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Responsibilities

TDWG has a process for the ratification of its standards (http://www.tdwg.org/about-tdwg/process/) that is part of the TDWG Constitution (http://www.tdwg.org/about-tdwg/constitution/).  TDWG’s constitution and standards review process relies on consensus. 
The TDWG Executive Committee has responsibility for 

1. Appointing a Review Manager

2. Approving submissions for Public Review
3. Ratifying a submission as a TDWG standard
The Executive Committee may also make recommendations for Reviewers but the final decision for selecting reviewers is up to the Review Manager. 
The Review Manager
1. Manages the process of review
2. Understands the process required for an effective review (Appendix 1)

3. Does not need to be a technical developer but does need to have a good overview of the proposed standard. A prospective user of the standard should make for an effective Review Manager.

4. Recruits Independent Reviewers from the TDWG or related communities

5. Communicates effectively with the TDWG Executive Committee, Reviewers and other interested parties.

6. Expedites the review process within the time requirements of the constitution

7. Acts as an Editor of the Online Journal System (OJS) Standards Track

Independent Reviewers
1. Should be anonymous to all but the Review Manager

2. Are expected to have a high level of understanding of the domain and of the technical issues related to the proposed standard

3. Provide an independent perspective on the proposed standard
4. Report to the Review Manager in a timely manner
TDWG Standards Track
Once appointed, the Review Manager is setup with Editor privileges in OJS’s Standards Track (http://www.tdwg.org/stdtrack/user). This is the system that TDWG uses to manage most of the standards review process. OJS handles the individual and public reviews and most of the email correspondence. It is important that the Review manager uses OJS for most of the emails associated with the review process. The reason for this is that OJS maintains a record of correspondence and that this record may be helpful for the Review Manager, the TDWG Executive Committee and future Review Managers. The OJS log will be a significant asset if a new Review Manager has to be appointed. 
Unless you are already familiar with acting as an Editor in OJS, please read the OJS Guide (particularly the Editor role) at http://www.tdwg.org/fileadmin/documentation/ojs/OJS_Guide.pdf. Details that are particular to the role of Review Manager for the TDWG Standards Track are outlined below.

Your login and password for TDWG applies to OJS. The roles that you will see on the above page reflect your authorisation as an Editor, Reviewer and Author. As Review Manager, you will assume the Editor role.  Once you click on Editor, you will see a number of categories reflecting the phase of the review (with the number in brackets reflecting the number of submissions in each phase)-


1. Unassigned - no Review Manager/Editor has been assigned yet)

2. In Review – An Editor has been assigned and the review process may have been initiated

3. In Editing – the submission is ready for, or has been through public review
4. Archives – this contains all previous or current TDWG standards and submissions that are currently in public review.

The submission for which you are Review Manager should be ‘In Review’ so click on that category. You will see a list of the submissions that are currently in review and a series of dates relating to any peer reviews. Identify and click on the relevant submission. 

There will be a main submission file and potentially one or more Supplementary files. The Review Manager must ensure that-

1. The submission conforms to the TDWG Standards Specification (link: FIXME). The file/s used in the review process should-
1.1. Be in a format that is readable by a broad audience. The standards specification states “For archival reasons all files in a standard must be in an open format for which parsers are commonly available. For this purpose an open format is defined as being one for which it would be possible to write a parser on the basis of a published specification without having to rely on code libraries for which the source code is not available or to pay a license fee. The definition of ‘commonly available’ is left to the discretion of the TDWG Executive Committee. Formats may include ASCII text, XML, HTML, PDF, PNG, JPEG and OASIS Open Document Format.” It is suggested that for review purposes, HTML is a good option. 

1.2. Support the clear identification of marked-up changes/suggestions.  Not all reviewers will prefer to use ‘track changes’ in a document, but support for it needs to be maintained. Note: These two criteria can be satisfied in a number of different ways. One option for example is to MS Word’s ‘track changes’ maintaining the document/s in HTML format. For further details about formats and parsers, see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comparison_of_word_processors#Export_or_Save_capabilities
1.3. While the standards specification is not explicit, it may be assumed that the file/s used for review may not be in the same format as will be used for the published standard. This is up to the Review Manager in consultation with the Author.
2. That the Author has placed the submission in the correct standards category
2.1. Technical Specification,
2.2. Applicability Statement or
2.3. Best Current Practice
3. That the metadata information under the Summary is accurate and complete. The metadata will be used ‘as is’ to populate components of the TDWG web site when the submission is approved.
For the TDWG Standards Track, the individual reviews are done entirely within the ‘In Review’ section of OJS. 

