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Minutes of the
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Present:  Lorne Becker (Co-Chair), Lisa Bero, Jonathan Craig, Zbys Fedorowicz, Ruth Foxlee, Donna Gillies, Adrian Grant (Co-Chair), Jeremy Grimshaw (Director, Canadian Cochrane Centre, for item 28 only), Sonja Henderson, Jini Hetherington (Company Secretary and minutes), Julian Higgins, Lucie Jones (Project Support Officer), Monica Kjeldstrøm (IMS Director, for items 5, 6, and parts of items 14 and 15), Chris Mavergames (Web Team Manager, for items 5 and 6 only), Steve McDonald, Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert (Publisher, The Cochrane Library, John Wiley & Sons, for item 6 only), Nick Royle (Chief Executive Officer), Mary Ellen Schaafsma (Executive Director, Canadian Cochrane Centre, for item 28 only), Rob Scholten, Philippa Scoones (Director for Web Publishing, John Wiley & Sons, for item 6 only), Roger Soll, David Tovey (Editor in Chief), Janet Wale, Liz Whamond, Katrina Williams and Hans van der Wouden.
1.
Welcomes and apologies for absence


Adrian welcomed everyone to the meeting, particularly David Tovey who had been appointed Editor in Chief in mid-January 2009. No apologies for absence had been received at the start of the meeting, but Eamonn Noonan, who had been planning to attend on behalf of The Campbell Collaboration, sent his apologies later, due to a recent family bereavement. It was recorded that Joy Oliver had resigned from the Steering Group in February 2009 as one of the four Centre representatives; thanks were expressed to Joy for her hard work and useful contributions, especially as a member of the Monitoring and Registration Group, of which she had agreed to remain an ex officio member for the time being. 
 
2.
Co-Chairs' introduction to the meeting; approval of the agenda; verbal report

Adrian described some re-ordering of the agenda, and explained that Jeremy Grimshaw and Mary Ellen Schaafsma would join the meeting for item 28 only, Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert for item 6, Monica Kjeldstrøm for items 5, 6 and parts of items 14 and 15, and Chris Mavergames for items 5 and 6. Several items of additional business were added to the agenda: Budget for the Editor in Chief’s office (item 45.1); Invitation to host the 2011 Colloquium in Madrid (item 45.2); COPD Guidelines (item 45.3); the recent WHO meeting linked to the Singapore Colloquium (item 45.4); and Mike Clarke’s report on The Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials and the contribution from the specialized registers of Cochrane Review Groups (item 45.5). 


2.1
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs): Lorne explained the background to producing KPIs for the Steering Group; he encouraged everyone to contribute to their development and to keep them at the forefront of future Steering Group meetings. Several items (including the number of new reviews and protocols published in each issue) should be removed from the list because they now fell under the remit of the Editor in Chief. Having reviewed the current KPIs, the Steering Group agreed that they were potentially useful. David Tovey suggested that performance against targets should be included, and this was approved. Rob said that Cochrane entities were also trying to agree on KPIs. Steve suggested that data should be drawn from Archie rather than The Cochrane Library in future. Sonja raised questions about the sources of data for several of the graphs and was referred to Claire for additional information. Nick noted that the current graphs were for illustration only.
Action: Lorne, Sonja

3.
Steering Group members' declarations of interest [paper]
Adrian asked if anyone had interests to declare in addition to those contained within the agenda materials (see Appendix to these minutes). He undertook to write and express thanks to Peter Gøtzsche for having suggested the more streamlined way of making such declarations in the Steering Group module in The Cochrane Library. Adrian said that the important thing was to declare potential conflicts of interest before discussion of an agenda item. In many cases, informing the rest of the Group would be sufficient, but members with more significant conflicts would be expected to leave the room for those discussions.
Action: Adrian

4.
Chief Executive Officer's report 
Nick gave an oral report on his activities since the previous face to face Steering Group meeting in Freiburg in October 2008; many of these were on the agenda of this meeting. He said that the advent of David Tovey as Editor in Chief of The Cochrane Library was a fundamental change, and in his role of Chief Executive Officer he would be giving David every support. The Strategic Review of the Collaboration was another important step forward; Nick congratulated Jeremy Grimshaw and his team, particularly Mary Ellen Schaafsma, Lisa McGovern and Lucie Jones, for all their hard work and for the quality of the final report.
5.
Editor in Chief's report [paper]
David Tovey spoke to his background paper, for which Monica Kjeldstrøm (Information Management System Director) and Chris Mavergames (Web Development Manager) also attended. He asked the Steering Group to approve the strategic direction of his recommendations and proposals, and invited feedback in relation to content, involvement/engagement, resources and deadlines. He also asked the Steering Group if they wished to amend any specific projects, or introduce additional safeguards or decision points. He explained that the main theme of his strategy was around quality assurance and the development of quality. He noted that updating of reviews needed a major overhaul, based on good work that had already been done in this area, as did also the area of feedback on Cochrane reviews. Some minimum standards should be set for all Review Groups to adhere to, and an audit should be undertaken of what they do at the various stages of protocol and review preparation. The Co-ordinating Editors had been very supportive of the strategic direction he had proposed to them at their recent meeting. Increasing the frequency of publication was another high priority. David made the following ten recommendations, which were accepted:



1.
To move towards a ‘publish when ready’ model. Timescale: 6-8 months. 

2.
To develop a consensus on setting minimum 'sign off' standards for protocols and completed reviews. Timescale: 4-6 months.

3.
To initiate and support an audit of an issue of The Cochrane Library against agreed standards. Timescale: 12-18 months.

4.
To gain consensus on the development and deployment of an annual self-audit by Cochrane Review Groups. Timescale: 12–18 months.

5.
To prepare a costed programme of activities, and consult on alternative models, to ensure that the problems identified with web presentation of The Cochrane Library are addressed. Timescale: 4 months for programme, 12-18 months from delivery.

6.
To consult with entities within the Collaboration and prepare a document to identify principles for developing new products or lines of activity. Timescale: 6 months.

7.
To develop a partnership strategy to engage with other systematic review producers and knowledge packagers. Timeline: 24 months.

8.
To prepare a business case for developing a responsive review function across the Collaboration. Timeline: 6-12 months.

9.
To consult on and prepare a communication strategy for the Editor in Chief's office. Timeline: 4 months.

10.
To initiate discussions with entities around identifying process efficiencies across the work of the Collaboration. Timescale: 24 months.


David said that communication and direct feedback would contribute largely to the success of his aims. The Steering Group wished to give David autonomy to make decisions, and asked him to flag up if any hindrances to that autonomy arose.

Action: David
6.
Publication of The Cochrane Library 
Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert and Philippa Scoones from John Wiley and Sons participated in the meeting for this discussion, as did Monica Kjeldstrøm (Information Management System Director) and Chris Mavergames (Web Team Manager). Deborah made a presentation about access to The Cochrane Library, usage, and subscription and revenue units by market segment. Philippa then presented Wiley’s proposals for future web strategies, focussing on objectives for the coming year, based on usability studies. This included a new custom home page for The Cochrane Library, development of its relationship with the Collaboration website, and working towards increasing publication frequency. Philippa proposed holding a web strategy summit to consider a joined vision and activities for Archie, cochrane.org and The Cochrane Library. Philippa recommended that there should be more shared added value features (e.g. video, datasets, interviews), interactivity for users of all sites, and virtual presentation of themed content. She advised setting up a strategic group, with widespread and close involvement from interested people throughout the Collaboration. Philippa also supported the development of a working project team to establish several working groups to review workflows, both within the Collaboration and within Wiley. Chris Mavergames explained that the Collaboration’s web team was moving towards using a content management system, so these proposals fit very well with that initiative. David said that a proposal would be put forward and within a year changes would be put in place to ensure efficient joint working between the web teams, and also improvements to the usability of The Cochrane Library. David would liaise with Deborah and Philippa to take forward these suggestions.
Action: David

