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Prepared by: Julian Higgins and Sally Green (Co-Convenors, Handbook Advisory Group)

Purpose of paper
To propose a meeting of key stakeholders in methods to determine a future strategy for overseeing, integrating, developing and communicating methodological issues within The Cochrane Collaboration.

Urgency
Medium.
Access
Open.

Background

This is an exciting time, methodologically, for the Collaboration. The substantially updated and expanded Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions includes novel methods such as the ‘Risk of bias’ tool and ‘Summary of findings’ tables; Diagnostic test accuracy reviews and Overviews of reviews have been introduced; and discussions are taking place within Methods Groups about the possibility of introducing yet more types of reviews (e.g. of prognosis or of qualitative research). 
The Collaboration is fortunate to include a large amount of methodological expertise, including information scientists, statisticians, epidemiologists, clinical trialists, health economists and qualitative researchers. Many of these work within the 13 Methods Groups, and many – particularly information scientists and statisticians – work closely with editorial teams and review authors to try and ensure Cochrane reviews are of the highest possible methodological quality. The infrastructures that link these people and groups together have been set in place through a process of evolution, rather than through coordinated planning. These are depicted graphically in Annex 1. The completion of the Strategic Review and the appointment of an Editor in Chief create a valuable opportunity for these infrastructures to be re-examined. 
Proposals and discussion
We propose to use income from sales of the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions to hold a two-day, face-to-face meeting to discuss methodological infrastructures in the Collaboration and to create a proposal for the future modification (or consolidation) of the status quo.
Some particular observations can be made as follows, and will provide focus for discussion.

1. The Handbook Advisory Group has a specific role to prepare guidance for the conduct of Intervention reviews, but no role to oversee implementation or coordination of Handbook advice, or to engage with wider methodological issues. 

2. Responsibility for much of the content of the Handbook is distributed to appropriate Methods Groups. However, not all of the core review methods fall within the scope of an existing Methods Group. Although representatives from all Methods Groups continue to form the core of the Handbook Advisory Group, there may be a more appropriate composition for an ‘editorial board’ for this key document.

3. With the introduction of diagnostic test accuracy reviews, the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Diagnostic Test Accuracy is in an advanced state of preparation. Connections between this Handbook and the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions have been addressed only informally, and there may be important benefits to having an appropriate body that oversees both Handbooks.

4. Contributions of Methods Groups extend considerably beyond the Handbooks. The Methods Groups are connected only through an email list (methods@lists.cochrane.org) for their convenors, and by attendance – when possible – at an informal annual meeting at each Colloquium, traditionally convened by the Methods Groups representative on CCSG. There is also considerable overlap in membership of certain Methods Groups. There may be more effective mechanisms for maintaining a concrete network of methodologists within Methods Groups, and for facilitating cross-fertilization across Methods Groups and subsequent communication with other entities and the CCSG.

5. The Methodology Review Group prepares systematic reviews of methodological studies and maintains a database of methods papers. Although the Review Group is represented on the Handbook Advisory Group and its convenors are members of the methods email list, there may be ways in which their activities and outputs can be better integrated with the Methods Groups and the development of the Handbooks.

6. There is the possibility that other types of reviews will be investigated in the future (for example, reviews of prognosis or of qualitative research). The current infrastructure may not be well suited to enabling informed discussions of the methodological implications of these potential developments, or to ensure development of coherent methodology across different types of reviews.

7. Many members of Methods Groups undertake methodological research of direct relevance to the Collaboration, and often directly inspired by perceived needs of review authors and users (for example, GRADE, comparisons of methods for testing funnel plot asymmetry; the I2 statistic; methods for reviews of diagnostic accuracy, prognosis and qualitative research, to name just a few). However, there are limited mechanisms for members and entities of the Collaboration to influence directly the research interests of methods researchers. On the other hand, dissemination of novel methods that might have substantial impacts on review production has relied mostly on presentations at Colloquia and short reports in Cochrane News and the Cochrane Methods Groups Newsletter. There may be opportunities for enhanced communication between Methods Groups and other entities.

8. Methods Group activities have long been limited by lack of core funding. A stronger cohesion across Methods Groups and others may result in enhanced opportunities to attract support from external funders.

9. The CoEds-Methods Working Group facilitates high-level interaction between the Editor in Chief, the Co-ordinating Editors (and hence Review Groups) and the Handbook Advisory Group/Methods Groups, with a focus on implementation of the Handbook and improving review quality. Precisely where the methodological implications of these discussions should be taken is not always clear.

10. The Training Working Group has identified the need for core Collaboration training materials to be approved by relevant Methods Groups. No strategy has yet been developed for achieving this.

11. The establishment of Executives of the Co-ordinating Editors, Review Group Co-ordinators and Trials Search Co-ordinators appears to have been well received. A similar approach for the Methods Groups may be appropriate.

12. The Strategic Review recommends that the Collaboration should “Formalise additional purposes including... methods development... and identify responsibilities of entities for these purposes”. The meeting will tackle this proposal directly.

Meeting details

Need for a face-to-face meeting

There are many issues to discuss, and numerous interests to consider. We do not believe that teleconferencing or videoconferencing is a viable alternative to a face-to-face meeting.