Independent Reviews
One of the first tasks for the Review Manager is to seek reviewers for the submission. Advice can be sought from the Author, relevant TDWG groups, the Executive Committee and others. It is recommended that at least three reviews are provided for submissions. 
Reviewer Profile

The ideal reviewer is someone who has not been directly involved in the development of the standard (independence). Reviewers must have advanced technical skills as a standard is a technical document. The ideal reviewer has written or contributed to the development of another standard. An ideal reviewer ‘gets the job done’. 

While it is appropriate to seek reviewers from different communities/disciplines, this is less important than their technical abilities. Ideally, good reviewers will have experience in a range of areas/applications.

It would be hoped that at least two of the reviews would provide a comprehensive check of all of the technical details of the proposed standard. With a complex standard, this will take time.
Note: Reviewers must be registered users of the TDWG web site as they must be identified and allocated as reviewers to the submission within OJS.  The process in OJS for the Reviewers is pretty simple. OJS leads the reviewers step by step once they have completed the review, but note that the email template used in OJS to send a request to the potential reviewer also contains a link to the OJS Guide at http://www.tdwg.org/fileadmin/documentation/ojs/OJS_Guide.pdf. 
If potential reviewers are not registered on the TDWG site, the Editor cannot recruit them in OJS as Reviewers. Catch-22! In this case, send the potential reviewer an invitation email based on Appendix 2 with a request for them to register on the TDWG site (http://www.tdwg.org/membership/registration/). Once they are registered, use OJS to assign them as a Reviewer and send them the standard OJS request email.

It would be appreciated for the reasons noted above that all correspondence with Reviewers must use emails within OJS. Each allocated Reviewer will have a small envelope icon next to their names. Clicking this icon will generate an email window. Additional recipients may be added to the email. The steps for requesting and evaluating reviews are outlined in the OJS Guide referenced above. An example of an email request to potential reviewers can be found as Appendix 2: Please use something like this as the email content within OJS.  
The timeframe for individual reviewers to respond is up to you as Review manager. A period of around one month would be reasonable given that the review task may be substantial. Reviewers’ submissions should be acknowledged within OJS. If a Reviewer is not able to complete the review within a reasonable timeframe, another Reviewer may need to be engaged. You may want to have a reviewer or two ‘up your sleeve’ in case of missed deadlines. Once a deadline has been passed, send a reminder (using OJS) and in parallel, consider seeking an additional reviewer. This way, there are minimal holdups.
Review Criteria

What criteria should you convey to reviewers to judge a submission? A TDWG standard is a document, but consideration should be given in the review of how effectively the proposed standard could be implemented - 

1. The key issue for reviewers is that the proposed TDWG standard efficiently addresses the community need. Does the submission achieve the intended outcome in an efficient and effective manner?

2. Is the submission clearly written? If not, then uptake of the standard, however technically capable it is, will be diminished. Is the document itself structured in a way that will facilitate understanding by the broadest audience?

3. Does the submission conform to the TDWG Standards Specification? [This document is currently itself under review but for practical purposes, the Standards Specification represents the only criteria available for TDWG standards].

4. Does the submission detail the intended audience and its needs? This is probably classed as Type 2 documentation (see http://www.tdwg.org/activities/documentation/), possibly as a preamble, but is none the less required for a reviewer to evaluate how well the standard meets its goals: If the audience and desired outcomes are not identified, it is impossible to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed standard.

5. Is the proposed standard technically accurate? For a complex standard, this is not an easy thing to evaluate. Some of the reviewers need to be technically capable of systematically examining the proposed standard to ensure that it is accurate. Typos, unexpanded first use of acronyms and undefined jargon in a technical document present a significant hazards to the end-users. 

6. Does the submission build upon effective existing standards? Proposed standards should not 'reinvent the wheel'. They should re-use well-accepted and effective standards wherever possible. Are other existing standards more appropriate for the intended purpose?

7. Is the overall structure of the standard effective?  If the structure of the proposed standard is problematic, then use of the standard may be equally problematic. Are there ways to simplify the structure? Does the structure allow for efficient/effective extensibility?

8. Does the standard address a large majority of end-user needs? Are the fields/parameters sufficient and clearly defined? Are the parameters/fields sufficient to address the large majority of end-user needs?

Post Review

Once all reviews are in, it is up to you to look at the reviews and decide into which category to place the submission-

1. Accept submission (as is), which would be rare,

2. Revisions required (which would be the norm),

3. Resubmit for a new review (rare) or

4. Decline submission (even rarer)

Use OJS to inform the Author what if any steps need to be taken before seeking approval from the Executive Committee to advance the submission to Public Review. If reviewers have used Word’s Track Changes, then the documents are not anonymous. You may need to export these reviews into a format that maintains reviewer anonymity to the Author. You can for example, use Save As in Word and use the Security button to remove personal information. You may wish to combine all salient parts of reviews into a single document for the Author. 