7.
Financial matters:
7.1
Cash flow forecast: Nick spoke to the changes he had made to this overview of the Collaboration's income and financial commitments. A year ago, at its meeting in Vellore, the Steering Group had been unable to fund all requests. Since then, royalty revenues had increased significantly. However, a significant portion of the increase had been due to currency fluctuations, and the impact of the world financial situation had increased the level of uncertainty about future royalties and thus the uncertainty of the Collaboration’s future funding and hence also expenditure projections. Nick directed attention to his line graphs in the cash flow forecast showing different projections. He said the Collaboration was still in a period of considerable risk if financial commitments were made solely on the basis of the figures in the forecast. He recommended that the Steering Group should first be deciding on the major strategic themes which should be funded as and when possible. 
7.2
Current profit and loss statements and balance sheets: Donna spoke to these background papers in her capacity as the Collaboration's Treasurer. No actions were thought to be necessary.
8.
Organisational management functions of the Collaboration [paper]
Nick drew attention to several aspects of the organisational diagram that he had devised, because some people were unclear about the functions that the Secretariat performs. This was welcomed by members. Jonathan supported Nick’s suggestion of exploring the renaming of the Secretariat to reflect its organisational, business and finance functions better. A separate organisational diagram would be devised for the scientific, technical and methodological functions which were the remit of the Editor in Chief’s office. Lorne would arrange an e-mail consultation about the name change, and ensure that this involved the Secretariat staff.
Action: Lorne


9.
Funding programmes [paper; annex]
Lucie spoke to the update she had provided on the Collaboration's various funding programmes. She asked the Steering Group to adopt the following recommendations:

9.1
To provide formal feedback to the Principal Investigators of completed core-funded projects, assessing their project's successes and impact, and requesting clarification of any unclear issues. This was agreed, and Lucie should assist with the implementation of this recommendation. Adrian requested an overview of all the funded projects in the Prioritisation initiative, and how they might be useful to different parts of the Collaboration. Lucie reported that there would be a special session during the Singapore Colloquium at which presentations on all the funded Prioritisation projects would be made. With regard to the Opportunities Fund projects, Adrian thought it was also important for their potential impact to be assessed. It was suggested that abstracts could be required to be presented to the appropriate Colloquium, and details could also be put onto the Collaboration website of all its funded projects. Sally Hopewell’s project, which had developed a decision tree and checklist to help review teams assess the need and likely benefits of updating a Cochrane review, was the only Opportunities Fund project that had submitted a final report at this time. David agreed to provide feedback to the Principal Investigators of this project once the follow-up pilot project had been completed in June/July.  
Action: Lucie, David 


9.2
As part of this feedback, and if applicable, to negotiate additional reporting and/or communication requirements to address how the results of the projects would be used and disseminated in the short, medium and long term. It was suggested that publicising the findings from the Opportunities Fund projects should be part of the dialogue with the Principal Investigators of such projects. A description of the planned dissemination process should be requested in future calls for applications. David was asked to consider how the results of individual projects could be fed into Cochrane policy. Attention was drawn to the large number of projects which had required extensions or had not yet presented final reports. Lorne explained that the need to do a better job in following up and acting on the findings of projects had been a key reason for creating the position of Project Support and Business Communications Officer within the Secretariat. 
Action: David
10.
Opportunities Fund:


10.1
2008/09: Ratification of Committee decisions: David, Julian, Katrina and Steve left the room while applications to the 2008/09 round of the Opportunities Fund were discussed, due to their involvement in one or more of the proposals. The Steering Group considered the Committee's recommendations and agreed to fund the following three projects: 


10.1.1
A Course for Cochrane Statisticians Addressing Advances in Meta-Analytical Techniques, Doug Altman, Statistical Methods Group: 16,500 GBP. 

10.1.2
Cochrane Training: Developing a Core Collection of Approved Training And Support Materials, Steve McDonald, Australasian Cochrane Centre: 48,997 AUD (21,687 GBP). 

10.1.3
Evaluation of The Cochrane Collaboration’s Risk of Bias Tool, Jonathan Sterne, Bias Methods Group: 29,354 GBP. 

It was agreed to fund only the above three A-rated project applications. A decision was taken not to fund the B-rated applications because there were not enough funds to cover all of them, and they were considered to be a lower priority than other calls on core funds, particularly those arising from the recommendations of the Strategic Review. With Lucie’s assistance, Donna would let the Principal Investigators of both the approved and unapproved applications know of these decisions as soon as possible.
Action: Donna, Lucie


The Steering Group heard how several people on the Committee had not participated in some portions of the rating process because they had a direct or indirect involvement in a project. The Committee had addressed this by ensuring that members did not rate any proposal with which they had any involvement, and left the conference call for the discussion of such proposals. 

10.2
2009/10 - Continuation of the Opportunities Fund: There was lengthy discussion as to whether or not to continue the Opportunities Fund because of the many other calls on the Collaboration's core funds, and the growing interest in directing existing funds to support the strategic objectives of the Collaboration. While the existing approach to soliciting applications was seen to have been an important mechanism for generating good ideas from Collaboration members, it was felt that this strategy could be modified to invite applications that fit with the directions outlined in the Strategic Review of the Collaboration. There was broad agreement that the Committee should in future be comprised of non-Steering Group members, with the Steering Group considering the Committee’s recommendations and having final approval. It was agreed to continue the Opportunities Fund for the next year, but with changes that would address the above concerns. Donna agreed to take the lead in working on defining what changes should be made, with Hans, Janet and Julian. (Plans for the modified Opportunities Fund were further developed in discussion of the Strategic Review - see item 28.)

Action: Donna, Hans, Janet, Julian
11.
Sub- and Advisory Group budget requests [paper]
Lorne chaired this discussion. The following budgets were approved for the financial year April 2009 to March 2010:
Sub-Groups: Executive - £4000; MRG - £12,000; PPG - £8000. 
Advisory Groups: CLUG - £1200; CPAG - £820; FMAG - £1000; HAG - £6500; IMSG - £21,480. These budget approvals totalled £53,000. Jini was asked to let the Advisory Group Convenors and the Secretariat bookkeeper know of the approved amounts, which Nick had provisionally included in the cash flow forecast. 
Action: Jini 
 
As a result of the Strategic Review, the governance arrangements and resultant committee structure for the Collaboration would be reconsidered, with recommendations for future committee structures to go to the Executive, including terms of reference and functioning of each advisory group. Jonathan, Julian, Nick and Steve volunteered to take on this task 
Action: Jonathan, Julian, Nick, Steve

12.
Secretariat budget request 
Lorne chaired this discussion on the requested annual budget for running the Secretariat, which was approved. Jini would advise the Secretariat bookkeeper of this decision; Nick had provisionally included the figures in the cash flow forecast. It was confirmed that an amount had been set aside in the cash flow forecast for teleconferencing and a remote meeting capability, which would be reviewed once likely costs became clearer. 
Action: Jini
13.
Discretionary Fund

13.1
Proposal to raise the limit for applications [paper]: Lorne chaired this discussion. Nick reported that uptake of this Fund had been low in 2008/09. He had therefore provided a background paper recommending that the annual limit on individual applications to the Fund should be raised from £3000 to £5000, keeping the overall limit at £15,000 per annum. It was hoped that this would attract more applications to the Fund. This increase was approved, and Jini was asked to publicise it via the entity mailing lists, CCInfo and Cochrane News.
Action: Jini

13.2 
Table of expenditure to date [paper]: This table had been provided for information only. The version on the website should be brought up to date if necessary. 
Action: Jini
14.
Information Management System (IMS): status report [paper]
Lorne chaired this item. Sonja had raised the issue as to whether or not, as a funded member of the IMS Support team, she had a direct conflict of interest in discussion of this item; Adrian had said that he did not consider her to have a significant conflict because there was no request for IMS Support team funding in the application, and he also felt that it was very important to have the RGCs’ views on this issue. Sonja said that the stability of the IMS had a direct effect on the sustainability of Review Groups, judged on its impact on the largest Review Group in the Collaboration, the Pregnancy and Childbirth Group.

Nick reported that the new formal funding agreement between the Collaboration and Rigshospitalet for provision of an Information Management System to the Collaboration, for the period April 2009 to March 2012, had been agreed. 


On Sunday 26 April, Monica Kjeldstrøm participated in further discussion of this item. She spoke to her report on the IMS, which highlighted the completion of the roll-out to RevMan 5 and stage 1 of the workflow and tracking pilot, the start of stage 2 of that pilot, the release of a major new update to Archie, the employment of a test and documentation officer and an additional system developer to make progress on providing the necessary technical documentation, and the recent launch of the redesigned IMS website. Adrian thanked Monica and the IMS Development team for all their hard work.


