources and information it was felt that the new structure of sharing resources and combining groups will simply formalise what the CIS already do.
There was concern that the amalgamation may end up removing jobs. Clearer expectations from the governing body may help to alleviate this concern.
Group 2
Also of the opinion that the papers released were quite vague in what the new structure will look like. The group thought the intentions behind the papers was positive and would improve Cochrane as a whole.
It was stated that the CIS already collaborate well together. It was felt that this is going to occur and since there is overall agreement with the principles behind the documents that the CIS community should actively work to help with the changes.
Group 3
Felt it was positive in terms of the impact on CIS. There was discussion of the peer review of search strategies as one way to collaborate together more and using each other as sounding boards, with the possibility of specialising more in their current roles. There was positive feedback regarding the possibilities for the smaller groups to work and seek support from the larger groups. The thinking is that enhanced roles for information specialists might be a positive outcome of the changes. But there was concern regarding the possibility of job losses due to the changes.
Overall message appears to be
The methods support team is a positive step.
Although the CIS already collaborate effectively this could help to formalise and strengthen what already occurs. Will also help to break down barriers and remove some of the feelings of isolation and working in silos that occurs.

7
Any Other business/wrap up – co-chairs, all
12:15 – 12:30
No other business.


8
Next Meetings
Sunday 23 October 2016, 13:00-17:00, Joint meeting, Co-Eds, CIS and MEs: Grand Ballroom
Wednesday  26 October - 7.30-8.45am Information Retrieval Methods Group, ‘Swan’ meeting room
Thursday 27 October 2015, 13:00-13:50, CIS’ wrap-up meeting, ‘Jacana’ meeting room

Cochrane Information Specialists’ Wrap-up meeting

Thursday 27 October 2016, 
Notes of discussion
Chair:            Liz Stovold & Sam Faulkner 
Location:        Flamingo, The Grand Hilton, Seoul
Time:            13:00-13:50
Notes: Liz
Executive:     Liz Stovold (CSG Rep, CIS’ Exec Co-Convenor), René Spijker (CIS’ Exec Co-Convenor), Samantha Faulkner, Anna Noel-Storr, Doug Salzwedel 
Apologies: Maria-Inti Metzendorf, Farhad Shokraneh, Colleen Ovelman
1. Welcome & approval of agenda

Aim of the meeting to have an informal session to reflect on Colloquium and discuss any issues/concerns/questions that have come up over the course of the meeting. Agreed to have whole group discussion rather than in small groups.

2. Free discussion
i. Retracted articles

Question on how to deal with retracted articles in Reviews/CRS. How do people go about searching for retracted articles (this is a highly desirable MECIR standard)? May be addressed by the fraud, misconduct and unethical research policy working group, but this may not go into the detail that CISs need to track down/search for retracted articles. Could there be something about this in a Support team digest? And guidance in the Handbook update?

Action: Sam to check notes and provide guidance in the CIS Support newsletter. And will check this is covered in the handbook update when a draft is available. 

ii. PICO annotations
Some questions discussion points were:

· Time implications for this work

· Outcomes – these are challenging to annotate

· The annotating/QA process needs evaluating

· What is the process for resolving vocab issues?

· Classification queries – how to classify outcomes/interventions

· Outcome groups – COMET, MEDra, Snomed coding if possible

· Implications for other posts not clear

· Need evaluation of time & cost

· Suggestion to annotate in batches/suites of reviews

· How should decisions about vocab be documented?

· How will overlap of vocab uses between groups be managed? Need central documentation on how to deal with/resolve overlap issues, where decisions about shared vocab may be different

· Brief discussion about getting to annotation into the workflow of a review. Should start at protocol stage – just before publication.

· When can we start using the PICO annotator? 

Actions: 

· Ask Chris M about evaluation of project

· Sam to ask Alex & annotator team to write piece for digest about how to get involved if interested in starting to annotate your group’s reviews
· Supply Chris the above items to address, especially around centralisation of vocab in order to get alignment between groups on similar topics. This was seen as a role for the central annotators so need to make sure it’s on their radar
iii. Plans for new Cochrane Council

Discussion about how our Council reps should be chosen/elected. We have the freedom to decide the process for ourselves. Agreed it would make sense for there to be some consistency between different constituency procedures. 

Actions: 

· Check with ME Exec what they have decided to do.