Subsequent reviews (by the engaged Reviewers) is usual. The end product of the individual reviews must be a file that has been uploaded by the Author or Editor to the In Review section of OJS and the Editor has selected an Editor Decision of ‘Accept Submission’. One this is done, the submission is sent to the ‘In Editing’ section of OJS. 

As the Process dictates, the final decision for advancing the submission to Public Review is in the hands of the Executive Committee. An email should therefore then be sent to secretariat@tdwg.org   for distribution to the Executive Committee from within OJS. The email should request a decision concerning Public Review and contain link to the TDWG Standards Track in OJS. The Executive will discuss the submission and provide a decision within 30 days. 

Public Review

The public review is complementary to the individual reviews. Public comment must be open for at least 30 days (see Appendix 1). Anyone except the Review Manager can post comments to the Public Review. The reason for this is that it is important for the Review Manager to remain independent in the public eye. It is the Review Manager who makes the two key recommendations to the TDWG Executive Committee. The Author is free to post comments as a response to the other comments posted.

To advance the submission to public review, an acceptable file must have been submitted by the Author or Editor within the In Review section of OJS and the Editor has selected ‘Accept Submission’. 
If there are Supplementary Files in OJS, these could be combined into a single file for Public Review. This file should be uploaded within the ‘In Review’ section of OJS.

By default, OJS will send the latest copy of the submission file to the Copyedit phase. At this point, it is assumed that the Author will have updated the submission and will require no copyedit. Click on Complete under step 3 and the file will be sent to the Layout section. This is the step where you need to be certain that the format of the file for Public Review conforms to requirements and that the metadata is sufficient and accurate. You may want to include special information relating to the Public Review as a Supplementary File. Both the main ‘published’ file and the Supplementary file must be clearly described with OJS. For this to occur, it is easiest if the Editor uploads these files to the relevant Layout sections. OJS will request descriptions and file types. The OJS Proofreading phase is unnecessary.
At the bottom of the Editing screen, there is Schedule section. Select ‘TDWG Proposed Standard’ and press Record. At this point, the following steps need to be followed

1. A Wiki page for file uploads associated with the Public Review needs to be established off the group’s Wiki home page. A page title like ‘XXXPublicReviewFiles’ should be created by the Author under instruction from the Review Manager. The instructions on the page should say “This Wiki is only for upload of files associated with the public review of xxxxx. Do not add comments here or at the groups Wiki home page. Please make all comments on the proposed XXXX standard at TDWG Standards Track at Link.”   
2. The submission must be prepared in OJS for Public Review comments to be accepted. The TDWG Secretariat (secretariat@tdwg.org) will set this up as this step requires a Journal Manager to establish a page for public comments. 

3. A news item should be added by the Author to the initiating group’s home page on the TDWG site, and the Review Manager should send the same announcement to at lkeast the the tdwg and taxacom mail lists and potentially other web sites such as GBIF. A copy of a previous announcement can be found as Appendix 2. Contact secretariat@tdwg.org for any assistance.
Public comment may result in all of the following -

· Positive suggestions that will improve and enhance the utility of the standard

· Suggestions that will add unnecessary complexity or diversions
· Recommendations that will advocate significant/fundamental changes to the submission

· Negative comment that shows bias or lack of understanding of the intent of the proposed standard

Note: If possible, constructive comments should be acknowledged by the Review Manager. 

Public Review comments in OJS are openly visible to all. The Author can be examining comments, discussing issues with the Review Manager, and preparing responses or changes once the first comment is posted. 
An issue tracking system could be used in addition to, or as an alternative to the OJS comments/feedback in the public review. The basic requirement is that


· The public can view and easily comment on the proposal

· That all comments can be identified to an individual with at least an email address

· That a log of all comments can be uploaded to OJS so that the process is fully logged for future reference.

When the review period is up, the Review Manager needs to inform secretariat@tdwg.org and create a document that adds a recommended action against each comment that could include (with any further explanation as necessary)-

· Accept comment and implement the suggestion,
· Accept comment but adds no significant addition to the proposal, or
· Reject comment

It is then up to the Author to respond to the Review Manager concerning all comments and associated recommendations.  The Review Manager examines the Author’s responses and any updated submission. One of two actions are then selected for the submission- 

· A recommendation to the Executive Committee (via the Secretariat) that the standard be accepted or

· A recommendation to the Author that further work on the standard is required.
A number of iterations may be required before a recommendation to accept the proposal is made to the Executive Committee.

