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Five-year review of the Steering Group:
Implementation of the review panel’s recommendations
Purpose
1.
This paper builds on the discussion paper circulated to CCSG members on 26 February 2007, and tabulates the recommendations of the 2006 Cochrane Collaboration CCSG Review, as set out by Alessandro Liberati et al in their presentation to the CCSG in Dublin in October 2006, alongside proposals for action for discussion and decision at the Amsterdam meeting. Members may wish to arm themselves with the 26 February paper as context for this one.
Timing
2.
Whilst there is no deadline for implementation of the Review, there is an expectation that the CCSG will consider and act on the recommendations expeditiously. Presentationally, it is important that the CCSG be seen to be taking the Review seriously, and acting upon it.
Access
3.
Open.

Background
4.
A review of the CCSG takes place in the order of every five years. A review was conducted in 2006 by Alessandro Liberati and his team. The published report contains a list of the team members, Review terms of reference, report and recommendations. Alessandro presented the recommendations of the Review to the full CCSG at its meeting in Dublin, October 2006. Limited discussion took place, and the CCSG accepted all of the recommendations in principle, noting that clarification of some of them would be required, and that recommendation in principle meant that the CCSG accepted the broad thrust of the recommendations, without committing itself to any particular action until further discussion had taken place. This paper takes that discussion forward.
Discussion and recommendations relating to Review Panel recommendations

Review Panel recommendations relating to the role of the CCSG in general:
Review Panel recommendations are repeated verbatim within boxes below.
Recommendation 1: The CCSG should consider reorganising its activities in such a way that a more clear separation of ‘micro-management’ from ‘policy setting and strategic planning’ activities occurs. A clarification of the responsibilities and duties of the Chief Executive Officer and the Secretariat is an essential component of this effort. 

Proposed responses:
· Continue to ensure that the CCSG acts strategically, and that its agendas concentrate on strategic matters.

· Further clarify roles and responsibilities of elected posts (such as Co-Chairs), Officers (such as CEO), and sub-groups (Executive and Publishing Policy Group), together with Secretariat.

· Define delegated decision-making powers of the above posts, groups and roles.

· Ensure that attention is paid to cultural issues within the CCSG and beyond (reference earlier paper, ‘Cross-cultural team working within The Cochrane Collaboration’, Michele Deeks, Managing Psychologist, Pearnkandola, July 2004).
· Consider team size and strength in relation to desired tasks, within funding context (expanded below). 

· Strengthened operationalisation capability within Secretariat, to handle multiple projects better.

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· Setting aside time at CCSG mid-year meetings for discussion of major strategic issue(s), in conjunction with Centre Directors and Co-ordinating Editors.

· Organising the CCSG agenda under specific strategic plan headings.

· Focussing on strategic matters in CCSG meetings.

· Producing additional descriptive material to bolster the considerable amount already available on role and organisational descriptions, including functions of the Secretariat and job descriptions for key CCSG roles.

Recommendation 2: The CCSG should consider the pros and cons of setting up mechanisms for auditing how main policy decisions are received by Entities, whether they are fully understood, as well as the opportunity to assess adherence to them periodically. 

Proposed responses:
· Consider formal division of CCSG activities and policy decisions into two categories: Organisational, business and finance (OBF) decisions; and methodological, technical and scientific (MTS) decisions relating to our published product.

· Ask the Monitoring and Registration Group (MRG) to consider whether and what specific changes could or should be made to their processes to perform this function better with regard to main policy decisions.

· Identify the key output or outcome measures by which our organisational success may be measured, and the drivers through which these measures are produced, and develop a core set of measures, together with appropriate processes and mechanisms. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· MTS decisions (see above) - there will be a paper produced by the Co-ordinating Editors’ executive and considerable discussion in Amsterdam of the need for improved quality assurance and control mechanisms, including discussion of the establishment of an Editorial Board and perhaps an Editor-in-Chief’s office, and this paper therefore does not address that discussion.

· Ensure that the CCSG continues to tread carefully the narrow path between over-interference in entities activities, and a completely laissez-faire attitude.

