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KEY PERFORMANCE DATA

Purpose of paper

To recommend a process for development and ongoing refinement of a series of key indicators to be regularly reviewed by the Steering Group.

Urgency
High.

Access

This is an open access paper.

Background

One of the recommendations of the Steering Group review was the following:

Recommendation 11: The Steering Group should set criteria or key performance indicators for judging its performance and that of the Collaboration as a whole to aid monitoring of progresses as well as future reviews similar to this one.

The Steering Group has a Strategic Plan that designates a number of points as high priority and indicates which individuals or groups are responsible for carrying forward each item. While the items and priorities on the Strategic Plan are reviewed periodically, there is currently no formal mechanism for monitoring of progress by the Steering Group. 

Other groups have used a ‘dashboard’ approach to monitoring key indicators. This involves display of key data in a graphic format allowing multiple indicators to be quickly reviewed together. Discussing and deciding on which of the many potential indicators should be included in a dashboard can help an organization maintain its focus on its most important activities.  

At its 2007 meeting in Sao Paulo, the Steering Group committed to developing a list of ‘dashboard’ indicators that would be reviewed at each Steering Group meeting.  Suggested items for the list of indicators have subsequently been discussed by the Executive.  In addition, Nick has conducted a survey of Steering Group members in which the goals, activities, and sub-activities of the strategic plan were ranked.  
Proposals and Discussion

Using the suggestions from Steering Group members and their rankings of strategic plan items, a number of specific strategic plan activities or sub-activities have been identified as potential candidates for close monitoring by the Steering Group (see Appendix for details).  It is recommended that the Steering Group come to a decision at this meeting about which of the suggested indicators should form part of a “dashboard” for ongoing review, and whether additional indicators should be developed.

For some of the identified high priority strategic plan sub-activities, it has been possible to generate a graph showing our current status or our progress.  For these items, the Steering Group will need to answer the following questions:

· What does this tell us?

· What can we do about it?

· Why is this important?

· Is this the right level of analysis for the Steering Group to consider?

Not all important indicators in the organization will require review by the Steering Group. For example, monitoring of individual entities is the responsibility of the Monitoring and Registration Group (MRG). The MRG may therefore wish to develop some indicators of its own, and to assemble summary indicators for review by the Steering Group. Other groups, such as the website development team, may wish to take a similar approach, monitoring some aspects of their work more intensively, and sending summary data to the Steering Group for review. 

Once a decision is made to follow a particular indicator, an individual or group will need to be identified to take responsibility for finding, summarizing and presenting the data. In many cases, the data are already available and being distributed in one form or another. For example, some of the graphics in the appendix are simply reformulations of the data used to generate the large combined bar graph that shows the total number of reviews and protocols in The Cochrane Library on a year by year basis. In other cases, the data needed may already be collected in Archie – although additional programming may be required to generate reports from Archie that can be used for dashboard indicators. 

Ranking of strategic plan items by the steering group

Responses by steering group members to the Nick’s questionnaire about priorities for the strategic plan have been summarized in this document by the use of “sparklines” – small graphic elements that can be incorporated into a line of text.  Each sparkline shows the number of steering group members that ranked a particular element of the strategic plan as first or second in order of priority.  As an example, 15 members ranked goal 1 as highest or second priority, 7 did so for goal 2, 1 for goal 3 and 8 for goal 4.  The corresponding sparkline is [image: image1.bmp]    Sparklines have been developed  for the ranking of activities under individual goals, and for the sub-activities under individual activities (NB because of the large number of sub-activities under Goal 1, Activity 1, the sparkline represents the number of steering group members who ranked the subactivity in first, second, or third place).  Throughout the document, sparklines will be used to allow a rapid overview of the steering group rankings of individual goals, activities, and sub-activities.  For example Goal 1 Activity 1.4 would be represented as 

G1 [image: image2.bmp]  A1 [image: image3.bmp]  S4 [image: image4.png]


 - showing at a glance that this subactivity was related to the highest ranked goal (first of the 4 black bars), the highest ranked activity under that goal (first of the thick gray bars) and the third highest ranked subactivity under that activity (4th thin grey bar from the left).  The following sparklines are used in the document.  

Goals   [image: image5.bmp]
Activities

Goal 1 activities  [image: image6.bmp]   G1 A1sub-activities  [image: image7.png]


   G1 A2 sub-activities [image: image8.bmp]
Goal 2 activities  [image: image9.bmp]  G2 A1 sub-activities  [image: image10.bmp]  G2 A3 sub-activities  [image: image11.bmp]
Goal 4 activities  [image: image12.bmp]   G4 A1 sub-activities   [image: image13.bmp]  G4 A2 sub-activities   [image: image14.bmp]
The following pages contain a draft dashboard that has been constructed based on responses to the strategic plan survey and suggestions by steering group members.
	Proposed dashboard 

G1 [image: image15.bmp]  A1 [image: image16.bmp]  S9 [image: image17.png]


  Ensuring that Cochrane reviews are up-to-date
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Improving access to reports of studies (including non-English language reports and unpublished data)  
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  Ensuring that all Cochrane entities contribute to improving the quality of Cochrane reviews  
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(NB – Centres are not expected to submit registers) 
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Ensuring effective mechanisms for broad consumer participation 

In 2007 24 of 51 CRGs indicated to the  MRG that they had consumer involvement in all of their reviews and protocols.

