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PROPOSAL FOR FUNDS TO SUPPORT ‘COCHRANE METHODS’
Document prepared by: Julian Higgins (Methods Groups representative on Steering Group), 
on behalf of the Methods Executive

Submitted to the Steering Group: 22 February 2010

Executive summary
The methods infrastructure of The Cochrane Collaboration has been revised during the last eight months. To maximize the strengths of the new infrastructure, and ultimately to ensure effective implementation of sound methods in all Cochrane reviews, resources are requested to:
1. support methods infrastructure and improve the quality of Cochrane reviews; 
2. enhance communication and collaboration;
3. promote methods development as a core purpose of the Collaboration; and
4. facilitate the diverse core functions of Methods Groups.
To achieve these goals, it is proposed that a post of ‘Methods Co-ordinator’ be created, likely based at the Cochrane Editorial Unit. In addition, support for meetings and teleconferences for the Methods Board, the Methods Executive and the Handbook Editorial Advisory Panel is requested, along with administrative support to all the above and access to discretionary funds. Commitment is requested in principle to the creation of a ‘Methods innovation fund’, to start in April 2011 with a potential minimum of £40K per annum. The estimated cost of these initiatives is £100K per annum (not including the innovation fund). 
Purpose
To propose mechanisms for supporting ‘Cochrane Methods’.
Urgency
Medium.
Access
Open.
Background and Proposals and discussion

See annex.
Summary of recommendations
1. To support methods infrastructure and improve the quality of Cochrane reviews
A full-time Methods Co-ordinator to manage methodological quality assessment and quality improvement projects and related initiatives in conjunction with Cochrane Methods Groups, Board and Executive, the Cochrane Editorial Unit, the Methods Application and Review Standards (MARS) Working Group, other Cochrane entities engaged in methodology research and the wider methods infrastructure of the Collaboration. Notably, this will include (i) establishing networks of CRG-based individuals with responsibilities to see particular methodologies implemented consistently and appropriately in Cochrane reviews; (ii) collating good examples of methods implementation and common errors; (iii) creating frequently asked questions (FAQs), with answers, relating to methods and the Cochrane Handbooks; (iv) providing administrative support to individual Methods Groups that request this.

2. To enhance communication and collaboration  
Teleconferences and face-to-face meetings of the Methods Executive, the Methods Board and the Handbook Editorial Advisory Panel (HEAP), at appropriate times to facilitate joint meetings with other Executives and working groups while keeping in mind the Collaboration’s commitment to environmental sustainability. Also, a new annual newsletter for ‘Cochrane Methods’, to be published by Wiley-Blackwell in a joint initiative with the journal Research Synthesis Methods.

3. To promote methods development as a core purpose of the Collaboration  
Resources to fund innovative methodological projects (from April 2011), whose prioritization would be made using formal decision processes of the Methods Board, in conjunction with the MARS Working Group. This would facilitate projects such as development of specific methods for Cochrane reviews; evaluation of existing methods in relation to application in Cochrane reviews; development of support software for new methods in Cochrane reviews; implementation of agreed methods into Cochrane reviews; and ‘quality improvement’ projects beyond those proposed above for the Methods Co-ordinator.  

4. To facilitate the diverse core functions of Methods Groups  
Some discretionary funds for Methods Groups to fulfil core functions, not covered by the above.

Resource implications
The estimated costs are £100K per annum with immediate effect*, potentially rising to at least £140K per annum from 2011-2012 with inclusion of innovative project funding. 