15.
Information Management System (IMS): budget request 2009-2012 [paper]
This item was initially discussed by the Steering Group on Saturday 25 April. The Steering Group was joined by Monica Kjeldstrøm, Director of the IMS, for further discussion on Sunday 26 April.
 
Lorne chaired the initial discussion on Saturday 25 April. In her background document, Monica had asked the Steering Group to review the descriptions of proposed additional projects included in that document, and to consider the possibilities offered by the IMS for improvement of the Collaboration's existing products and the development of new products and partnerships. Monica's proposal had argued that if the Collaboration was able to provide adequate and timely investment, the IMS would continue to provide the support needed for the efficient production of high quality Cochrane Reviews and would make the Collaboration an attractive strategic partner to both commercial and non-commercial entities. David saw the IMS as very good value, judged on his experience of other systems before becoming Editor in Chief. Sonja pointed out that the IMS provides hidden savings because Review Groups can do much more, thanks to Archie. As the Steering Group had requested, Monica had provided detail about the deliverables and costs of each of the components of the request. Projects 1 through 6 had been prioritised by the Information Management System Group (IMSG).  Projects A through D had not been discussed as fully, or assigned a priority by the IMSG. The report also listed a number of projects that had been suggested but not yet described in detail, nor prioritised or assigned a resource estimate (such as the IMS changes that would be required to enable continuous publication). David agreed to work with Monica on developing a process for bringing forward requests for funding for projects such as these or for additional projects proposed in future.
Action: David

Adrian chaired the discussion of this item on Sunday 26 April, in which Monica participated. He thanked her for the huge amount of work she and her team had done in response to the Steering Group’s request. He said that the report was beautifully presented, very clear and very professional. Monica responded to questions from Steering Group members related to the six projects that had been prioritised by the IMSG and the four that had not. Monica reiterated her request for the Steering Group to explain in the minute the reasons for rejecting to fund any particular project, for communication purposes. Monica left the meeting at this point. The Steering Group agreed to fund Projects 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6. Project 5 was considered to be of lower priority than Projects B and C, and was therefore not funded. Project A - Not funded, as it was not considered to be of sufficient strategic importance in comparison with other funding requests. The Centre Directors had not been very supportive of the project, and it had been suggested that external funding might be able to be found. Also, as a result of the Strategic Review of the Collaboration, several groups had been identified and asked to prioritise activities that might be supported by some of the features of this project. Project B – Funded. Project C – Funded. Project D – Not funded, as it was considered that these activities should be covered by the infrastructure funding, and furthermore should be deferred to the web summit for consideration. The total cost of approved projects amounted to about 200,000 GBP. The Steering Group wished to have the projects carried out as quickly as feasible, recognising that they needed to be fitted into the work of the team which it was up to Monica to construct, with David overseeing implementation in terms of efficient delivery. Adrian said the Steering Group could be confident that these projects would be delivered well and in a timely manner, based on past performance. With regard to the projects that had not yet been described in detail in the background document, prioritised or assigned a resource estimate: Monica would be asked to work with David on prioritisation and costings, and to assess whether they fit in the existing development budget or would need additional funding. It was also left to Monica to work out, in consultation with David, the optimal scheduling of programming on the funded projects, taking into account the Steering Group’s desire for reasonably early delivery but within the context of a reasonably stable team (as indicated in model B). Adrian agreed to telephone Monica to inform her of the Steering Group’s decision.

Action: David, Adrian
16.
Updating reviews: the way forward [paper]
Lorne chaired this item. Rob spoke to his background paper, in which he had recommended that the Steering Group should delegate the task of moving forward the issues around updating of reviews to a central group, broadly supported by Cochrane Review Groups, with power to implement decisions around updating; in other words, the paper recommended that this should move to the Editor in Chief and his office. David agreed to bring a range of proposals to the Steering Group on completion of the updating pilot. Lorne thanked the members of the Updating Working Group for their activities. The Group has now formally ceased to exist. Lorne encouraged the former Group's members to remain involved if they so wished. The issue of centralised updating was considered, and concentration of efforts on the updating of priority reviews where new evidence is likely to change review conclusions. The Group also considered the suggestion for changing the structure of reviews to make the updating process easier, but this was not agreed to. The Handbook guidance on when an update should become a new citation version was discussed. Some authors had concerns that having put a great deal of work into updating their review, it might not necessarily result in a new citation, which was acting as a disincentive to updating.
Action: David  

17.
Diagnostic Test Accuracy Working Group and Editorial Team report

Lorne chaired this item. The Steering Group considered the background paper of the Diagnostic Test Accuracy (DTA) Working Group prepared by Jon Deeks, Tess Moore, Rob Scholten and Mariska Leeflang on behalf of the UK Support Unit (UKSU), the Continental Europe Support Unit (CESU) and the DTA Editorial Team. They responded to the following questions contained in the background paper:


17.1
Is the CCSG content with the way in which the DTA ET has commenced its operations? How should the DTA ET best be involved and relate to the Editor in Chief?
David reported that he had been in communication with Jon and would continue to be, but he did not anticipate any immediate changes in DTA ET operations. He said he was proposing to attend a teaching session on diagnostic methods run by the group. The DTA ET was encouraged to pass on any lessons they had learned to those involved in preparing intervention reviews. The pilot of Manuscript Central should continue to be used to track the DTA ET's own refereeing process.


17.2
Can the CCSG suggest a better way that we can make use of Colloquia as effective training events?


There was strong support for mounting workshops in DTA reviews at Colloquia. It was agreed that either the Training Working Group or the Colloquium Policy Advisory Group should address the best way to do this.
Action: Steve


17.3
Does the CCSG support us going ahead and producing an internet-based package of training materials? Are there any particular working guidelines that we should adhere to in producing this material?
It was agreed that this should go ahead, and that the DTA support units should liaise with the Training Working Group in doing so.
Action: Steve


17.4
Support and Training in the Americas and Australasia: Our initial intention was not to provide training to CRGs until they were also able to obtain ongoing support from a dedicated regional support unit. This approach was previously endorsed by the Steering Group. However, we would like the CCSG to reconsider this strategy. Following the failure to identify funding opportunities in North America, and the progression of some untrained CRGs in registering titles and submitting protocols for peer review, we are reviewing this position, and looking at opportunities to provide training even if follow-up support cannot yet be provided. Does the CCSG support us in this partial solution? How does the CCSG wish us to proceed in these areas of the Cochrane globe?

The Steering Group did support this partial solution. However, the DTA support units were encouraged to consult with the Training Working Group on this issue as well. In addition, Rob was encouraged to discuss with Jeremy Grimshaw putting in a grant request for Canadian funding to promote support and training in the Americas. 
Action: Steve, Rob


17.5
By 2010 the publication output would reach a level where the possibility of a derivative 'Cochrane Diagnostics Journal' could become feasible. Would the CCSG be keen for us to reopen discussion with Wiley on this possibility?


The Steering Group was supportive of discussions being reopened on this.
Action: Rob


17.6
Future of the Working Group: Working groups within the Collaboration are usually only temporary groupings which cease to exist when their task is accomplished. It would seem important soon to review the fixed entities which will remain once the DTA Working Group ceases to exist, to cover support, training, Handbook, software, methodological research and the editorial processes. Can the CCSG advise us of what the future shape of these groups should look like?
It was affirmed that the Steering Group would like eventually to have support, training and other DTA related processes integrated with those related to intervention reviews. Once that has been accomplished, the DTA Working Group would probably cease to exist.  Steering Group members realized that this process would be gradual and take some time. Against this backdrop, Rob would ask Jon Deeks to produce a work plan for the next two years. 
Action: Rob
18.
Methods issues exploratory meeting re infrastructure in the Collaboration [paper]
Lorne chaired this item. Julian left the meeting for its discussion. In response to the background paper provided by Julian and Sally Green in their role as Co-Convenors of the Handbook Advisory Group, the Steering Group supported the proposed meeting to discuss infrastructure for methodological issues in the Collaboration, and approved the use of royalty income from the Handbook to fund the meeting. Nick mentioned that The Campbell Collaboration was proposing to adopt the Handbook. Julian would be asked to provide a document outlining the outputs of the proposed meeting. The funds for the proposed meeting would be provided as an advance on Handbook royalties. 
Action: Julian
19.
Summary of Findings tables: Training and capacity building [paper]
The Steering Group responded to the background paper provided by Holger Schünemann on behalf of the Co-ordinating Editors’ Methods Working Group. David, Julian, Jonathan, Roger and Steve, who were members of this Group, had commented on the proposal; it was agreed that this level of involvement did not represent a significant conflict of interest, and that their input would anyway be helpful, so they participated in this discussion. Appreciation was expressed to Holger and colleagues for their important work in this area. It was noted that the Steering Group has no agreed mechanism in place for funding unsolicited proposals such as this one. However, Steve noted that provision of training in the preparation of Summary of Findings tables was a high priority of the Training Working Group (TWG) and that this group would be the ideal one to provide this training. The funding request was large relative to the total funding available to support all training activities of the TWG. The Steering Group decided that it could only provide 20,000 GBP at this time to fund the training component of this proposal, and requested that the applicants work closely with the TWG in deciding which of the proposed activities should have the highest priority. The Steering Group stated, however, that the funding provided should be used primarily to develop a web-based training module for preparation of Summary of Findings tables. Lorne would advise Holger Schünemann of this decision. 