· To be discussed further by Exec

iv. Role of Exec

Policy (Exec) vs support/training (Support team). Support team needs input from Exec when deciding on policy. Our remit should formalise relationship with CIS support and also IKMD.

Action: To be discussed further by Exec

3. Next meetings

· Mid-year meeting (Executive), 4-5 April 2017, Geneva, Switzerland
· Colloquium, October 2017, Cape Town, South Africa
Paper 2
Cochrane Information Specialists’ Executive 
Colloquium, Seoul October 2016
25 and 27 Oct 2016: Items arising
	Agenda item
	Item
	Person responsible
	status

	
	Part 1, Tuesday 25 October
	
	

	ii
	IKMD, Annotation plans
Exec to draft email with Alex Garcia for CIS community about annotation – role, documentation etc
	All
	

	Iii
	Invite James Thomas to a CIS Support meeting to discuss Classifier.

	Doug/Sam
	

	iv
	Call out for group to test classifer
	?
	

	
	Part 2, Tuesday 25 October
	
	

	
	Follow-up from meetings

· Liz to write up notes from wrap-up meeting and pull out action points

· Allow more time per speaker – 15 min
· Invite annotator team to be part of general meeting
· Book wrap-up session as proper workshop
	Liz

All
	

	
	Feed back to organisers/Events
· Half-day business meeting worked well

· Ask if possible to arrange symposiums so that people could move between them.
	Liz
	

	
	Exec’s remit
Look at remit on Google Docs and comment

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1uYVKV3CnFYGz7-VuSXTPJdRmV7FDA5oV-TfqUcTZ61M/edit?usp=sharing
	All
	

	
	Council representatives

Prepare draft of election/selection process for CIS Council members
(https://docs.google.com/document/d/13QQezbzkxhOSm1kPHBYrPHIBZ_2O9GH9C4jAScZWVJ8/edit?usp=sharing)
	Doug
	


Paper 7
Article I. Predatory publishers and how to recognise them – some resources

Section 1.1 Selected papers

· Clark J, Smith R. Firm action needed on predatory journals. BMJ. 2015 Jan
16;350:h210. doi: 10.1136/bmj.h210 Available from: http://www.bmj.com/content/350/bmj.h210 

· Shamseer L, Moher D, Maduekwe O, Turner L, Barbour V, Burch R, Clark J, Galipeau J, Roberts J, Shea BJ. Potential predatory and legitimate biomedical journals: can you tell the difference? A cross-sectional comparison. BMC Med. 2017 Mar 16;15(1):28. doi: 10.1186/s12916-017-0785-9 Available from: https://bmcmedicine.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12916-017-0785-9 

· A related editorial to the above Shamseer paper in the Times Higher Education Supplement: Thirteen ways to spot a ‘predatory journal’ (and why we shouldn’t call them that) Available from: https://www.timeshighereducation.com/blog/thirteen-ways-to-spot-a-predatory-journal-and-why-we-shouldnt-call-them-that 

Article II. Organisations

Think Check Submit: http://thinkchecksubmit.org/ 

A campaign to help researchers identify trusted journals for their research. 

Section 2.1 The Think.Check.Submit. checklist 

Available from: http://thinkchecksubmit.org/check/
· Do you or your colleagues know the journal?
– Have you read any articles in the journal before?
– Is it easy to discover the latest papers in the journal?

· Can you easily identify and contact the publisher?
– Is the publisher name clearly displayed on the journal website?
– Can you contact the publisher by telephone, email, and post?

· Is the journal clear about the type of peer review it uses?

· Are articles indexed in services that you use?

· Is it clear what fees will be charged?
– Does the journal site explain what these fees are for and when they will be
charged?

· Do you recognise the editorial board?
– Have you heard of the editorial board members?
– Do the editorial board mention the journal on their own websites?

· Is the publisher a member of a recognized industry initiative?
– Do they belong to the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) ?
– If the journal is open access, is it listed in the Directory of Open Access
Journals (DOAJ) ?
– If the journal is open access, does the publisher belong to the Open Access
Scholarly Publishers’ Association (OASPA) ?
– Is the journal hosted on one of INASP’s Journals Online platforms (for journals published in Bangladesh, Nepal, Sri Lanka, Central America and Mongolia) or on African Journals Online (AJOL, for African journals)?
– Is the publisher a member of another trade association?
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