Offset against these costs are the current expenditure on contributions to Methods Groups (£13K in 2009-10), the Handbook Advisory Group budget (£6.5K in 2009-10), and a proportion of the Opportunities Fund (maximum £100K) for projects that could otherwise be funded through this Fund.
*There would be a preparatory and recruitment period, so actual costs would be rather less than this total in the year 2010-2011.
Impact statement
A cohesive, progressive approach to the structure and functioning of methods-related activities in the Collaboration. The appointment of a co-ordinator will ensure a logical focus and some real ‘glue’, and will facilitate numerous quality-improvement initiatives involving Methods Groups.
Decision required of the Steering Group

To decide whether to support the enclosed proposals and provide funding at the levels requested, or to make recommendations on alternatives.
Julian Higgins
22 February 2010
ANNEX: Details of proposal for funds to support ‘Cochrane Methods’
1. Background

The Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group (CCSG)’s adoption of the recommendations of the recent Strategic Review reinforced the focus of the Collaboration on producing high quality systematic reviews and motivated a drive to formalize methods development as an additional purpose of the Collaboration (as well as to identify responsibilities of entities for this purpose). In response to this, and after reflection on the manner in which RevMan 5 and Handbook 5 were released to the Collaboration, the methods infrastructure of the Collaboration has been revised during the last eight months, with the following key changes, which are to be accompanied by the disbanding of the Handbook Advisory Group.
· A Methods Board has been established to take on the Handbook Advisory Group’s function to develop methods guidance, and strengthen communications among Methods Groups, the Methodology Review Group and other individuals with methods roles in the Collaboration.

· A Methods Executive has been established from within the Methods Board to take on the Handbook Advisory Group’s function to provide advice to CCSG, provide a focal point for all major collaboration-wide methods discussions and initiatives, and to facilitate activity between meetings of the Methods Board.

· A Methods Application and Review Standards Working Group (MARS Working Group), [originally set up as the CoEds-Methods Working Group] has been established to promote discussion between Cochrane Review Groups (CRGs), methodologists and the recently established Training Working Group (TWG), and to support the Cochrane Editorial Unit (CEU)’s work in improving the methodological quality of Cochrane reviews.
· A Handbook Editorial Advisory Panel (HEAP) has been established to take on the Handbook Advisory Group’s role of providing support to the Handbook editors to facilitate the implementation of methods policies into clear guidance for authors, and to make decisions on minor methods issues for inclusion in the Cochrane Handbooks.
· A revision to the core functions of Methods Groups better reflects the variety of functions within and across Methods Groups, and allows them to determine the areas in which they will concentrate.

· A commitment to develop a network of CRG-based methods individuals has been received by the Methods Executive from those Methods Groups associated with material in Part 2 of the Handbooks (i.e. relating to methods directly relevant to all Cochrane reviews). 
These developments, supported by Methods Groups Conveners, the CCSG and the CEU, require infrastructure funding to best achieve their aims. This document contains an initial proposal for funding support to get ‘Cochrane Methods’ off the ground.  The proposal is structured around the ‘methods cycle’ illustrated in Figure 1, which summarizes the key methods needs of the Collaboration. The new infrastructure is depicted in Figure 2.

1.1 Existing resources

a) Methods Groups contributions: In the Collaboration’s financial years 2008-9 and 2009-10, each registered Methods Group was invited to claim reimbursement for up to £1000 as a contribution towards their operating costs. Data are available for the first of these periods, which reveal that this money was used for:  

· travel/registration for Cochrane Colloquia, meetings, workshops (mainly to allow workshops to be offered) [8 Methods Groups];

· teleconferences and meetings for Conveners [2 Methods Groups];

· administration time (including funding preparation, surveys, setting up databases, maintaining web site) [2 Methods Groups];

· support to authors [2 Methods Groups]; and

· workshop materials [1 Methods Group].
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Figure 1: The ‘methods cycle’ of the Collaboration’s needs. 

