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Minutes of 
Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group meeting
Split, Croatia
31 March and 1 April 2011


[These minutes were approved on 28 April 2011.]
Present: 
Lorne Becker (Trading Company Director), Jonathan Craig (Co-Chair), Jon Deeks (for item 12 only), Deborah Dixon (John Wiley and Sons, for items 8 and 9 only), Donna Gillies (Treasurer), Peter Gøtzsche (Director, Nordic Cochrane Centre, for item 17 only), Jeremy Grimshaw (Co-Chair), Sonja Henderson, Jini Hetherington (Administrator and Company Secretary; Minutes), Gail Higgins, Julian Higgins, Sophie Hill, Lucie Jones (Project Support and Business Communications Officer), Steve McDonald, Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert (John Wiley and Sons, for items 8 and 9 only), Nick Royle (Chief Executive Officer), Mary Ellen Schaafsma (Treasurer designate), Roger Soll, David Tovey (Editor in Chief), Liz Whamond, Katrina Williams, Hans van der Wouden, and Mingming Zhang.

Jeremy Grimshaw chaired the meeting up to and including item 21.
1. Welcomes, introductions, apologies for absence, and approval of the agenda 
Jeremy welcomed everyone to the meeting, including Lorne in his new role as one of the Directors of the Trading Company. There had been no apologies for absence. The agenda was approved. 


2. Declarations of interest
Jeremy asked for any declarations of interest in addition to those included in the Appendix to these minutes; there were none, but see the individual items.


3. Co-Chairs’ introduction to the meeting: Vision and workplan during 2010/2011
Jeremy explained that the workplan had been included with the agenda materials as background to the discussions. He said that the Steering Group needed to take time at frequent intervals to reflect on where the organisation was heading, so as to keep on track. A few days before this meeting, the Co-Chairs, Chief Executive Officer and Editor in Chief had had an all-day discussion about the major challenges and opportunities facing the Collaboration. The key issues which had emerged included the continued development of The Cochrane Library as a whole, organisational issues such as how we work together and how we communicate, our structures, funding issues, increasing global involvement, issues about decision-making (clarity as to who makes them and how), renewal of the publishing arrangements, succession planning, and making use of the intelligence of the organisation to move things forward. Jeremy said the Entity Executives had being doing an immense amount of work in these areas, and thanked them for this. 

Jonathan expanded on the potential organisational changes ahead. He noted that the Steering Group was committed to prioritizing core infrastructure support for the entire Collaboration, including the IMS, the website, training, support for consumers, methods development, the Entity Executives and other committees and working groups. He said that these platforms had expanded over the past two years in particular, and some expansion was likely to continue. He said the Steering Group needed to provide management and oversight, and foresaw that this was going to require some changes. He would be asking for a paper for Madrid on maximizing the investment in core infrastructures, i.e. the organisational implications of the Strategic Review of the Collaboration. There were needs such as ensuring connectivity and cohesiveness across these platforms, managing resources, communications, managing the “doers”, and thinking strategically about future developments for all these platforms. Guidance would be sought from the Steering Group and members of the Collaboration on what the organisational restructuring might look like.

4. Strategic review: executive summary 
Jeremy said that there had been good progress on the objectives set as the result of the Strategic Review of the Collaboration, but that there was still some way to go in several areas, which were being addressed by separate items on the agenda of this meeting.


5. Chief Executive Officer’s report 
Nick expanded on his recent activities, as described in his six-monthly report. He said that the energy generated by the meetings in Split had resulted in a lot of new ideas. The timing, phasing and opportunity costs would need to be managed properly in order to implement them. 

6. Key Performance Indicators of the Collaboration (KPIs) 
Jeremy thanked Lucie for updating the KPI document. He said that the KPIs as they currently stand need to be developed to serve two distinct purposes: (1) As indicators of the Collaboration’s performance against its core functions; and (2) As a tool for advocacy of the Collaboration’s work, which “tell a story” to both internal and external existing and potential stakeholders. He said the Monitoring and Registration Committee would be expanding the KPIs to include additional data gleaned from the entity monitoring process. The Entity Executives, who are developing KPIs at group level, should also inform the development of these high-level KPIs.   
Action:  Hans and Karen New, MaRC Co-Convenors, to provide additional KPIs arising from Entity Executive discussions in Split, for discussion in Madrid. Lucie to continue presenting the data provided by the MaRC and John Wiley and Sons.


