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2.2 Journals    linked
· Journal title searching 
Question: Do we need to keep cross references from old versions of journal titles, possibly in a special table, or possibly in the audit trail? 

There are at different possibilities in searching that depend on our decisions regarding title history: 

· Allow searching on old versions of titles? 
If a user can search on two different versions of a title and get a unified result set, we need to keep the old versions.  Yes, if there are several versions of a title that map to one unique journal ID then the user should be allowed to search any version and retrieve everything regardless of the title version.
· Separate search results on old and new versions of titles? 
The problem is different if we need to retrieve separate results when searching on old and new versions of a title. For example, if title A1 became A2 on January 1, 2011 and we want a search on A1 to retrieve citations from before 1/1/11 and a search on A2 to retrieve citations on or after that date.  No, if the old and new version of the title both have the same unique journal id then there is no reason to separate out the results. If the journal has split and there are more than one unique ID, the user should be able to search any title version and get a list of all related titles to select from. For example, “Physics Letters” splits into “Physics Letters A”, “Physics Letters B”, and “Physics Letters C”. “Physics Letters” continues using the same unique journal ID but A, B, and C each have new unique journal ids. If a user searches “Physics Letters” they should see a list of all four journals and then select which they want to display. All four should not be batched together since they are each unique journals.
· Unified search? 
Still another possibility is to only store the last version of a title and only permit searching on that. No, too limiting.
· Kitchen sink? 
Hardest of all is to allow any of the above three search types, under user control.
I think this is the best idea ( 

2.6 Control tables 

· Responses 

· Purpose 
Records what a reviewer/board member says should be done about a citation. 

· Notes 
A citation may receive more than one response, possibly including more than one from the same reviewer, for the same board, and same topic (Is that right? Even if not, it doesn't seem like a bad idea to enable it.)  Yes, Correct.
· Relationship to "citation decisions" 
The difference between "citation decisions" and "responses" appears to be that the former are dispositions made by CIPS/CIAT staff and the latter are dispositions made by board member reviewers. 

· Source 
Devised by the lit surveillance group. 

2.8 Review cycles 

2.8.2 Notes 

· History 
The notion of a "review cycle" is inherited from the pre-CiteMS processes. 

Review cycles permeate the system but their actual use is more significant to some kinds of users than others. They may play a larger role in the import and initial review process, before citations get to board managers, than they do after that. 

Review cycles are roughly, but not rigorously, synchronized with calendar months. The work of a review cycle might take five weeks or three weeks and a new review cycle might be established a little earlier or or later than the actual first day of a month. 

Question: What are all the tasks that are currently slaved to review cycles? 
Running searches, importing citations, initial review of citations, and publishing citations. Once the citations are published for NCI reviewers to review, they can use whatever timeline they want because ultimately citations get relabeled with a Mailer Date. Citations from the June 2011 Review Cycle may end up in the June 2011 Mailer along with citations from the April and May Review Cycle.
Question: What would happen to the tasks currently organized into review cycles if they were freed from that organization and allowed to "float" on more fluid date-time boundaries? 
Nothing as long as our current limitations for initially reviewing and publishing citations are resolved in the new system. But as you mention later in this document, Review Cycles play a significant role in our literature surveillance process.
2.13 Status information 

· Question: Is status also summary topic specific? 
If a citation is assigned to two different summary topics in the same editorial board, does it track status separately? 

I'm thinking that the answer is No. 
Status is most definitely summary topic specific. All decisions made regarding a citation are summary topic specific. For example, a citation may end up cited in more than one summary or in one and not others that it may also be reviewed for.

2.16 Audit trail information 

Questions:

Will the audit trail be searchable? How will we view the audit trail?

3 Functionality in the New CiteMS 

3.2 Import citations 

· Different summary topic, different review cycle 
A citation appears that had appeared for a different summary topic in an earlier review cycle. 

· Assign another summary topic to it 

· Assign another review cycle to it 

· Add it to the list of "Duplicate, summary topic and review cycle added" 

Assigning another review cycle to it ensures that the citation will come to the attention of the import reviewer and, if it passes initial review, the board manager for the new topic. 

This requires that the database support a many to one relationship of review cycle to citation. 

Note: This requires some discussion. The existing CiteMS system did not assign another review cycle for a citation that has already been reviewed by the same board for a different topic associated with that board. 
Not Correct. The current system does assign another review cycle as long as it is not for the same summary topic.

Perhaps this should be a board specific board manager decision? 

However, whether or not we assign a new review cycle to a citation, the status display for the citation should indicate that it has been reviewed before, when, and for what topics. 
If we decide to re-publish a citation for a new summary topic for a board who has already reviewed it for another topic, then yes we need to indicate that the citation was previously reviewed and what decisions were made at that time.
· Managing special imports 
Most citations are imported as a result of searches for new citations in PubMed, but there are other ways that citations can be located for import. 

Sometimes retrospective searches are done. For example, a new search or an important refinement of a search might be executed asking for documents from the last X years instead of just the last month. 

Sometimes individual citations are imported, for example from a list supplied by a board manager or board member. In some cases these might be articles published before the inception of the old CiteMS that were never imported but are important in the history of cancer research. 

There are some special problems posed by special imports. 

Question: We need to list these and be sure we are properly handling them. 
Tagging pretty much takes care of this issue. We will have to come up with a list of tags for all the different types of imports we want to tag. For example, monthly import, fast track, special request, retro search, etc.
· Logging and reports 
When search results are imported the system should both log and display the information about the import batch. 

· Disposition of the citations 
For each citation in the import batch, we keep information linking it to the particular batch record, and the disposition of the citation in that import event. 