[image: image2.emf]zCRG aCRG

Methods Board

Methods Exec

CCSG, CEU

jMG

iMG

zMG

Quality/

implementation

Research

Guidance

Policy advice

Training

Interventions 

Handbook

DTA Handbook

Methodology 

Review Group

aMG

Networked 

CRG-based methodologists

TWG

MARS

Funding

CPAG

IMSG,RAG

Prizes

Workshops

Co-Eds Exec

MEs Exec, etc

MRG

zCRG aCRG

Methods Board

Methods Exec

CCSG, CEU

jMG

iMG

zMG

Quality/

implementation

Research

Guidance

Policy advice

Training

Interventions 

Handbook

DTA Handbook

Methodology 

Review Group

aMG

Networked 

CRG-based methodologists

TWG

MARS

Funding

CPAG

IMSG,RAG

Prizes

Workshops

Co-Eds Exec

MEs Exec, etc

MRG


Figure 2: The methods infrastructure of The Cochrane Collaboration
b) Handbook Advisory Group: This has been allocated a budget of approximately £5000 to £7000 per year for the last few years, which covers:

· teleconference and face-to-face meeting costs;

· travel and subsistence for editorial meetings;

· fees for contributed chapters;

· pro rata personnel costs for producing the interventions Handbook in RoboHelp; and
· software and licences for software to produce the interventions Handbook. 

c) Teleconferences for MARS Working Group and Methods Executive: The CCSG provides teleconferencing facilities for these two groups.

d) Methods Groups Newsletter: The UK Cochrane Centre resources the co-ordination, printing and distribution of this annual product.

e) Methods Groups Representative on CCSG: an elected, named individual is funded to attend the Steering Group meetings at each Colloquium, which also allows her/him to co-ordinate and chair other activities and meetings during the Colloquium.
f) Direct funding of Methods Groups: The Bias Methods Groups is supported by the Canadian Institute of Health Research, and the Economics Methods Group is supported through a Co-Convener’s research programme (until September 2010) by the UK National Institute for Health Research. The Patient-Reported Outcomes Methods Group has received funds from the MAPI Research Trust. No other Methods Group receives direct funding for its Cochrane work.
g) Contributions in kind by employers: The vast majority of the work of Methods Groups is not directly funded by the Collaboration, but is done either in personal time or is indirectly resourced by the employers of the individuals involved.

h) Opportunities Fund: a fund of up to £100,000, available by competitive bids, and providing a unique source of support for innovative projects around Cochrane methodology and quality improvement (as well as other, non-methodological, projects). Two of the three funded projects in 2008 were methods projects (including a methods training project); one out of five in 2007 were methods projects, and two out of five in 2006 were methods projects. In addition, the Collaboration supported four ‘quality improvement’ projects in 2004 (to the sum of £36.5K), which provided primary motivation for setting up the Opportunities Fund.
2. Co-ordination and communication
2.1 Methods Executive

The Methods Executive (eight members) should meet regularly to push forwards the methods-related initiatives within the Collaboration and to consider requests for advice or other input from the CCSG, the CEU and others. Six teleconferences and at least one (sometimes two) face-to-face meetings of the Methods Executive should be anticipated each year. To enhance the link between the Cochrane methods infrastructure and the implementation of appropriate methods by CRGs for their reviews, the MARS Working Group should be invited to participate in two of these teleconferences (and funding is requested for this). 
Joint meetings with other committees (particularly the Co-ordinating Editors Executive and the Managing Editors Executive) will also be important. Therefore, opportunities will be sought to hold Methods Executive meetings at the same time and place as meetings of these Executives (e.g. the Collaboration’s “mid-year meetings” in March or April). However, travel time, environmental considerations and the urgency and importance of items on the agenda will play a major role in planning the timing and location of Methods Executive meetings, and it is unlikely that the Methods Executive will join meetings that involve long-distance travel for the majority of members, as priority will be given to attending Colloquia. Wherever practical, we will seek to exploit video- and teleconferencing facilities. 
2.2 Methods Board 