7. Cash flow forecast, profit and loss statements and balance sheets 
Nick spoke to the cash flow forecast and drew attention to the Collaboration’s healthy current financial position, whilst noting the slowdown in the rate of increase of royalty income. He was asked to produce graphs showing the different categories of expenditure, such as ongoing commitments versus new investment. Donna invited Steering Group members to raise any queries with her outside the meeting. She thanked Mary Ellen for being prepared to take over from her as Treasurer in October 2011.
Action: Nick to circulate a graph to the Steering Group showing the different categories of expenditure.

8. Publisher’s report
Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert and Deborah Dixon attended the meeting for this item on behalf of John Wiley and Sons. Deborah Dixon drew attention to the success of The Cochrane Library despite the current tough economic climate. She said there were some exciting changes in publishing at the moment, and Wiley wanted to work even closer with the Collaboration in future. Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert showed several slides mapping out the short-term development priorities around technology and new products, formulated with the Editor in Chief. Plans included redesign of the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, improved searching based on a series of intensive search workshops with the Trials Search Co-ordinators’ search testing group and other users, the ability to include non-Latin script in The Cochrane Library, and web strategy planning for 2012 and beyond. The second half of 2011 would involve redesigning search functionality, creation of and integration with new products such as Cochrane Clinical, Cochrane Learning and mobile versions of The Cochrane Library. Also the implementation of the Cochrane Register of Studies, user testing, and confirmation of the publishing strategy for 2012. Deborah also mentioned the change to a more modern and user-friendly font, the removal of certain frames to enhance visibility with search engines (for example, Google), and the move to monthly publication of CENTRAL. She was asked to include the redesign of the display of search results of CENTRAL records in Wiley’s plans. Julian asked Wiley to investigate providing open access to reviews funded by organisations that required this. Deborah PG showed several slides about the current market segmentation for The Cochrane Library, Cochrane Clinical Answers, an analysis of subscribers to The Cochrane Library, and global access. It was agreed that much more needed to be done to convert national licences into greater uptake, although it was noted that usage in all national provision countries was up, to raise the profile of the Library among charities to help increase usage and profile further, and to improve searching within the Library. Also strategies for market expansion needed to be developed, and a workplan for getting the new Cochrane Register of Studies up and running. Jeremy summarized the Steering Group’s requirement for Wiley to have a more strategic approach, including a marketing and communications strategy for books.  
Action: Deborah PG to provide a paper for Madrid focusing on the above priorities.


9. Editor in Chief’s report (see also item 15)
David spoke to his report on behalf of the Cochrane Editorial Unit (CEU), for which Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert and Deborah Dixon from John Wiley and Sons remained in the meeting. He expanded on the recent abstract audit project and noted that some of the problems identified were due to the 400-word limit prescribed in the Interventions Handbook. He noted that the National Library of Medicine imposed no such limit, and he was in the process of developing and circulating a redrafted policy about abstract length. David thanked Julian Higgins and Rachel Churchill for leading the minimum standards for reviews initiative (see also item 15) which would be brought to the Madrid meeting; these would be pivotal in enforcing quality standards. David discussed some problems with the existing system of feedback on Cochrane Reviews, to be renamed ‘Comments’. The results of the CEU’s survey of Review Groups would be widely disseminated so that people could incorporate the lessons learned. Roger reported that the Co-ordinating Editors’ Board had formally expressed their support for David’s leadership and his direction of The Cochrane Library. Jeremy congratulated the CEU on having made huge progress: the challenge was to ensure that the minimum standards for reviews initiative was seen as an organisational level initiative, to be taken seriously and supported by all concerned. 

David, Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert and Deborah Dixon left the meeting before discussion of the following recommendations:

Recommendation 1: It was agreed that the one-year CEU budget approved in Auckland should be treated as a continuation budget for three years; a workplan would still need to presented each year, but this would free up the Editor in Chief to plan more efficiently, and provide stability and staff continuity. It was pointed out that any new resource requirements should be the subject of new budget requests as required. The budget as described in the background document was approved. Nick should clarify with David outside the meeting the management of the underspend of budget from one year to the next and project-related income.
Action: Nick to clarify with David the management of budget underspend, and change the category for the CEU budget for financial years 2011-12 and 2012-13 from ‘expected’ to ‘confirmed’.

Recommendation 2: It was agreed that David should bring a proposal for a formal complaints procedure to the Operations and Finance Committee for approval.  
Action: David to bring a proposal for a formal complaints procedure to the OFC.

Recommendation 3: It was agreed that the Publication Arbiter role had been superseded by the establishment of the CEU and should therefore be abolished. Thanks were expressed to the outgoing Publication Arbiters for their contribution in this role. Jini should update Archie, the Steering Group module, and the Cochrane Policy Manual in this regard.
Action: Jini to update Archie, the Steering Group module, and the Policy Manual.