There are four different things that can happen to an imported citation. We record the disposition and use the information to generate a report showing the count of citations in each category of disposition and allow a user to see the actual citations. 

The categories are: 

· Imported as new 

· Rejected as duplicates 

· New summary topic added to an existing cite 

· New summary topic and new review cycle added to an existing cite 

· Searching for information about an import 
A user should be able to search for information about an import, specifying any of the following search criteria to retrieve counts, citations, or both. 

A user should be able to enter any of the following search criteria to see the counts and, optionally, the citations. 

· Review cycle 

· Date 

· Summary topic 

· User 

· Editorial board 

· Disposition  Question: do these dispositions include the categories listed above?
3.3 Initial (pre-"publishing") review 

3.3.2 Functions 

 [Inspiration: It would be possible to write SQL that would find the journals that have produced the most number of citations that made it all the way through our review process, and create a search strategy that would find all citations in the current review cycle that are from those journals. One of those things to do when we've done all the critical functionality.] 
This is a great idea! And if it works this could cut done on my reviewing time.
3.5 Retrieving full text for internal review 

3.5.2 Functions 

· View the queue of citations awaiting full text retrieval 
It may be desirable for a user to be able to sort these, for example by journal or perhaps by source (Science Direct, Springer, Wiley, etc.) if we have that information for many of the journals. 

· Retrieve the full text 
Search for it in PubMed. If PDF is available by a link out to one of the journal access organizations, retrieve the PDF. If not send a request to NLM for the article. 
The current system provides PMID links to pubmed from every citation display. So the user does not need to search pubmed.

When the PDF is retrieved either directly or by email from NLM, store it in a place where it can be retrieved again. 

3.7 Optionally alter reviewer assignments 

3.7.2 Functions 

· Assign reviewers 
The system should show two blocks of reviewers listed on the screen. 

Each reviewer should have controls listed to select one of: "Assigned", "Not-assigned", "FYI" 

· Reviewer blocks 
There should be one block each for: 

· Board members registered for the summary topic 
These are the board members who would be automatically assigned to review the cited article for this summary. For each of them, the "Assigned" control should be pre-selected by the system. 

To de-assign one of them, the board manager selects either "Not-assigned" or "FYI". 

· Board members not registered for the summary topic 
These are other members of the same board who are not registered for the summary topic. If the board manager wants one of them to receive a copy of the article anyway, she selects either "Assigned" or "FYI". 
Would this be a one-time/temporary reassignment? There should be a default assignment that can only be edited by authorized users to make sure all summary topic always have a reviewer, otherwise, this could get messy.
3.10 Task/workflow management 

3.10.1 Purpose: 

Every citation in the system has a current status. 

In some cases the status is not editorial board specific. Citations that have been rejected don't belong to any particular board. 
Incorrect. All citations are assigned to a summary topic upon import which will remain even if the citation is rejected for that topic. Retaining a history of the original summary topic assignment and all reassignments is important for us to analyze search results and update strategies as needed.
Citations that have not, or not yet, been rejected, are assigned to one or more summary topics. Assignment to a summary topic also implies assignment to the editorial board that manages that topic. 
The initial review of citations is essentially a qc of the original assignment upon import. I may assign additional topics or unassign topics assigned upon import.

3.13 Search 

· Saving searches / reports 
It would be useful for a user to be able to save a search for re-execution whenever desired. 

NOTE: The existing CiteMS appears to have some infrastructure built in to support this, but I'm not sure it's fully implemented and usable. 

· Accessibility 
Saved search criteria might have different scopes, for example: 

· Local saves 
Created by a user for his own use. Saved in his private space with whatever name he assigns. 

· Global saves 
Created by a sysadmin (or user?) for anyone to use, accessible to all. 

· Permissions? 
Question: Do we need to store permissions with a search, i.e., this search is for Admin users, this one is for board members and admin users, this one is for CIPS staff, this one is for everyone? 
With the exception of user information, this may not be an issue with most of the data in the CiteMS. But if the user is restricted to specific types of data only, access to the saved searches should be consistent with that user’s restrictions. And of course permission to edit or add/delete data should also be maintained.
· NOT lists 
The existing system has the ability to exclude journal titles from a search results list based on the title being in an editorial board specific NOT list. 

It appears to be a useful capability and should be replicated. 
The ability to search a journal title and see if it is on a NOT list and when it was added would be very helpful as well.

4 Design Notes 

4.2 Functionality in all boards isn't exactly the same 

We need to think about why this is so and whether and how it should be so in the new system. 

Examples of differences seem to include: 

4.2.1 Subgroups 

Pediatric and Genetics boards have them, others don't. 

4.2.2 Handling special board situations 

I'd like not to put special code into the system that is board dependent. It would seem to be more flexible and maintainable to have capabilities that are turned on or off for specific boards rather than have "if board == X then …" logic hard-wired into the program code. 

An example of special board specific code in the existing system is the requirement that "CIPS staff can only make changes to citations that are assigned to their editorial board or to the Adult Treatment editorial board." (Training document, page 3) 
NCI Reviewers that share the responsibility of reviewing Adult Treatment citations are assigned specific summary topics to review. Many of these reviewers do not have other boards that they are responsible for. This was not always the case in the past. This restriction could be summary topic specific and not board specific. These users are only accountable for the citations they review and would not need to make changes to citations for topics that they are not assigned.
If we must hardwire board specific logic then, ideally, it would be much better to have that code isolated in a collection of specialized routines that are separated from the main logic and invoked from the main logic by some sort of lookup rather than having the specialized logic embedded in the code. 

Another approach is to subclass board functionality with almost all functionality in the superclass. 

Whatever solution we adopt, it makes sense to think hard about alternatives before making a decision, and to emphasize isolation of non-generic code. 