The Methods Board (approximately 60 members, including 18 voting members [possibly rising to 20 or 21]) should meet for a three-quarter or full day at each Colloquium, to address both business and scientific issues. In addition, it should hold up to two teleconferences per year, at which it would make formal decisions on proposed amendments to methods for the Handbooks and RevMan. It is anticipated that no more than a third of the full membership of the Board would participate in any particular meeting or teleconference. 
Funding is requested for travel and two nights’ accommodation for each voting member to attend the Colloquium (this includes one individual from each Methods Group). Registration costs for the Colloquium would be met by the members, but might draw on the assisted place that is currently offered to each entity (on the assumption that this assistance continues). This combined resource will also allow every Methods Group to offer at least one workshop and to convene a meeting of their Group at each Colloquium. As shown above, these activities are in keeping with the current use of the majority of the £1000 contributions to Methods Groups.
2.3 Methods Groups conveners and key personnel

Cochrane Review Groups and Cochrane Centres typically have a critical mass of individuals at one location, allowing everyday communications to occur naturally. In contrast, most Methods Groups have no central, physical location, and their Co-Conveners are (deliberately) spread around the world. Methods Groups communicate mainly by email, which is sufficient for many purposes but not for all. Teleconferences are important for:
· reflecting on the nature and aims of the Methods Group, setting objectives and conducting live and interactive discussions; 
· planning specific events, such as workshop programmes, research meetings and business meetings of the Methods Groups; and
· making timely progress towards agreed objectives (by providing convenient deadlines).
We request funding for up to three teleconferences per Methods Group per year, each involving an average of 3 to 5 people (e.g. the conveners and coordinator of the Group). We anticipate that these would use the Collaboration’s core teleconference facilities or cheaper alternatives whenever possible (e.g. using Voice over Internet Protocol, or standard telephone calls).
2.4 ‘Cochrane Methods’ newsletter

The editors of the Cochrane Methods Groups Newsletter have been liaising with Wiley-Blackwell and with the Editors of the new journal Research Synthesis Methods about opportunities for sharing materials. The current proposal is for the Newsletter to be re-branded and produced professionally by Wiley-Blackwell as a joint initiative of The Cochrane Collaboration and Research Synthesis Methods. The potential benefits to the Collaboration are:
· wide dissemination of appropriate content from the newsletter (e.g. structured abstracts with commentaries, news items) by including it additionally within Research Synthesis Methods;

· inclusion of content from Research Synthesis Methods in the newsletter (e.g. reprinting methods papers highly relevant to the Collaboration [possibly in an abbreviated form], disseminating lists of recent research papers); and
· a considerably more professional looking product, which can be widely distributed through Colloquia, non-Cochrane methodological meetings, academic coffee rooms, etc.

The costs of printing of the Wiley-Blackwell produced newsletter would have to be met by the Collaboration, and has been estimated (by Wiley-Blackwell) to be approximately £3000 for a 52-page document. The UK Cochrane Centre is willing to continue to meet the costs of the editorial coordination of the production of the newsletter and its dissemination.
3. Availability of methods

3.1 Methodological research

We exclude basic methodological research into novel systematic review methods from this proposal. Such research requires considerable resources, and there are alternative sources of funding for many generic methodological projects. However, occasions arise in which new methodology is deemed necessary for direct application in Cochrane reviews. Two examples are the ‘Risk of bias’ tool and the ‘Summary of findings’ table, both of which were developed with the support of funding from the 2004 round of ‘quality improvement’ projects (the predecessor of, and motivator for, the Opportunities Fund). It is important that such initiatives can be supported, and the proposed ‘Methods innovation fund’ is intended to address this as well as other methods-related projects (e.g. in implementation of methods).
3.2 The Cochrane Methodology Register 
The Cochrane Methodology Register will continue to be maintained and developed by the Cochrane Methodology Review Group. It fulfils a much broader role than that of the specialized register of a CRG and is part of the core output of The Cochrane Collaboration, within The Cochrane Library. The Methods Executive believes that central support from the Collaboration should be available for this important product and the CCSG should consider making a separate allocation for this purpose. Therefore, funds for this are not included in the current application. However, the proposed Methods Co-ordinator should have a role in forming a stronger bridge between Methods Groups and the Methodology Register, to ensure that the Register is well populated with eligible articles, promoted and used.
3.3 Methodology reviews