Timing and location

The proposed meeting would be best scheduled so that it can receive, and act on, CCSG discussions of the Strategic Review in April, but with sufficient time for concrete proposals to be put to the CCSG meeting in Singapore. We propose the last week of July or the first week of August, 2009. A venue in Oxford, Birmingham or Cambridge, UK would minimize costs.
Planning

In the run-up to the meeting, a proposal document will be drafted by Julian Higgins and Sally Green in consultation with key stakeholders, and shared with the Handbook Advisory Group, convenors of the Methods Groups, convenors or the Diagnostic Test Accuracy Working Group, the CoEds-Methods Working Group and the Editor in Chief. Email comments will be invited, and will be addressed by the meeting participants.
Participants
Proposed invitees to the meeting are as follows. Europe-based convenors are suggested where possible for reasons of cost and the environmental impact of travel.
	Co-Convenors of HAG and Editors, Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions
	Julian Higgins

Sally Green

	Editor, Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Diagnostic Test Accuracy
	Jon Deeks

	Co-ordinating Editors, Cochrane Methodology Review Group
	Mike Clarke

Andy Oxman

	Editor in Chief
	David Tovey

	Methods Groups representative on CCSG
	(Julian Higgins)

	Methods Groups representative on Monitoring and Registration Group
	Ian Shemilt

	Methods Groups representative on Colloquium Policy Advisory Group
	Sally Hopewell

	HAG representative on IMSG
	Barney Reeves

	Methods Groups representatives on CoEds-Methods Working Group
	Holger Schünemann 
Doug Altman 
(Julian Higgins)

	Methods Groups representative on Training Working Group
	(Julian Higgins)

	Editors, Methods Groups Newsletter
	(Sally Hopewell, Mike Clarke)

	Information Retrieval MG
	Carol Lefebvre

	Bias MG
	Jonathan Sterne

	Statistical MG
	(Doug Altman)

	Applicability and Recommendations MG
	(Holger Schünemann)

	Adverse Effects MG
	Andrew Herxheimer or Yoon Loke

	Economics Methods MG
	(Ian Shemilt)

	Individual Patient Data MG
	(Mike Clarke)

	Non-Randomised Studies MG
	(Barney Reeves)

	Prognosis MG
	(Doug Altman) or Richard Riley

	Patient-Reported Outcomes MG
	Donald Patrick or Gordon Guyatt

	Prospective Meta-analysis MG
	Davina Ghersi

	Qualitative Research MG
	Jane Noyes

	Screening and Diagnostic Tests MG
	Mariska Leeflang or Roger Harbord


Summary of recommendations
It is recommended that the CCSG:
1. Supports the proposed meeting to discuss infrastructure for methodological issues in the Collaboration.

2. Approves the use of income from the Handbook to fund the meeting. 

Resource implications

We estimate the cost of the proposal to be ₤9780. We propose that the meeting be funded using income from sales of the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions. 

The following costs are based on a meeting at a venue requiring no meeting room fees (e.g. Birmingham University, UK Cochrane Centre, Institute of Public Health in Cambridge) with the proposed invitees listed above.

	3 long-haul flights
	c. ₤4000

	3 European flights
	c. ₤1000

	15 UK train journeys
	c. ₤1000

	Up to 45 nights’ accommodation (₤60 each)
	c. ₤2700

	Four meals each for 18 people (₤15 each)
	c. ₤1080

	Total
	c. ₤9780


Impact statement

Adopting these recommendations will ensure a coherent infrastructure for overseeing, integrating, developing and communicating methodological issues within The Cochrane Collaboration. This should contribute to enhanced consistency and quality of all types of Cochrane reviews, present and future.
Decision required of the Steering Group

The CCSG is asked to approve the recommendations of this paper and to support the proposed meeting.
17 March 2009
(continued on next page)

Annex 1: The current ‘methods infrastructure’ of The Cochrane Collaboration
Black circles depict formal membership on committees, groups, etc. The principal methods ‘entities’ are coloured green.
[image: image1.emf]RAG

zMG

aMG

SMG

Methods

Groups

... ... ...

HAG

Umbrella 

Reviews WG

CMWG

Methodology 

Review Group

MRG

CPAG

CCSG

IMSG

TWG

DTA WG

DTA 

Handbook

MG rep 

on MRG

MG rep 

on CPAG

MG rep on 

CCSG

HAG rep 

on IMSG

HAG 

member 

of CMWG

Methods 

member of 

CMWG

Rep for each 

MG on HAG 

Joint 

HAG/MG rep 

on TWG 

DTA rep on

HAG 

Meth RG rep 

on HAG 

“represent 

methodology issues”

SMG 

rep on 

RAG

rep on 

HAG 

“represent 

DTA reviews”

MG Convenors list/meeting

All MG convenors 

RAG

zMG

aMG

SMG

Methods

Groups

... ... ...

HAG

Umbrella 

Reviews WG

CMWG

Methodology 

Review Group

MRG

CPAG

CCSG

IMSG

TWG

DTA WG

DTA 

Handbook

DTA WG

DTA 

Handbook

MG rep 

on MRG

MG rep 

on CPAG

MG rep on 

CCSG

HAG rep 

on IMSG

HAG 

member 

of CMWG

Methods 

member of 

CMWG

Rep for each 

MG on HAG 

Joint 

HAG/MG rep 

on TWG 

DTA rep on

HAG 

Meth RG rep 

on HAG 

“represent 

methodology issues”

SMG 

rep on 

RAG

rep on 

HAG 

“represent 

DTA reviews”

MG Convenors list/meeting

All MG convenors 


Abbreviations

aMG to zMG = 13 Methods Groups

CCSG = Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group

Co-Ed = Co-ordinating Editor

CMWG = CoEds-Methods Working Group

CPAG = Colloquium Policy Advisory Group (an advisory group to the CCSG)

DTA = diagnostic test accuracy

HAG = Handbook Advisory Group (an advisory group to the CCSG)

IMSG = Information Management System Group (an advisory group to the CCSG)

MG =Methods Group(s)

MRG = Monitoring Registration Group (a sub-group of the CCSG)

RAG = RevMan Advisory Group (a sub-group of the IMSG)

SMG = Statistical Methods Group

SoF = summary of findings

TWG = Training Working Group

WG = Working Group
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