Growth in Cochrane Contributors 2000 -2006

(from poster presentation by Claire Allen & Mike Clarke – Sao Paulo Colloquium)
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Sustaining the current rate of growth in the number and breadth of Cochrane reviews
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Developing mechanisms to expand low and middle income country participation in Cochrane reviews 

Growth in Cochrane Contributors 2000 -2006 by Country Income Level

(from poster presentation by Claire Allen & Mike Clarke – Sao Paulo Colloquium)
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Ensuring cost is not a barrier to use
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High priority items for which we have no data

The following list includes items identified by the survey as being high priority goals, activities or sub-activities for which no indicators have been developed.  
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  Ensuring that the standard of Cochrane reviews corresponds to guidelines about how to produce high quality up to date reviews contained in the Cochrane Reviewers’ Handbook. 

This was the highest ranked sub-activity of the highest ranked activity of the highest ranked goal – suggesting that we should develop some ways to measure and track our progress in meeting it.
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  Providing training and specific support to the preparation and maintenance of Cochrane reviews for reviewers, methodologists, review group co-ordinators, co-ordinating editors, editors, trials search co-ordinators, handsearchers, referees, consumers and others.   
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  Ensuring that Cochrane reviews are relevant to users including those from low and middle income countries 
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Identifying, prioritising and filling gaps in the coverage of reviews across and within Collaborative Review Groups  

We currently have no metrics for this item, but some may arise from the prioritization projects that we have funded
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Developing and implementing mechanisms to avoid unnecessary duplication of effort 

G2 [image: image59.bmp]  A1 [image: image60.bmp]  (S [image: image61.bmp]) To ensure that Cochrane Reviews are easy to understand by: 

2.1.1
Identifying and responding to the needs of those using Cochrane reviews

2.1.2
Enhancing editorial practices and standards

2.1.3
Developing consumer summaries (synopses) of Cochrane reviews

2.1.4
Presenting Cochrane reviews in a range of languages

2.1.5
Fostering education and training in understanding Cochrane reviews

We currently have not metrics for following any of the Goal 2 Activity 1 items.

G4 [image: image62.bmp]  A1[image: image63.bmp] (S [image: image64.bmp])   To ensure an adequate income stream for The Cochrane Collaboration by

4.1.1
Developing the business management capacity of The Cochrane Collaboration

4.1.2
Drawing up a management plan for the marketing and sales of the products of The Cochrane Collaboration in collaboration with its publishers

4.1.3
Establishing efficient mechanisms for licensing and sales of Cochrane Collaboration products (including The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, specialised sub-sets of it, The Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL), The Cochrane Database of Methodology Reviews and the Cochrane Methodology Register

4.1.4
Setting performance targets and monitoring sales of Cochrane Collaboration products

4.1.5
Approaching a range of agencies for longer term funding

4.1.6
Continuing to develop the role of the Funders’ Forum to improve links with funders, potential funders and other important alliances

4.1.7
Developing a sustainable funding model

No indicators were suggested for any of the sub-activities in this activity
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To develop a business plan for the central activities of The Cochrane Collaboration by

4.2.1
Costing the central administrative services for The Cochrane Collaboration and its Steering Group, including the Secretariat, the Cochrane Reviewers’ Handbook, other printed information, and training materials prepared on behalf of The Cochrane Collaboration

4.2.2
Planning and budgeting for communication activities

4.2.3
Planning and budgeting for training activities

4.2.4
Developing a plan and budget for software development

4.2.5
Developing a sustainable process for assembling and maintaining the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL)

4.2.6
Developing a plan for the management of annual colloquia

No indicators were suggested for any of the sub-activities in this activity

Summary of recommendations

That the Steering Group review the items on the draft dashboard, and the identified high priority items and agree on a set of indicators for ongoing review.
Resource implications

Depending on the indicators chosen, some work may be required from the secretariat, the IMS team or others to gather and compile data.

Impact statement

Access to important data in a readily accessible form will help the Steering Group make better decisions.

Decisions required of the Steering Group

For indicators for which a graphic is currently available:
· Is this an important indicator for the steering group to track?

· Are there other data which should be used instead of or in addition to the data represented by the graphic?

· If additional work is required to collect the data, is this a worthwhile activity?

· Is the Steering Group the most appropriate group to track this indicator?

For high priority strategic plan sub-activities for which no indicator data are currently available:

· Would it be beneficial for the Steering Group to identify one or more indicators for this sub-activity

· If so, who should do so? 

Lorne Becker
Co-Chair

Dade City

07 March 2008

Appendix: Additional suggestions for indicator items

The following suggestions from Steering Group members did not fit neatly with any specific activity or sub-activity
Number of trials per review.  

A measure of stability of CRGs (and other entities) - from MRG,  changes in the editorial base: key staff (Coordinating Editor, RGC/Convenor); actual location

Registration of new entities
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