Cochrane Methodology reviews are highly relevant to the guidance provided by Methods Groups and the Methods Board for implementation in Cochrane reviews. The collection of these reviews within the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews is a unique resource for users of The Cochrane Library. However, we do not seek funds to support the preparation, maintenance or dissemination of these reviews in this proposal.
4. Guidance and infrastructure

4.1 Handbook support

Resources continue to be required to maintain the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions, the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Diagnostic Test Accuracy and the Cochrane Glossary. Face-to-face meetings of the editors have proven essential in progressing these documents (in February 2008 to complete the interventions Handbook; and in January 2010 to revise the Glossary and plan the next interventions Handbook). Regular teleconferences of the Handbook Editorial Advisory Panel will also be needed (four per year). These will be important for co-ordination of the two Handbooks.

The ability of the Handbook Advisory Group to use some of its budget to commission work on drafting or editing Handbook chapters has proved useful. There are also resource implications of formatting the Handbooks into multiple formats (e.g. PDF chapters, RevMan help, and an online browseable version), and for the planned production of complementary products (e.g. an abbreviated Handbook version for new authors). These initiatives could efficiently be funded by a combination of discretionary funds and Methods innovation projects, as proposed below.
4.2 Core software (RevMan) 

Review Manager (RevMan) allows the Collaboration to ensure that sound methods are readily available to review authors and close coordination is needed with the Handbooks, which is the source of these methods for Cochrane reviews. The RevMan Advisory Group includes a statistician, and resources are available from the Information Management System Group’s budget for this individual’s contributions. There is currently no formal funding model (that we are aware of) for bringing in other types of methodological expertise into the development of RevMan.

We do not seek core funds to support methodological issues around RevMan. However, the need occasionally arises for dedicated time to provide input into RevMan (e.g. writing statistical algorithms, examining potential bugs). Resources should be available to allow small payments for appropriate expertise to be drawn on for such tasks. User-testing of Collaboration software has typically been funded through the Nordic Cochrane Centre (or from Wiley for testing of Wiley routines). 
5. Implementation of methods

5.1 Methodological support within Cochrane Review Groups (including statistical and general methodological peer review)
Cochrane Review Groups are expected to be financially self-supporting and do not receive central funding from the Collaboration. The Methods Executive expects that CRGs will seek support for the methodological infrastructure required for the effective functioning of the Group, for example by providing a statistician, a Trials Search Co-ordinator, and sufficient expertise in the methods described in the Handbooks to be able to edit reviews and support review authors, when preparing proposals to their potential funders. It is the policy of the Collaboration that Cochrane Review Groups should ensure that any named methodological or statistical consultant is able to commit regular time to the work of the group, and also that they consider the methodological and statistical support that the CRG requires when preparing funding applications for projects such as review production and updating (Policy Manual, section 3.5.4). 
5.2 Networking across Cochrane Review Groups

Despite the expectations outlined in the previous section, the reality is that CRGs have varying access to methodological expertise. The Methods Board has agreed to promote the setting up of networks of individuals within CRGs who would take some responsibility of the implementation of particular aspects of methods (e.g. in searching, the ‘Risk of bias’ tool, ‘Summary of Findings’ tables, and meta-analysis methods; with respect to searching, a ‘de facto’ network exists in the Trials Search Co-ordinators). This is a major new initiative and would be one of the most prominent tasks of the proposed Methods Co-ordinator. The Methods Co-ordinator would negotiate with each Methods Group regarding how much support they require to achieve their goals. Tasks for each network are likely to include:
· identifying names individuals from different CRGs;
· setting up, or investigating, email lists, wikis, FAQs, webinars; and
· collating examples of good practice.
Teleconferences are unlikely to be manageable for these networks (each might include more than 50 people, to ensure at least one per CRG), so the majority of communication is likely to be electronic. The Methods Co-ordinator will be expected to identify modern and imaginative approaches to engaging the network’s members, and to facilitate sharing of successful approaches across Methods Groups.
5.3 Development of support software 