Action: Lorne
20.
Cochrane Register of Studies [paper]
Nick spoke to his progress report on the Cochrane Register of Studies, in which he made the following recommendations:


20.1
To run the RFP with the current Requirements Catalogue, to elicit responses and better gauge the resource requirements for the project: This was agreed.


20.2
To allow within the RFP for other technical solutions to the core problem: This was agreed.


20.3
To explicitly set a policy that, should the Requirements Catalogue solution be adopted, all entities must use the new system: It was noted that some entities might choose to run two different systems if the systems they had developed had unique features.  However, it was agreed that the new system should be mandatory for transferring the contents of a register into The Cochrane Library.  


20.4
To identify the Editor in Chief as the focal point for technical solution and process considerations, with the Secretariat in a support role limited to contractual issues: David agreed to this. 



The Steering Group asked Nick to take forward the decisions made about this item.
Action: Nick

21.
Quality Advisory Group: proposal for its future role [paper]

The proposal made by Sally Green and Harriet MacLehose, the Convenors of the Quality Advisory Group (QAG), was discussed. The proposal was as follows:


21.1
QAG should cease to exist as an advisory group to the Steering Group.



21.2
Broad responsibility for the current QAG role 'to identify areas where guidance about quality is lacking and work with appropriate entities to develop and implement guidance’ be assigned to the Editor in Chief and Co-ordinating Editors' Methods Working Group.



21.3
Oversight of the CRG Resources Working Group and the Style Guide Working Group should be transferred to the Editorial Management Advisory Group and the Publishing Policy Group and Editor in Chief’s office respectively.

These recommendations were approved, and should be communicated to Sally and Harriet, together with thanks for their enormous input as Co-Convenors of the QAG, and the contributions of the Group's members. The 'Structure, remit and membership of groups accountable to the Steering Group' should be amended, as should the Cochrane Policy Manual and the website.
Action: Adrian, Jini

22.
Training Working Group report [paper]

This report was tabled for information only and needed no discussion.
23.
The master list of journals being searched [paper; slides; table1; table2]
The Steering Group discussed the paper prepared by Kay Dickersin and Roberta Scherer of the US Cochrane Center, which contained four recommendations:


23.1
Continuation of the Master List of Journals being handsearched and its integration with the new Cochrane Register of Studies that is being developed: The TSCs’ Executive had agreed that better integration of the Master List was desirable and that this could be considered in the development of the new Cochrane Register of Studies. Nick noted that the RFP for the Cochrane Register of Studies was ready to be put out for tender, and that adding the Master List to the specifications at this late date would lead to further delays. It was suggested that a different mechanism for maintaining the Master List should be investigated, and Ruth agreed to ask the TSCs' Executive to discuss this possibility. David volunteered to act as liaison on behalf of the Steering Group, in order to produce a specification for an online system for maintaining the Master List; Ruth, Steve and Zbys offered to work with him.   
Action: David, Ruth, Steve, Zbys 



23.2
Continuation of handsearching: Lisa reported that the Centre Directors had discussed this at their recent meeting. They had reaffirmed the value of handsearching, but wanted it to be more targeted and more effective. Lisa explained that the Information Retrieval Methods Group (IRMG) had developed a number of refinements to handsearching, as outlined in the Handbook, to make the process more productive and less time-consuming. The Centre Directors noted the need for more research to improve handsearching methods, and Lisa volunteered to communicate with the IRMG. The IRMG had been asked by the Monitoring and Registration Group (MRG) to investigate the usefulness and cost effectiveness of handsearching across entities. Ruth reported that the TSCs’ Executive had also discussed this background document and appreciated the IRMG’s efforts in this area. She suggested that any policy change in relation to handsearching at Centres be postponed until the IRMG had reported to the MRG.
Action: Lisa



23.3
Continuation of the Online Handsearching Course: The USCC had reported that there had been a change in platform for the online handsearching course, and the course needed to be migrated to a new platform requiring resources that the USCC did not have. In addition, the course needed updating (for example, to include methods for searching online journals). The USCC had indicated that it would be happy to transfer the course as it stands to another party willing to take responsibility for its maintenance and oversight. Funding would be needed for this, as well as for interacting, monitoring and testing of course participants, sixty per cent of whom were Trials Search Co-ordinators. Phil Wiffen, Training Director at the UKCC, had undertaken to look at modifying the online course and transferring it to Blackboard (because of his experience with that platform). Phil's willingness to pursue this was much appreciated, and Lorn would let him know that the Steering Group would consider providing some funding to support this transfer.
Action: Lorne

23.4
Continuation of the MEDLINE Retagging Project: The USCC had recommended asking the National Library of Medicine (NLM) whether they would be willing to resume the MEDLINE Retagging Project, and supporting a Cochrane entity to continue where the project had left off. Centre Directors had indicated that they would like to see more data on the value of retagging since 2006 (when the project had been discontinued). Mike Clarke was managing an ongoing EMBASE retagging project at the UK Cochrane Centre, and might consider undertaking a pilot project based on PubMed, for which it might be possible to provide some central funding. Ruth reported that TSCs were in favour of the resumption of MEDLINE retagging and noted the value of handsearching EMBASE abstracts, which resulted in over 4300 unique records being identified in 2007. Lorne would ask Mike Clarke to scope a project on MEDLINE retagging since 2006 that would provide data similar to the EMBASE project. 
Action: Lorne

24.
Web developments status report 
The background paper prepared by Dave Booker on behalf of the cochrane.org web team had been provided for information and needed no discussion. It was noted, however, that Dave had stepped down as Web Development Manager, and Chris Mavergames had taken on this role. Adrian undertook to write and express the Steering Group's appreciation to Dave for his enthusiastic involvement and dedication during his time at the German Cochrane Centre.
Action: Adrian 
25.
Co-Chair elections:


25.1
Co-Chair nomination [paper]: Adrian chaired the discussion for this item, which was taken at the beginning of the meeting on Saturday 25 April. Lucie Jones, Nick Royle and David Tovey, as employees, left the room for discussion of this item; Jini Hetherington remained in order to take the minutes. Rob had nominated Jonathan Craig to replace Adrian Grant as Co-Chair in October 2009; Roger Soll had seconded this nomination. Jonathan explained that he had made arrangements to free up one day per week to take on the role of Co-Chair. He answered several questions about his vision for the Collaboration and how he perceived the Co-Chair role. He then left the meeting and the Steering Group discussed his suitability for the position; members agreed unanimously to his appointment as Co-Chair for two years from October 2009. Jonathan returned to the meeting and Adrian thanked him for agreeing to take over as Co-Chair in six months’ time. 
 