· Ensure efficient information and feedback gathering, ensure good and co-ordinated use of the Web Team’s web-based survey capability, allowing relatively quick and simple surveying of entities and individuals, providing a cost-effective methodology for future information prospecting.
Review Panel recommendations relating to the role of the CCSG in improving quality/relevance of reviews 
Recommendation 3: A more proactive responsibility should be played by the CCSG in ensuring the quality of reviews by setting up specific organisational arrangements such as working more closely with Co-ordinating Editors, implementing mechanisms to audit methodological and content quality of sample(s) of reviews periodically in The Cochrane Library, appointing a Cochrane Library Editor-in-Chief and/or an editorial board. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· The recent internal organisational progress by Co-ordinating Editors in forming an ‘executive’ to enthuse people holding that role to become more involved and influential in Collaboration matters has been warmly applauded. This internal activity is now bearing fruit, and recent papers on quality matters and the establishment of a central quality management role or Editor-in-Chief are welcomed. However, it will be important to ensure that this activity is well co-ordinated and does not take place in isolation from the CCSG and other Collaboration activities.

· A strategic session has been put aside for the Amsterdam, 2007, CCSG mid-year meeting to discuss and develop the idea of establishing better quality-assurance and quality-control mechanisms and processes further.

Recommendation 4: Explicit mechanisms to promote prioritisation of reviews are in urgent need. As the issue of prioritisation emerged as a critical issue in this review, the CCSG should take decisions aimed at putting the experimentation(s) suggested by the ‘brainstorming session’ held at the last CCSG meeting in Khon Khaen (Thailand) in place, paying special attention to the pros and cons of implementing the different options. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· In hand. Prioritisation Projects Fund now open.
Review Panel recommendations relating to the role of the CCSG in securing funding and financial planning 
Recommendation 5: A specific strategic action stream securing the funding needed for long-term sustainability should be developed in collaboration with the different Entities (Review Groups, Centres, other entities). This action should be seen as linked to the issues addressed in Recommendation 9. Entities’ representatives on the CCSG should play an active co-ordination role toward their constituencies and favour the development of actions that the CCSG should try to implement at Collaboration level. 

Proposed responses:
· The Collaboration’s funding policy is that each entity should be responsible for its own funding. This should continue, but more attention may have to be given to ending association with entities that are unable to attract funding.

· Continuing to expand the Collaboration’s funding streams such as the Opportunities Fund. However, allocating surplus funds evenly between entities on a performance-related basis does have some attraction, and could be explored.

· Co-Chairs and CEO should be taking a more strategic, rather than operational, role in fund-raising, influencing decision-makers and funding bodies rather than writing grants.

· A scoping exercise should be undertaken to examine the Collaboration’s funding environment, likely sources of support and potential leads, readiness to engage in funding activities, stakeholder perceptions, and to develop recommendations for an action plan. This is a specialised activity, and employing consultants is likely to cost in the region of £15,000.

· Employing one or more fundraising specialists, both to lead on individual funding bids, but also to assist entities in developing their own fund-raising plans. Depending on where they are based, employing a fund-raiser could cost in the region of £40,000 per annum, although the expectation should be that this would be more than offset by revenue raised.

· Undertaking a scoping exercise to determine the amount of fund-raising support already available to entities, and currently under-utilised, through institutional support. Many entities pay increasing overhead charges, and they should insist on getting value-for-money from this, including fund-raising support.

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· Over the years, and taken as a whole, the Collaboration’s entities have been successful in attracting funding. At the current time, over £10 million per annum is being attracted. This has been rising at around 20% per annum for each of the last two years. That is not to say that individual entities are comfortable with their own funding. 

Review Panel recommendations relating to the role of the CCSG in ensuring effective communication 
Recommendation 6: The CCSG should take seriously the challenge of improving the effectiveness of its internal communication mechanisms with entities. Respondents have suggested specific solutions (see Results, Chapter 3 - figures 3.5.1 and 3.5.2; see also Appendix 4) that should be discussed by the CCSG for possible implementation. Internal language barriers (true and potential) should be seriously considered in an international organisation such as The Cochrane Collaboration, and all ranges of possible remedial actions carefully considered. 

Proposed responses:
· Following discussion with Cheryl Arratoon of the Canadian Cochrane Centre, who oversees production of the Collaboration’s main communication channels (CCInfo and Cochrane News), a communications survey will be undertaken in order to understand the Collaboration’s communication needs and bottlenecks better, and to guide future improvements.

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· Current initiatives (such as full publication, in advance, of meeting agendas and subsequent publication of minutes, publishing financial accounts, an extensive website making all procedural documents available, communication channels such as CCInfo and Cochrane News, CCSG members’ own communication with constituents, etc.) seem to have been ineffective in reducing the perception that the CCSG is not communicating with entities or individuals. A new CCSG Bulletin has therefore been produced. This fits well with the expressed views of entities, is very well received, and will be continued on a quarterly basis.