Development of new software is sometimes indicated to provide support to review authors beyond that presently available in RevMan. For example, GRADEprofiler has been developed with Cochrane review authors in mind; as have Excel macros and Stata macros. We propose that small software development projects may be funded by the proposed ‘Methods innovation fund’.
5.4 Workshops at Cochrane Colloquia

Methods Groups are expected to provide training in the application of methods to members of the Collaboration. At Colloquia, where Methods Groups provide about a third of workshops offered, there is an established process for Methods Groups to offer core workshops before the open call for workshop submissions. Workshops submitted by Methods Groups in the early submission round are not sent for peer review but are reviewed by the Workshops Committee co-chair and the Methods Group representative on the Steering Group (or nominated alternative). This is an important but time-consuming task which would be responsibility of the proposed Methods Co-ordinator.

5.5 Training

We do not propose specific funds for training-related initiatives at this stage, since a Collaboration-wide strategy is to be addressed by the Training Working Group (TWG) in April 2010. The proposed Methods Co-ordinator would be able to support the TWG’s interactions with Methods Groups.
6. Evaluation of methods

6.1 Quality assessment and quality improvement projects

A number of projects have been identified by the MARS Working Group, with the aim of improving the quality of Cochrane reviews. These include:

· the collation of good examples of protocols, reviews and implementation of specific methods (e.g. non-quantitative syntheses, ‘Risk of bias’ tables, ‘Summary of findings’ tables): this has been identified in several recent consultations including the ‘Risk of bias’ evaluation project and requests for suggestions for the next version of the interventions Handbook;

· developing a database of common errors so that they can be avoided; and
· creating FAQs, with answers, for methods and Handbook issues.

These could start at any time, but require a dedicated project coordinator to work with the Methods Groups.  A Methods Co-ordinator would be well placed to fulfil this role by initiating or monitoring the progress of these projects. 
The above list is far from exhaustive. Projects around the assessment and improvement of the quality of Cochrane reviews will be always be desirable, and we propose that the ‘Methods innovation fund’ be available to support these. 
7. Deliverables

a) A demonstrable response to part of the Strategic Review’s second recommendation.
b) Cohesive and well-informed Methods Groups Conveners.
c) Continued maintenance and active development of the Handbooks and the Cochrane Glossary.
d) A new web site for internal focus of methods initiatives and providing an external face for ‘Cochrane Methods’.
e) A new, professionally-produced, annual publication to replace the Cochrane Methods Groups Newslettter.
f) Networks of CRG-based individuals with responsibility for methods implementation.
g) Good examples of reviews, protocols and specific methodologies.
h) A database of common errors in Cochrane review methods.
i) FAQs and answers.
8. Summary of resource requests
8.1. Methods co-ordinator: 1FTE
We request the creation of a full time post for a Methods Co-ordinator. The post would be suitable for an individual with a research background (e.g. a PhD or experience in medical/healthcare research or expertise in research methodology, ideally with systematic review experience) but an interest in research co-ordination and project management, with high-level administrative skills. The post would be appropriately based with the Cochrane Editorial Unit, although could alternatively be placed with a senior methodologist in the Collaboration. Close communication with both the CEU and the Methods Executive will be essential (possibly involving shared management of the post-holder), as will communications with a wide range of other groups. It will be important that the creation of this post does not increase the workload of Methods Groups personnel. The Methods Co-ordinator would do the following:
· Project work

· Co-ordinate/assist with creating of networks of CRG-based methodologists

· Collate good examples

· Compile a database of common errors

· Compile methods/Handbook FAQs

· Support Handbook editors to create complementary materials.
· Supply or facilitate methodological support to the CEU.

· Co-ordinate the proposed ‘Methods innovation fund’, and assist with implementation of funded projects.