Recommendation 4: The requested budget of 1400 GBP for the information technology committees for the financial year 2011-2012 was approved.
Action: Jini to advise the Collaboration’s bookkeepers.

Recommendation 5: The proposed amendments to the wording in the Cochrane Policy Manual in respect of Cochrane Books was approved.
Action: Jini to update the Policy Manual.

10.
Evidence Aid: update
Thanks were due to Mike Clarke and Bonnix Kayabu for their report on the current status of Evidence Aid. There was a perception that Evidence Aid was developing somewhat independently and away from its roots within the Collaboration, despite the financial and ‘in kind’ support. David agreed to clarify with Mike the direction of Evidence Aid over the next six to twelve months and beyond, and how enhanced partnership with the Collaboration might occur. The Steering Group was delighted with the funds that Mike had attracted to this initiative.
Action: David to clarify the future direction of Evidence Aid with Mike.  


11.
Renewing the Collaboration’s publishing arrangements
Nick expanded on the recommendations in his background document, that the Future Publishing Arrangements Project (FPAP) be conducted along the lines of the Cochrane Register of Studies project, i.e. that a Project Board be established, consisting of one of the Co-Chairs as Board Chair, the Chief Executive Officer, the Editor in Chief, a project manager and up to three other members, possibly including a Trading Company Director. This was approved. Nick had requested a budget of up to 40K GBP for consultancy support and up to 15K GBP for incidental costs; this request was approved. There should be Collaboration-wide consultation to canvass for views. Phase 1 should be accelerated so that our requirements could be confirmed in late 2011 after the planned discussion with members of the Collaboration during the Madrid Colloquium. Nick should liaise with the Operations and Finance Committee in this process.
Action: Nick to set up the Future Publishing Arrangement Projects board and add the budget to the cash flow forecast.
12.
Diagnostic Test Accuracy Reviews: proposal for a formal entity structure
Jon Deeks attended the meeting on 31 March for this item. Jeremy thanked him for his background paper seeking advice from the Steering Group on the appropriate model for developing editorial and methodological infrastructure for DTA reviews. Jon explained that the initial interim structure of the DTA Working Group, DTA editorial team and DTA regional support units needed to be replaced with a Cochrane entity. He discussed two options: Model A (a Diagnostic Test Accuracy Cochrane Review and Editorial Support Group) and Model B (a Diagnostic Test Accuracy Review Group). He also highlighted opportunities for seeking external funding to support a new entity. Roger reported on the enthusiasm among Co-ordinating Editors for DTA reviews but said that they supported neither model as proposed. Model B was not consistent with the increasing importance of Co-ordinating Editors managing their portfolios, and Model A appeared to be largely a continuation of the present model which was problematic because of duplication of editorial processes and comments, and concerns about ownership and locus of editorial control. There were issues around the clarity and efficiency of workflows with the current model that would need to be resolved for Model A to work. Jeremy highlighted that some Review Groups were more ready than others to move ahead with DTA reviews, and that the model would need flexibility to reflect this variation. Other issues were raised relating to communication problems (because the current model is not recognised as a Cochrane entity and so does not have access to Cochrane communication resources) and delays in the DTA Handbook. Jon pointed out that most of the Handbook for this type of review was now available on the website. 

Various members of the Steering Group expressed their views about the two models proposed. Jonathan declared an interest in this item because of the involvement of the Renal Group in the Register of DTA Reviews. Broad endorsement was given for the principles underpinning Model A, whilst allowing for flexibility in the specific arrangements and relationships with different Review Groups, and recognizing that some Groups might not be able to take on DTA Reviews without additional funding. There remained issues to be resolved around governance and work processes, requiring further development work involving the CEU and Review Groups. The Steering Group supported Jon seeking funding for the revised model. In addition, the Steering Group approved Jon and Susanna Wizniewski of the DTA Working Group being added to the Methods Group’s mailing list.