Review Panel recommendations relating to the composition and representativeness of the CCSG 
Recommendation 7: The representation of Entities on the CCSG may be reconsidered, though no clearcut suggestions emerge from this review. Issues that may deserve discussion are the current mechanisms of having two Co-Chairs, the personal/professional characteristics that Co-Chairs should have, the possibility to recruit as CCSG members 1-2 persons external to the Collaboration (with a view to advancing strategic relationships with other international organisations). 

Proposed responses:
· It is not possible from the Review material to make any recommendations here. Once the Collaboration-wide review has been completed, composition of the CCSG should be considered (quickly) to ensure a good fit between organisational and governance structures.
· As to what future recommendations might encompass, the appointment of non-executive directors is certainly an option, but there would need to be clear reasons for this. Simple comparison with for-profit companies is not appropriate. The role of the non-executive director is usually seen as having an ethics, governance and shareholder protection function. If we are about anything, we are about ethics. As we have an elected, representative Board (the CCSG), directors are actually pretty accountable to members. We don’t have shareholders, but the entities might be seen in that light. It has been suggested that non-executive directors might come from our stakeholders. It is for those who hold this view to make a cogent case, and set out how the practical issues (which stakeholders, why, etc.) might be solved.

· The current mechanism of having two Co-Chairs has arisen so that the considerable workload taken on by volunteers can be shared appropriately. This author considers that it would be a near-fatal dilution of the volunteerism principle to move away from volunteer Co-Chairs. That being said, other arrangements for Co-Chair succession could be considered. This could include opening up eligibility to non-CCSG members (although experience of Collaboration issues must be a consideration). Another model might be to have a three-year succession plan, with somebody becoming Co-Chair-elect for a year on election, becoming active Co-Chair in their second year, and then moving to Co-Chair Emeritus in their third year. During this three-year period they could continue to share some functions (convening CCSG sub-groups, etc.), but in the third year the role would become specifically on outreach/ ambassadorial function.

Review Panel recommendations relating to the executive functions, including the role of the Secretariat and the CEO 

Recommendation 8: The CCSG should review carefully whether the Secretariat includes all the skills that are needed to assist the CCSG in the executive function. Strengthening and diversifying the Secretariat would seem appropriate in order to free CCSG time and to improve several issues that have emerged as critical in this review (i.e. internal communication). Skills that may have priority include: a) packaging and dissemination of information (i.e. journalism), and ability to foster and motivate entities’ involvement in various activities of the Collaboration. 

Proposed responses:
· A role that might be considered is that of a project oversight co-ordinator, whose role would be to co-ordinate information about the multifarious projects running across the Collaboration, and communicate to all entities about these. It could have advantages for operational oversight, business efficiency and for improving communication. Linking this role to that of communications, the postholder would be in an ideal position to package material for specific stakeholders, such as policy-makers and benefits managers.

· There should also be consideration of the balance between core functions performed by Centres (and perhaps others) and performing these centrally. Communications is a good example of this. It would be perfectly reasonable for the Collaboration’s communications channels to be run centrally, rather than at the Canadian Cochrane Centre, but part of the glue that holds us together is the sharing of responsibility and functions, and the coming-together that this causes as a shared task, rather than as something that the centre “does to others”.

· Another function that might usefully be performed centrally is that of running Colloquia. It does seem odd that, having chosen an entity to run a Colloquium, the Collaboration then entirely delegates all aspects of the event to them. This has worked quite well to date, but very few organisations take this approach, and there is considerable risk. A better option might be to have a central Colloquia organising team, running in partnership with local hosts. This could also have the advantage of taking Colloquia into new areas, where the Collaboration might wish to encourage future uptake and activity.

Review Panel recommendations relating to the relationship between the CCSG and external organisations 
Recommendation 9: The CCSG should be more proactive in establishing collaborative relationship(s) with external organisations. This ‘ambassador-type’ role should be played by the Co-Chair(s) or by a person specifically appointed by the CCSG and identified for her/his specific skills in the area. If identified from outside the CCSG, such a person should report periodically to the CCSG and be monitored on her/his performance. 

Proposed responses:
· The importance of fostering such relationships is well recognised and, for instance, useful relationships with WHO, EU and others have been developed. A careful balance needs to be struck between the ambassadorial roles of Centres and Branches (geographic and linguistic in nature), CRGs and Fields (subject-related) and CCSG/Co-Chairs/CEO (which should perhaps be trans-national or trans-subject in nature).