· Develop and maintain a web site for ‘Cochrane Methods’

· Provide support to the editors of the ‘Cochrane Methods’ newsletter.

· Form a bridge between Methods Groups and the Cochrane Methodology Register.
· Contribute to maintenance of methods-related sections in the Cochrane Policy Manual.
· Help co-ordinate planning of the Methods Groups workshops at annual Colloquia.

· Support the TWG in seeking the approval of the relevant Methods Groups for training materials, and assist with pro-active development of training materials.
· Taking minutes from meetings of the Methods Board or Executive, as required.

Estimated cost: £50K (Salary £40K plus on-costs of 25%), assuming full economic costing is not required 
8.2. Administrative support 

Support to the Methods Co-ordinator, the Methods Executive, the Methods Board and to individual Methods Groups. Separating these from the above post is likely attract (and keep) a higher calibre candidate than otherwise for the Methods Co-ordinator post.
· Set up teleconferences and other meetings for methods-related committees.

· Provide administrative support to Methods Groups, as appropriate. Tasks may include managing membership lists, setting up teleconferences for Conveners, assisting with modules or web sites, and managing discussion lists. 

Estimated cost: £5K
8.3. Teleconferences and meetings
· Teleconferences:
· Methods Executive (4 calls × 8 people; 2 calls × 17 people)

· Methods Board (2 calls × 20 people)
· HEAP (4 calls × 8 people)
· MG Conveners within each MG (3 calls × 5 people × 15 Methods Groups)
Estimated cost: £7K
· Meetings:

· Methods Executive and Methods Board (voting members) travel to Colloquium, plus two nights’ accommodation (20 people)
· Methods Executive additional face-to-face meeting (if necessary) (8 people)
· Handbook editors (one face-to-face meeting, possibly with HEAP) (2 or 8 people)
Estimated cost: £20K
8.4. Printing of ‘Cochrane Methods’ dissemination product (to replace Cochrane Methods Groups Newsletter)
· Estimate of £3K for printing costs received from Wiley-Blackwell; further costs awaited.
Estimated cost: £5K
8.5. Methods innovation fund

· A fund for methods-related projects, to be allocated strategically by the Methods Board, in conjunction with the MARS Working Group, in areas such as:
· development of novel methods specifically (or primarily) for Cochrane reviews;

· evaluation of existing methods in relation to application in Cochrane reviews;

· development of support software for new methods in Cochrane reviews;

· implementation of agreed methods into Cochrane reviews; and

· assessing aspects of methodological quality of Cochrane reviews

· quality improvement projects.

· The proposed fund would award funds strategically according the perceived priority needs of the Collaboration. It is not intended to replace the current, but valuable, ability of the Opportunities Fund to support innovative ideas from outside of the Methods Groups.

· Exact processes for decision-making and accountability to CCSG are yet to be developed, but will likely to draw on the formal decision-making processes that have been agreed for the Methods Board.

Estimated cost: at least £40K (from 2011-2012 onwards), pending discussions within the Methods Board.
8.6. Discretionary funds

The Collaboration maintains a Discretionary Fund, which can be drawn on for Collaboration-wide activities, with a maximum of £5000 per request and allocation to the Fund as a whole of £15,000. There may be an opportunity to streamline the process for securing this type of funding for methodological tasks by channelling such requests through the Methods Executive. Examples of the types of tasks that arise are:

· Preparing workshop materials for Colloquia (e.g. printing costs, posting costs)
· Dissemination activities (e.g. workshops at local Cochrane meetings)

· Writing algorithms for methods to be implemented in RevMan and other software

· Addressing potential bugs in analysis routines in RevMan.

· Development of complementary Handbook versions (e.g. an abridged version)

· Managing the Handbooks in RoboHelp (or a successor on the new Cochrane web site).
Estimated cost: £ 10K
Estimated total: 
£100K per annum from 2010-2011

£140K per annum from 2011-2012
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