25.2
Revised eligibility criteria and election arrangements [paper]: In his paper on this issue, Adrian had recommended that the Steering Group should reach decisions about all the issues he had outlined (and any others raised during the discussion), such that a paper to put to the Annual General Meeting (AGM) could be prepared and agreed by the Executive in time to be placed on the agenda for the AGM in Singapore. “Describe your leadership roles in The Cochrane Collaboration” should be added to the list of requirements, and a list of essential and desirable criteria against which to assess nominated candidates. It was agreed not to have a shortlisting process. The standard annual approach was agreed to. The Co-Chair would be selected at the Colloquium meeting, and take up office at the mid-year meeting, announcing the result of the election at the AGM. Adrian undertook to develop a job description and a paper for the AGM in Singapore. The proposed change should be described in the Steering Group Bulletin after this meeting. It should be made clear that any suitable candidates may be nominated, irrespective of whether or not they are members of the Steering Group. The identity of nominees would be kept confidential within the Steering Group.   
Action: Adrian
26.
Oversight committee for The Cochrane Library [paper]
Adrian chaired this item. Lorne's recommendations to form an oversight committee for The Cochrane Library, and also to establish a working group to develop a more detailed proposal, were agreed to, in the context of, but not to be delayed by, the overall re-examination of the Collaboration's governance arrangements. The oversight committee should meet regularly and act as a support mechanism for the Editor in Chief. The working group would comprise Adrian, David, Nick and Lisa; it should investigate the overlap of the oversight committee with the remit of the Publication Arbiters.
Action: Adrian, David
27.
Matters arising from minutes of the meeting in Freiburg in October 2008 [paper]

Adrian chaired this item.


39.9
Non-English-speaking country representation across The Cochrane Collaboration [paper]: Donna spoke to the paper she had prepared with Claire Allen and Karla Soares-Weiser. The Steering Group had been asked whether they thought this was an issue that needed to be addressed, and they agreed that it certainly was. They were therefore asked to approve the following recommendations:



39.9.1
To establish a working group representative of Centres, particularly those which represent a high proportion of non-English speaking countries: A working group, whose remit would include this issue, had been established during the discussion of the Strategic Review earlier in the week. The group would consider broadening participation, not only on geographic and linguistic lines, but also those of gender and age.

39.9.2
To approve financial support for four teleconferences from May 2009 to April 2010, and 200 GBP for ad hoc administrative costs: It was agreed that these costs would be met from the Secretariat budget.

39.9.3
To hold a workshop in Singapore to explore the issues and ways the issues can be addressed: The Steering Group supported this and welcomed the news from Donna that an abstract had already been submitted to the Colloquium organisers.

39.9.4
To identify relevant policies/initiatives that have already been developed within The Cochrane Collaboration: This would be part of the remit of the new working group.
39.9.5
To establish other processes identified by the Steering Group that may assist in moving this initiative forward: Steering Group members noted that several of the recommendations of the Strategic Review were related to the proposed activities of this working group, specifically 5(c) To review terms of reference, number and geographic spread of Cochrane entities to ensure efficient alignment with the purposes of the Collaboration (Dialogue 6); 4(b) To develop and implement formal succession planning mechanism for entity leadership (Dialogue 5); and 4(h) To define required competencies for Steering Group membership and induction and ongoing training for Steering Group members (Dialogue 6). The working group was encouraged to work with other relevant groups within the Collaboration, such as those being established to address these Strategic Review recommendations. Lorne agreed to contact the lead individuals for these groups and recommend that they consult with the non-English speaking members' working group.


  
Action: Lorne
28.
Strategic review of The Cochrane Collaboration [paper]
Lorne chaired this discussion. Jeremy Grimshaw and Mary Ellen Schaafsma, who had conducted this review with the assistance of Lisa McGovern, Lucie Jones and others, attended the meeting for discussion of this item, which had been debated by the Steering Group, Centre and Branch Directors, Co-ordinating Editors and Co-ordinating Editors’ Methods Working Groups the previous day. As the result of the review, the review team had made twenty-six recommendations that had been grouped into five themes.



The Steering Group discussed each recommendation in turn. Initial discussion focused on the first recommendation, “To reaffirm our primary purpose to be the production of systematic reviews”, for which there was unanimous support. The decision was made to add the words ‘high quality’ as recommended by the Co-ordinating Editors, but not to add the words ‘up to date’, since some Co-ordinating Editors were of the view that this was implicit in the words ‘high quality’. Subsequent recommendations were discussed in turn. All recommendations were accepted with no further revisions. For each recommendation, one or more Steering Group members were identified with responsibility to ensure that steps were taken to begin implementing the recommendation and to report back to the Executive on progress. Initial steps would differ somewhat from one recommendation to another. However, the general process over the next six months or so would include the following steps: 


- To set up a small working group to discuss ways of moving the recommendation forward. 


- To identify a leader and potential members for the working group (to include individuals who are not currently Steering Group members) and finalise the group membership after stakeholder input.

- To refine terms of reference for the working group focussing on expected outputs (including ways of advancing our primary purpose of producing high quality systematic reviews,  enhancing core Collaboration infrastructure or generating additional funding).

- To develop a work plan and business plan. 


- To submit interim reports of progress to the Executive, and prepare a progress report to be tabled at the Annual General Meeting in Singapore.

The approved recommendations and Steering Group members responsible for each recommendation are as follows:


1) Clarity of purpose:

a) Reaffirm our primary purpose to be the production of HIGH QUALITY systematic reviews: 
Entire Steering Group


b) Formalise additional purposes including training, methods development and advocacy for evidence-based decision-making and identify responsibilities of entities for these purposes: 
Lisa Bero, Julian Higgins, Steve McDonald, Rob Scholten

c) Identify principles for developing new products or lines of activity: 
David Tovey 

2) Engagement of partners for mutual benefits:


a) Develop a Marketing and Communications Strategy to promote external and internal awareness of the value arguments for and achievements of The Cochrane Collaboration: 
Lorne Becker, Lisa Bero, Donna Gillies

b) Improve the usability of The Cochrane Library and other products for diverse stakeholders: 
David Tovey, Hans van der Wouden, Ruth Foxlee

c) Develop a partnership strategy to engage other systematic review producers and knowledge packagers: 
Lisa Bero, Lorne Becker

d) Establish formal membership for its contributors: 
Donna Gillies, Zbys Fedorowicz, Hans van der Wouden

e) Establish an External Advisory Board: 
Lisa Bero, Jonathan Craig, Nick Royle 

3) New resource options for supporting strategic objectives:


a) Invest in a development function for new products or lines of activities: 
Lorne Becker 


b) Investigate the development of a broad-based educational program (‘Cochrane Education’): 
David Tovey 


c) Investigate the development of a responsive review program (‘Cochrane Response’): 
Lisa Bero, David Tovey 


d) Acknowledge the reality of our current infrastructure funding model and work to maintain it: 
Lorne Becker, David Tovey 


e) Explore and pursue new funding opportunities: 
Lorne Becker, Nick Royle 

4) Management, accountability and effective leadership:


a) Clarify the roles and responsibilities of its scientific/professional, managerial and editorial leadership: 
Lorne Becker, Adrian Grant, Nick Royle, David Tovey 


b) Develop and implement a formal succession planning mechanism for entity leadership: 
Julian Higgins, Rob Scholten, Roger Soll, Janet Wale, Katrina Williams

c) Develop and implement performance appraisal mechanisms for entity leaders: 
Julian Higgins, Rob Scholten, Roger Soll, Janet Wale, Katrina Williams 


d) Enhance accountability mechanisms of entities to ensure core functions are met and Collaboration policies are implemented: 
Ruth Foxlee, Julian Higgins, Rob Scholten, Roger Soll, Janet Wale, Katrina Williams

e) Develop and implement policy for essential competencies for review author teams: Sonja Henderson, Roger Soll 

f) Develop and implement central decision-making processes that clearly identify communication, implementation and monitoring plans: 
Steering Group Executive

g) Review the membership of the Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group and its alignment with the purposes of the Collaboration: 
Steering Group Executive

h) Define required competencies for Steering Group membership and induction and ongoing training for Steering Group members: 
Steering Group Executive

i) Review terms of reference and membership of Steering Group sub-groups and advisory groups: 
Jonathan Craig, Julian Higgins, Steve McDonald, Nick Royle 
5)  ‘Strategic Thinking’ embedded at all levels, and at all times, in the Collaboration:


a) Undertake a formal environmental scan every two to three years 
Entire Steering Group

b) Use uncommitted income strategically to develop new products/lines of activity 
Entire Steering Group

c) Review terms of reference, and number and geographic spread of Cochrane entities to ensure efficient alignment with the purposes of the Collaboration: 
Zbys Fedorowicz, Julian Higgins, Steve McDonald, Rob Scholten, Katrina Williams, Hans van der Wouden  


d) Develop an ongoing and participatory approach to strategy formation 
Entire Steering Group



It was agreed that core funding should be provided to do the scoping for new working groups which should be formed to focus on these recommendations.  Among the working groups, Cochrane Training (Recommendation 1b), Cochrane Products (3a), and Cochrane Response (3c) were seen as the highest priority groups. Working groups addressing Cochrane Education (3b), Cochrane Advocacy (1b) and Cochrane Marketing and Communication (2a) should be second level priorities. 