· A clear set of objectives also needs to be developed in establishing and working on such relationships, which can be very time-consuming and long-term before significant benefits are seen.
· Many ‘partners’ also seek considerable effort from the Collaboration in relation to their own goals, which may not be central to the Collaboration’s mission, and for which no direct funding might be available. As an example, the Collaboration has joined the EU HTA Network (“EUNetHTA”) project as a partner with over 30 other HTA-related organisations. However, the very small amount of funding this brings in has to be matched almost pound-for-pound from our own resources. The benefits to the Collaboration are intangible, with a feeling that we must be seen to be a part of this network for future positioning, rather than for any tangible benefit. Whether this is a sensible way to proceed must be questioned. Developing a core set of criteria for such projects might be beneficial. In 2005 we drew up specific criteria for assessing endorsements. These could be expanded to cover affiliations and partnerships.

Review Panel recommendations relating to the need and frequency of reviews of the CCSG 
Recommendation 10: Given all the considerations above, no change to the current frequency of CCSG reviews can be recommended. The issue should be reconsidered in consideration of the changes to the CCSG’s structure and duties that may be decided after this review. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· No action required. Future scope of such reviews must be considered, including the type of evidence they need to consider.

Discussion and recommendations relating to recommendations from the panel 
Recommendation 11: The CCSG 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. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· The MRG already puts considerable effort into this area. 
· A set of matrices for performance monitoring across the Collaboration is being considered. Whether these need to be developed into KPIs is a moot point – whilst laudable in theory, the amount of time that entities would have to spend on supplying data would have to be carefully justified if they are to be asked to participate.

Recommendation 12: The CCSG should make a strong effort in its strategic planning to link it transparently to the Collaboration’s priorities and budgetary plans, and to identify explicit outcomes against which the implementation of its policies can be evaluated. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· The recommendation reflects the subjective nature of the review. Simple examination of recent CCSG, Executive and PPG agendas and minutes, and of the Cash Flow Forecast, would have revealed a very close correlation between the strategic plan and decision-making.

· Considerable work has gone into linking the CCSG agenda to the Strategic Plan more transparently, and this will continue.

Recommendation 13: Formal and explicit mechanisms for prioritisation and decision-making processes about the use and allocation of resources should be set up, allowing the Collaboration’s members opportunities to comment on and give input to the CCSG’s proposals. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· See Recommendation 12 above. It is the role of a representative CCSG to elicit and represent members’ views. It is suggested that this could usefully be brainstormed for ways to improve this mechanism.
Recommendation 14: The need for a Collaboration-wide review emerged both from the analysis of the questionnaires and from the interviews. If such a review is undertaken, the Review Panel warns that it would entail considerable costs and should be carefully thought through in terms of its expected benefits and the acceptability/feasibility of the changes that may emerge as to the structure of the organisation. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· Noted. An initial budget has been set aside for the review. The Canadian Cochrane Centre will be providing considerable support in-kind, principally Jeremy Grimshaw’s time.
Recommendation 15: If a Collaboration-wide review is to be implemented, the Review Panel recommends that the points indicated below should be part of it: 

􀂙 The balance between a ‘centralised’ and a ‘devolved’ organisation, with particular reference to the general issue(s) of setting CC policies regarding: 

Identification and implementation of mechanisms for prioritisation of reviews;  

Establishing funding mechanisms (including a central fund) for Entities; 

The ‘executive’ function - of the Secretariat and CEO - and their responsibilities/accountability towards the CCSG for specific functions. 

􀂙 The optimal composition of the CCSG, with particular reference to: 

The most appropriate model for constituencies’ representation. 

The membership (only the Collaboration’ s members, or open to other members and, if so, why) 

The Chairperson (s) role, her/his expected characteristics, the rationale of one Chair/two Co-Chairs. 

The type of ‘professional/time commitment’ for some members with special reference to Chair(s) (i.e. the possibility of partial or full salary or compensation to the organisations to which they belong for the time dedicated to the Collaboration). 

􀂙 The explicit CCSG responsibility and accountability with respect to establishing permanent and long-lasting relationship(s) with external organisations. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· Noted.

Recommendation 16: The Review Panel recommends that the discussion and actions taken as a consequence of this review be timely and transparent. To this end it recommends that the CCSG finalises an implementation plan within the next few months (making any effort for that to happen by the 2007 mid-year meeting) with a view to reporting on progress at the 2007 Colloquium and regularly thereafter. 

Actions already underway to address this recommendation include:
· Noted. It is also noted that, judging by responses to the Review Panel’s report, Collaboration participants may take a less interested view of the report.

Action required
5.
CCSG members are asked to consider this paper, and be prepared to discuss it in Amsterdam, where the bare bones of an action plan will be formed.
NICK ROYLE
Chief Executive Officer

Oxford
19th March 2007

PAGE  
1