Appendix 1: TDWG Constitution - Ratification of Standards

1. When a Task Group believes that a working draft is ready for wider review, the Task Group Convener submits the working draft and appropriate documentation as a package to the Executive Committee via the Secretary.
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The Secretary notifies the Executive Committee of the submission and requests a decision on advancing the draft. This decision must be made within 30 days of receipt of the draft.

a. If the response is positive, the Executive Committee appoints a Review Manager to seek appropriate independent and expert reviews.

b. If the response is negative, the Secretary reports the decision with justification to the Task Group Convener.

3. The Review Manager submits the reviews along with a summary and recommendation as a package to the Executive Committee.

4. The Executive Committee may 

a. advance the draft as a Proposed Standard with call for public comment, or

b. decline (with justification) to advance the draft, or

c. request a new revision to address specific problems.

5. Public Review. The Executive Committee directs the Proposed Standard to be placed in the TDWG repository, publishes a request for comment (RFC) that describes facilities for, and duration of public comment. A minimum of 30 days must be allowed for comment. At the end of the comment period, the Task Group may modify the specification or its documentation as necessary. Any subsequent submission should address the comments received in the public review.

6. Accept as a Standard - A draft is accepted as a Standard and its status in the repository is updated accordingly. A specification must have been through at least one round of public review before the Executive Committee may accept it as a Standard.

[The figure depicts the steps in reviewing and ratifying a TDWG standard. The figure is not formally part of the by-laws.]

Appendix 2: Example of an email to potential reviewers

Note: This is current template in OJS that is used to send a request to a potential reviewer. Please modify as required.  The fields within braces in the text below are variables that OJS uses to insert known details.
Dear {$reviewerName}:
I’ve been appointed as the review manager for the proposed TDWG xxxx standard.
I am seeking anonymous reviewers for "{$articleTitle}," which has been submitted to {$journalName}. Your name has been recommended by members of the community as an ideal reviewer.
TDWG uses OJS as the tool for managing the review process, for example, this email is being sent (and logged) using OJS. The process for reviewing is simple as the system will generally guide you through the steps (where are not many). If you wish to see details on the review process, examine the review section of the document http://www.tdwg.org/fileadmin/documentation/ojs/OJS_Guide.pdf. 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions, either via email or if you want via telephone (xxxxx), or Skype (xxxx).  I am currently on time zone GMT+xxxx.
The submission's abstract is inserted below, and I hope that you will consider undertaking this important task for the community.
Please log into the journal web site by {$weekLaterDate} to indicate whether you will undertake the review or not, as well as to access the submission and to record your review and recommendation. The web site is {$journalUrl}
The review itself is due {$reviewDueDate}.
If you do not have your username and password for the journal's web site, you can use this link to reset your password (which will then be emailed to you along with your username). {$passwordResetUrl}
Submission URL: {$submissionReviewUrl}
{$editorialContactSignature}
"{$articleTitle}"
Abstract
{$articleAbstract}
Appendix 3: Example of Public Review Announcement
NCD Public Review

By: XXXX
TDWG announces the Public Review of the proposed Natural Collections Descriptions (NCD) standard.  NCD has been reviewed by the TDWG Executive Committee and we now seek comment from the community.

The NCD abstract can be found here: The TDWG Standards Track ‘Journal’. At the bottom of the abstract page, there is a link to download the Microsoft Word format file (640kb). This file contains both the normative component of the standard and (for simplicity), the non-normative (descriptive) component appended.

IF YOU WISH TO COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED NCD STANDARD, PLEASE USE THE LINK IN THE ABOVE PARAGRAPH (DO NOT ADD COMMENTS TO THIS NEWS ITEM). A brief set of guidelines for reviewers can be found in the document http://www.tdwg.org/fileadmin/documentation/guidance_docs/ReviewManagerGuidelines.doc. These questions provide guidance: They are not exhaustive.

If you wish to upload a file to the public review, please do so at the Wiki page here using the Attached command at the bottom of the page. Do this before submitting a public comment so that a link to the Wiki upload page can be included.
In accordance with the TDWG ‘Process’, a minimum of 30 days is required for public comment on the proposed standard. Comments should therefore be received by XXXX. Comments must be added by clicking ‘Add Comment’ on the right hand side navigation bar. This link will only be available after logging into the TDWG site as a TDWG registered user. Comments can be anonymous by selecting ‘post this comment anonymously’ checkbox on the comment form. 

Please distribute this call for comment to anyone you think could or should comment on NCD. Anyone can register (free) on the TDWG site.
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