Adrian chaired the subsequent discussion of implementation of the Strategic Review on Sunday 26 April. Jonathan outlined the two segments to the Steering Group’s budget allocation: core infrastructure and innovation (products), and discussion ensued as to its willingness and ability to allocate funds to the latter (training, the IMS, education, advocacy, response, communication and funding, new outputs, diagnosis, and methods). In highlighting these Cochrane 'products' the Strategic Review simply recognised work that the Collaboration was already doing but relatively unrecognised, and could either be used to build core infrastructure or be cost-neutral (or better) or both. Such 'products' could become 'core' in time, e.g. 'Cochrane training'. It was proposed that a fractional amount (such as 30%) should be allocated to these innovations or 'products' on an annual basis. It should be expected from all core infrastructure platforms that some innovation was also expected and funded appropriately (e.g. 20%). The fractional innovation budget would be converted to an annual budget allocation on the basis of the previous year’s surplus. Decisions could then be made on a two-stage process of developing the product groups effectively. There would be a formal programme of commissioned funding, with directives to the various groups to come up with applications within that context. 

Adrian focussed discussion on the Opportunities Fund and how it might address the recommendations of the Strategic Review. He explained that it had been established at a time when there were surplus funds, but nowadays there were more demands than available funds. It was suggested that the various working groups listed above be invited to suggest criteria for applying to the Fund that might help them in their task. It would be a directed scheme, but open to anyone in the Collaboration, via a standard application process. 

While the modified Opportunities Fund would not be the sole mechanism by which the recommendations of the Strategic Review were to be implemented, it would provide a 100K GBP circumscribed fund, for an open, directed programme within pre-stated areas. As discussed under item 10.2, a new, more rigorous and transparent assessment process would need to be developed; Donna, Hans, Janet and Julian volunteered to be involved in this. 
Action: Donna, Hans, Janet, Julian

Separate funding would be made available to the groups established to deal with Strategic Review issues. They would come up with plans and say how they wanted to carry out those plans, which might or might not, in addition, include a call on the Opportunities Fund. The purpose would be innovation and improvement. 

Jonathan returned to his suggested framework (see above), which should inform decision-making about future requests to fund innovations. The various working groups should be charged to provide business plans. Amounts should be pencilled into the budget allocation for each working group. 200K had already been allocated to the IMS. 

29.
Gender balance in Cochrane entities [paper]
In their background paper on this item, Sally Green, Monica Kjeldstrøm and Paul Garner had made the following proposals:


‘Enabling wide participation in the work of The Cochrane Collaboration by reducing barriers to contributing and by encouraging diversity’ is a principle of The Cochrane Collaboration. Gender equity is recognised internationally as a key indicator of the strength of an organisation, reflected in many universities, governments and agencies introducing strategies that contribute to the recruitment, retention and advancement of women. They recommended that the Collaboration consider the introduction and continuation of such strategies including:


29.1
Intermittent monitoring of the gender diversity of The Cochrane Collaboration through formally repeating this survey at 2-3 yearly intervals, consideration of results by the CCSG, and dissemination of findings. Ensuring this occurs could be the responsibility of the MRG, the Secretariat, or a dedicated group (see point 29.3 below). This was agreed to in principle but the practical implementation was not discussed. It was left to the informal working group to recommend the most appropriate body to repeat the survey at intervals.

29.2
Inclusion of a question about gender equity within the monitoring processes of the Collaboration. The Steering Group approved this recommendation and referred it to the Monitoring and Registration Group for action.
Action: Rob, Hans


29.3
Formation and support of an informal working group to develop and propose strategies to recruit, mentor and sustain the involvement of women in The Cochrane Collaboration, particularly those early in their career and those from LMIC settings. The authors of this paper are happy to take responsibility for establishing this group and will involve others with an interest in this area. The Steering Group discussed the issue and agreed on its importance to the Collaboration. It was reaffirmed that language, country and age representation, and participation of people from low- and middle-income countries, were additional considerations (see item 27). It was agreed that the informal working group should be encouraged and supported. Lisa agreed to join it to represent the Steering Group, and to try to ensure that gender issues are given proper consideration by all working groups responding to the Strategic Review. This would be monitored. Statistics on the Co-Chairs, Steering Group members, authors and members of new working groups should be added to the table contained within the background document, and circulated again to the Steering Group. 
Action: Lisa
Steering Group members noted that several of the recommendations of the Strategic Review were related to the activities of this group, specifically: 4(b) to develop and implement formal succession planning mechanism for entity leadership (Dialogue 5); and 4(h) to define required competencies for Steering Group membership and induction and ongoing training for Steering Group members (Dialogue 6). The working group was encouraged to work with the groups being established to respond to the Strategic Review, and any other relevant groups within the Collaboration. Lorne agreed to contact the lead individuals for these groups and recommend that they consult with the informal gender balance working group.
 
Action: Lorne
30.
Trading Company

30.1
Directors' report and table of key dates [paper; table]: Lorne expressed appreciation to Mike Clarke and Peter Langhorne for their report. It was agreed that, given the current low value of the British pound, it would not be sensible to buy non-sterling currencies in the current uncertain financial climate. It was also agreed to ask the auditors to conduct a periodic royalty audit of Wiley this year.
Action: Jini

30.2
The future role of the Trading Company and its Directors [paper]: Nick had recommended that the Steering Group should direct the Chief Executive Officer and Editor in Chief to develop further, in consultation with relevant stakeholders and partners, the ideas outlined briefly in his background paper, in line with the recommendations of the Strategic Review of the Collaboration (see item 28 above). Nick flagged that he and David would be looking together at the future role of the Trading Company in the light of these developments (as the Collaboration's commercial arm), and would come back to the Steering Group with appropriate recommendations.  
 
Action: Nick, David

31.
Reports from entity representatives:
31.1
Review Group issues:

31.1.1 
RGCs'/MEs' Executive report [paper]: Appreciation was expressed for this report. Sonja spoke on behalf of the RGCs'/MEs' Executive, updating the Steering Group on their activities. She reported that this Executive was already working closely with the TSCs’ and Co-ordinating Editors’ Executives. 


31.1.2
RGC name change [paper]: In her background paper, Narelle Willis had asked the Steering Group to approve the name change from 'Review Group Co-ordinator' to 'Managing Editor' on condition that further discussions take place with Co-ordinating Editors, their direct line managers, and an appropriate job description/list of core tasks be compiled, in time for the name change to be implemented by the time of the Singapore Colloquium in October 2009. Roger reported that the Co-ordinating Editors had discussed this and the majority had supported the RGCs changing their job title to ‘Managing Editor’, effective immediately. The name change should be reflected in the Cochrane Policy Manual, the Handbook, the website, and elsewhere. 
Action: Sonja, Jini, Julian

31.1.3
RGC permanent representation on the Publishing Policy Group (PPG) [paper]: The RGCs' Executive had recommended that the PPG should have an RGC/ME on it permanently, and that the position should be filled by the current RGC/ME representative on the Steering Group. Should that person already be on another sub-group, the RGCs' Executive undertook to assist the Steering Group in nominating a suitable alternative, with the final decision resting with the PPG Convenor. This recommendation was approved, and the change should be reflected in the 'Structure, remit and membership of groups accountable to the Steering Group'.  Lorne noted that the remit and membership of the PPG was due to be revisited because of the change in PPG functions resulting from the appointment of an Editor in Chief, and as part of the review of the Steering Group's governance arrangements that was one of the recommendations of the Strategic Review.
Action: Jini

31.1.4
TSCs' Executive report [paper]: This report was acknowledged, and needed no discussion.

31.1.5 Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive report: Roger reported that David Tovey, the new Editor in Chief, had addressed the recent meeting of the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive. David had noted that the key challenges in Cochrane reviews were consistent quality of reviews, updating reviews, responsiveness to our customers/consumers, web delivery, and availability of resources. A number of relevant issues were discussed including the need for improved adherence to the Cochrane Handbook; moving to include Summary of Findings and Risk of Bias tables; the need to address excessive variation between Review Groups; title selection; sharing expertise between Review Groups; adequacy of the peer review process; the mismatch between results and conclusions in some reviews; and concerns regarding adequacy of internal review, internal consistency and statistical sign-off. David proposed to start with a self-audit process and build a baseline that could be shared. Updating was noted as a persistent problem. The current goal of updates of reviews every two years might be an unreasonable target. Labelling of reviews in The Cochrane Library was also problematic. The possibility of an oversight committee was discussed, and a variety of opinions was expressed. Co-ordinating Editors agreed the following items as priorities: review standards and updating; abstract quality; improving the website; structure and succession planning; training editors and authors; marketing The Cochrane Library with client groups; self-audit; governance; relationships with governmental organizations (such as NICE); timelines for reaching decisions; and setting priorities. 
A set of essential and desirable standards for editorial processes had been discussed at the recent meeting of the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive.

The Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive had discussed the following additional issues: Jeremy Grimshaw had presented the recommendations of the Strategic Review (see item 28). Agreement had been reached about the need to formalize the Co-ordinating Editors’ job description, and Sophie Hill had undertaken to take the lead in doing so. The issue of changing the name ‘Review Group Co-ordinator’ to ‘Managing Editor’ had not been specifically addressed in the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive meeting; however, it had been discussed via e-mail and had been seen as an issue best left to the RGCs: the Co-ordinating Editors would endorse the change to ‘Managing Editor’ if this was the desire of the RGCs (see also item 31.1.2). 
31.2
Centre issues: On behalf of the three Centre representatives on the Steering Group, Rob reported on the discussions that had taken place at the Centre Directors' meeting a few days earlier, particularly with reference to succession planning, key performance indicators (KPIs) and accountability. Steve reported that Centres wished to have their modules housed on their individual websites rather than as part of The Cochrane Library. A search of The Cochrane Library for a Centre’s module would return a link to the appropriate web page. Steve should investigate this with the website management team, and raise it at the next Publishing Policy Group meeting. He said that funding sources listed for Centres would be clarified, and Centre Directors would standardise their declaration of interest disclosures using the same questions used for the Steering Group members’ disclosures, with guidance from Lisa. Steve also reported that the Centre Directors had noted that the current declaration of interest statements didn't require disclosure of people's individual principal sources of funding, or sources of funding from within the Collaboration. The Centre Directors asked that this be considered when the policy on declarations of interest was next reviewed. Rob also reported that the Centre Directors had requested a greater level of detail in the Treasurer’s report at Annual General Meetings. Donna agreed to do this, and would include the Editor in Chief’s budget this year.   
Action: Steve, Donna, Lisa

31.3
Methods Group issues: 

31.3.1
Report re 1000 GBP grants [paper]: Lorne expressed thanks to the Methods Group Convenors for reporting on how they had spent Year 1 of their two-year grant. Jini had received two late reports which had not been included in the background paper, and would e-mail an updated document to the Steering Group after the meeting. She would shortly be inviting the Methods Group Convenors to submit their invoices for Year 2 of the grant. 
Action: Jini

31.3.2
Proposed book on qualitative synthesis methods: Julian reported that the Qualitative Research Methods Group (QRMG) had, in response to an e-mail circulated by Nick Royle, approached Wiley with regard to publication of a book on qualitative synthesis methods. This was not recommended at this early stage, and badging it as a ‘Cochrane’ book would send an inaccurate signal about what the Collaboration is doing; this would not preclude Wiley publishing such a book independently. Julian said that the QRMG was developing/evaluating qualitative synthesis methods and had made a commitment to the Collaboration to produce further guidance. The QRMG wanted to flag up that it was difficult for them to explore how to do this. Julian and Sally had suggested they consider making a proposal to the Steering Group if they wanted to extend QRMG guidance currently outlined in the Handbook, but advised that before doing so the QRMG Convenors should be challenged to produce examples of how qualitative methods had been or would be incorporated in Cochrane reviews. Evaluation of such proposals could be discussed by the Methods Group Convenors. Nick would follow this up with Wiley. 
Action: Julian, Nick
31.4
Network/Field issues: Katrina reported that several recommendations from the Strategic Review would have an impact on Field issues. She proposed establishing a Fields' Executive and would bring a proposal to the Steering Group. Liz reported on CCNet issues, several of which would be discussed and explored fully during the Singapore Colloquium. She explained that a report on the completed prioritization project had been submitted, and an abstract had been submitted to the Colloquium organisers. The external evaluation of CCNet was now underway, with Bec Hanley taking the lead: recommendations would be presented in Singapore. CCNet was currently developing training and educational materials using Web 2.0, and Liz would keep the Steering Group up to date on progress.
Action: Katrina, Liz

32.
Publication Arbiters' report [paper]
Lorne thanked Richard Hughes and Kay Dickersin for reporting on their activities as Publication Arbiters over the preceding two years. They had made the following recommendations:

32.1
The Steering Group should endorse the continued need for Publication Arbiters in the light of the appointment of the Editor in Chief. This was agreed to.



32.2
The Steering Group should advertise for and appoint a Publication Arbiter to replace Richard Hughes. This had been done recently, and Peer Wille-Jorgensen, Co-ordinating Editor of the Colorectal Cancer Group, had nominated Rick Nelson, his Deputy Co-ordinating Editor; Jonathan Craig had seconded the nomination. The Steering Group approved this appointment, and Lorne agreed to write to both Richard and Rick, with copies to Kay Dickersin. The proposed oversight committee for The Cochrane Library might mean there was no need for Publication Arbiters in the long run. Lisa raised the issue of obtaining disclosures of interest from peer reviewers, and David agreed to look into this.
Action: Lorne, David 
 


32.3
The Steering Group should take legal advice and indemnify the Publication Arbiters against possible litigation arising from their work. Jini had arranged this recently.


33.
Ombudsmen's report 
Adrian expressed appreciation to Kathie Clark and Peter Langhorne for their report in their role as the Collaboration's Ombudsmen. They had recommended that the Steering Group should task a conflict resolution consultant with preparing guidance material for the Collaboration website, based on evidence and best practice. This could provide educational material to guide Centre staff and other entities, and help staff to prevent the development of conflict and the effective resolution of conflicts after they had arisen. The Ombudsmen had not quantified in their report the resources required to retain such a consultant. The Steering Group agreed that as entities had expressed themselves content with the material already available, and as there had been no recent major issues of conflict, it was unnecessary to employ a consultant to provide educational material for the website at this time. 
Action: Adrian
34.
Funding Arbiter's report 


Lorne thanked Lisa and the other members of the Funding Arbitration Panel for their report. In this, they had recommended maintaining the same Panel membership, which would have no resource implications. The Steering Group agreed to these two recommendations.
Action: Lisa

35.
Mid-year meetings: report on consultation [paper]
Nick had provided a background paper outlining the results of his consultation among Centre and Branch Directors, the Steering Group, the Co-ordinating Editors' Executive, and the Co-Eds Methods Working Group, into the future format of mid-year Centre Director and Steering Group meetings. Cindy Farquhar had proposed limiting the meeting in Auckland in March 2010 to five days. One of the days of the Centre Directors’ meeting would clash with the Steering Group meeting. The Executive would discuss this.
Action: Nick


36.
Attendance at Steering Group meetings [paper]

Adrian reported that the Executive had approved the recommendations outlined in a paper he had presented to them recently, summarised in his background document for this meeting, as to who should attend Steering Group meetings, in what capacity, for how much of a meeting, and who should have the right to vote. The following had been decided, and had already been implemented at this meeting:




Attendance throughout Steering Group meetings:  


Elected members attend throughout meetings (unless they have a significant conflict of interest for a particular item, in which case they leave the room).



The CEO is an ex officio member of the CCSG because of his key role in Organisational, Business and Finance issues, attends throughout meetings, and participates in discussions as judged appropriate by the CCSG Co-Chairs.  



The Editor in Chief is an ex officio member of the CCSG because of his key role in Methodological, Technical and Scientific issues, attends throughout meetings, and participates in discussions as judged appropriate by the CCSG Co-Chairs.  



The Administrator is an ex officio member of the CCSG because of her key roles in the administration of the Collaboration and (as Company Secretary) in financial issues, attends throughout meetings, takes the minutes, and participates in discussions as judged appropriate by the CCSG Co-Chairs.  



Pending further review, a representative of The Campbell Collaboration is invited to attend CCSG face-to-face meetings as an observer, again participating in discussions as judged appropriate by the CCSG Co-Chairs, on the basis that there is a reciprocal arrangement for representation of The Cochrane Collaboration at meetings of the Campbell Collaboration’s Steering Group.



Other members of the Secretariat are invited to attend CCSG face-to-face meetings on the basis that they are often responsible for taking forward CCSG decisions. The default is that they will sit round the table with the CCSG but may at the discretion of the Co-Chairs be asked to sit separately if there is pressure on space such as might occur, for example, on the first day of the CCSG Colloquium meetings.



Voting, when necessary, should be limited to elected CCSG members only (excluding those members who have a significant conflict of interest).


Attendance for specific items:


Other selected people (such as the Director of the IMS, the Website Development Manager, the Directors of the Trading Company, and others submitting papers to the CCSG) should be invited to join the CCSG discussion of specific agenda items when the Co-Chairs judge (in advance) that this would enhance decision-making.



If selected people are invited to attend for more than one agenda item, efforts should be made to arrange the agenda such that a single session covers all the relevant items.



As a general rule, a CCSG member who has a significant interest in an agenda item leaves the room for discussion and decision making in respect of that item; however, the Co-Chairs, applying the same criteria as outlined above, can decide in advance that attendance and participation of the CCSG member in the discussion of that agenda item would inform decision-making; the CCSG member would then stay in the room for discussion, but leave the room when asked to do so by the Chair for any further discussion and decision-making.



Criteria should be developed on which the Co-Chairs decide who should be invited to attend for specific items. These could include: requests for funding over an explicit limit; where a decision would have a significant impact on the working practices of a large proportion of entities; where the CCSG membership lacks specialist knowledge necessary to make an informed decision; and where there are clearly issues that need discussion with the proposer before a decision can be reached by the CCSG.


Action: Adrian
37.
Diagnostic Test Accuracy Studies Register: final report [paper]
Lorne expressed appreciation to Ruth Mitchell for her final report on the DTA Studies Register for the first two years (October 2006 to October 2008). A lot of work had gone into this exercise, and her efforts were acknowledged. Jonathan was asked to convey thanks to Ruth.

Action: Jonathan
38.
Future Steering Group meetings

38.1
Singapore: 10 and 15 October 2009: These dates were noted.


38.2
Auckland: 26 to 28 March 2010: The timetable for the Auckland mid-year meetings was undergoing some revision (see item 35) and would be circulated once it had been finalised. It was noted that the symposium would take place before the Centre Directors' meeting, rather than between the Centre Directors' and Steering Group meetings.
Action: Jini 

38.3
2011 mid-year meeting: Jini would shortly be canvassing entities for proposals to host this.
Action: Jini

39.
Future Cochrane Colloquia:

39.1
Singapore: 11-14 October 2009: Steve reported that the organisation of this Colloquium was on track, and there were no issues that needed discussion. Nick reported that he would be visiting Singapore in late June 2009 to review arrangements and have discussions with the organisers.


39.2
Keystone: 18-22 October 2010 [paper]: This paper needed no discussion. 
40.
The Thomas C Chalmers Award - committee membership [paper]

Julian spoke to this item. It was agreed that this committee should be comprised of people fit for purpose rather than representative, and the Steering Group agreed that Methods Group members provided the best fit. It was recommended to leave open the possibility that one or more members of the committee would not be members of Methods Groups. It was recommended that an Information Specialist should also be included in the membership. It was clarified that it is up to the Chair to approach people to become members, and this does not need ratification by the Steering Group.
Action: Julian 

41.
Allocation of funds to specific proposals

Lorne chaired this item, having distributed a table of assumed expenditure that had been prepared during this meeting. It was agreed that one quarter of available funds could be allocated to scoping exercises for innovations for the coming financial year, and that a proportion of funds should be kept in reserve to support strategic work and business plans for some groups. An additional 40K was allocated to the EiC to support Cochrane 'response', 'education' and 'new products'. 20K GBP was allocated to the Summary of Findings Tables project, with an online training component delivered in liaison with the Training Working Group. The Training Working Group should link in with the ongoing work at the UK Cochrane Centre. Nick would check all the figures after the meeting to ensure their accuracy.

Action: Nick

42.
Decisions made at this meeting to be communicated to entities in the next 
Steering Group Bulletin

Nick and Lucie would work on this and confer with the Co-Chairs.

Action: Nick, Lucie

43.
Environmental sustainability

Adrian stressed the continuing importance of this. He approved the growth of distance learning materials to avoid people necessarily having to meet face to face. Donna suggested that in deciding on conference venues a factor should be the provision of appropriate recycling facilities where possible. Lisa said that the length of this meeting was more environmentally responsible than meeting for less time but more frequently. Nick explained that the Secretariat was currently exploring offering a central remote meeting system to Cochrane entities and working groups within the Collaboration.

Action: Everyone

44.
Steering Group members’ outstanding action items
Lorne reminded everyone to let the Secretariat know of their completed action items. When people leave the Steering Group, they are responsible for liaising with the person taking over from them, and handing over outstanding action items. They should let Lucie know the details of this. Lorne described software that people could use to keep track of their Action items: Lucie would re-circulate the details of this software to the Steering Group by e-mail. Jini advised that Diana would be leaving the Secretariat at the end of May. Lorne and Adrian expressed thanks to her for all her hard work during her time in the Secretariat; she would be missed, but everyone wished her well in her new venture. 
Action: Lucie 

45.
Any other business:
 

45.1
Budget for the Editor in Chief’s office: David provided a breakdown of the responsibilities he had taken on, and the expected costs in days per year. The Steering Group approved the initial budget as described in the table at item 12. David would provide a more detailed budget for consideration at the next Executive teleconference on 16 June. Sonja agreed to provide David with the Quality Improvement Manager’s report, the text in Review Group modules in which they describe their editorial processes, and the relevant MRG monitoring data.
Action: David, Sonja 

45.2
Invitation to host the 2011 Colloquium in Madrid: The Steering Group unanimously welcomed this offer. Steve reported that the Iberoamerican Cochrane Centre had received funding from the Spanish Ministry of Health which had enabled them to make this offer. He would report further developments to the Executive. Steve also reported that he would be sending out a call in June to Centres and Branches for offers to host the 2012 Colloquium. 
Action: Steve

45.3
COPD Guidelines: Lorne explained the process that Holger Schünemann had been engaged, to bring together global stakeholders with respect to guideline development and evidence synthesis to join forces, working towards a guideline relevant for COPD patients in the next twelve months. Smoking cessation and preventing people from starting to smoke were suggested as the topics of this first guideline. David and Hans had agreed to be the ongoing delegates in this initiative, and would keep the Steering Group informed of progress.
Action: David, Hans

45.4
WHO meeting linked to the Singapore Colloquium: Lisa reported on a recent meeting which had been held to plan the special WHO-linked session (limited to about 40 people) at the time of the Singapore Colloquium. This would take place for half a day before and on the day of the first Steering Group meeting. Case studies would be presented of successful interactions between the Collaboration and WHO One-page abstracts would be made available for participants. Planning for the meeting was progressing.
Action: Lisa, Lucie

45.5 
The CENTRAL Register of Controlled Trials and the contribution from the specialized registers of Cochrane Review Groups: 
Lorne had urged Steering Group members to read Mike Clarke’s report on The Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials and the contribution from the specialized registers of Cochrane Review Groups. This work had been supported from the Discretionary Fund. The Steering Group approved Mike's request for him to circulate his report to Cochrane Review Groups; Lucie was asked to let him know.
Action: Lucie
46.
Thanks to the hosts and organisers of the meeting

Lorne expressed thanks to the hosts of the mid-year meetings, Peter Gøtzsche and Jannie Hedegaard of the Nordic Cochrane Centre, and to everyone else who had contributed to the success of this meeting, including the staff of the Secretariat who had produced the agenda materials, and Jini who had taken the minutes. 
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