Action: Jeremy to convey the outcomes of the discussion to Jon as soon as possible; David to broker with the DTA Working Group and Co-ordinating Editors’ Board a revised workable and fundable Model A. Registration to proceed through MaRC processes. Jini to arrange for Jon and Susanna Wisniewski of the DTA Working Group to be added to the relevant entity mailing list(s).
13.
Methods innovation funding
Julian described in detail the six draft project proposals which were to be developed further, after which the Methods Groups would be asked to put in firm proposals to work with Review Groups, Centres and others. The proposals might be peer reviewed and a programme of work would be selected from them. It was agreed that the Entity Executives should be involved at an earlier stage in the process in future. Julian had also explained in his background paper that the MARS Working Group believed the Cochrane Methodology Register (CMR) should receive central infrastructure funding (about 21K GBP per annum), a similar amount to that which had previously been allocated as an Opportunities Fund grant. The CMR had received about 23,000 hits over the past five years. Julian had asked whether the Steering Group wished to see a funding proposal for the CMR as part of the Methods Innovation Funding programme, as a separate recommendation alongside the Methods Innovation Funding programme, or as a separate proposal altogether, to be considered on its own merits. It was suggested that the CMR could become part of the Cochrane Register of Studies, as a separate product, but that other partners and alternative funding sources for the CMR should be considered. It was noted that no other registers received ongoing Collaboration funding.
Action: If funding was to be sought for the CMR, then there should be a stand-alone application with a clear, well developed business case. 
14.
Ensuring The Cochrane Collaboration enables better global participation 
Jeremy thanked Steve, Sally Green and Tari Turner for their preparation work and background paper for the strategic session on 30 March 2011, which had gone extremely well. Steve said a lot of useful information had been generated. Jonathan focused on the several good outcomes of the session: people from multiple groups and countries in the same room discussing a major strategic issue, broad consultation, prioritized topics coming to the surface with some structured ideas, personnel to take this forward. The report of the session would summarise the discussions and propose some implementation pathways. Of the options canvassed during the session, setting up satellites and the Cochrane Academy appeared to be the most rapidly implementable. Detailed papers on these topics should be produced for discussion in Madrid.
Action: Steve McDonald to work with Sally Green and Tari Turner to finalise the report on global participation arising out of the Split meeting over the next 6-8 weeks. Specific proposals on the options for implementation would need to be developed by individuals and groups in time for budgeted decisions to be made in Madrid.


15.
Minimum competencies for review author teams (see also item 9)

Jeremy thanked the Managing Editors’ Executive for their thoughtful paper. It was agreed that the expectations of authors needed to be sensitively managed, and in advance, to ensure an appropriate skills set, but insurmountable barriers should not be put up to author teams. The level and type of support that a Review Group could provide should be made explicit to potential authors, who should also be encouraged to contact their reference Cochrane Centre so that expectations could be managed better. Documentation should be provided for authors as to what they can expect from both their Review Group and their reference Centre. Steve and Mary Ellen reported the concerns raised by the Centre Directors that the paper focused too much on the skills and qualifications of the individuals rather than the combined skills required of the review author team. David encouraged the setting of high standards at the outset in order to achieve high quality reviews. Jonathan summarized the variability of opinion on this issue: reframing the background paper highlighted some concerns about the language and detail in the paper; also the historical ethos of the Collaboration should be viewed in the context of the limited resources of editorial and review author teams.
Action: Sonja to incorporate suggestions, circulate to the Co-ordinating Editors’ and Managing Editors’ Executives, and bring back a revised document to the Operations and Finance Committee and thence the Steering Group, within the next few months. Steve and Mary Ellen to provide feedback from the Centre Directors to Sonja.  

16.
Information Management System (IMS): status report 
Jeremy undertook to thank Rasmus Moustgaard and the IMS team formally for their informative paper and the hard work that lay behind it.
Action: Jeremy to thank Rasmus Moustgaard and the IMS team formally.
 

17.
IMS Team: status and funding in The Cochrane Collaboration 
Peter Gøtzsche attended the meeting on 31 March for this item. Jeremy thanked him for his background paper in which he had asked the Steering Group to recognise the IMS Team as a core resource similar to the Secretariat and the Cochrane Editorial Unit; to provide funding to cover the salaries of a core team of six people (an increase of 11 per cent over two years on the amount the Collaboration had contributed to the IMS Team in 2010); and for the IMS Director to participate in Steering Group meetings (as had been the case before 2008) and at Information Services Strategy Committee meetings. Peter confirmed that the Nordic Cochrane Centre was willing to cover the salary of an 0.5 FTE IMS Administrator, the infrastructure costs for the IMS team, the cost for the IMS servers and expenses related to travel, training and sundries, amounting to 165K GBP per year. He also confirmed that there were no implications for copyright of the RevMan software. 

Lorne David, and Sonja left the room because of potential conflict . The implications of these proposals were discussed. It was agreed that the accountability and planning processes should be similar to other core resources (for example, having an agreed budget tied to a work programme developed in consultation with the Steering Group and the CEU, regular reporting to the Steering Group of progress, and the need to prioritise the work programme if new priorities emerge). There was discussion about the involvement of the Steering Group in the appointment and oversight of the IMS Director. It was noted that the EiC was a central appointment. The Steering Group suggested that the IMS Director might have a broader role as the Collaboration’s ‘Head of IT’, providing oversight and co-ordination across its information technology infrastructures. The Steering Group found that the background document was insufficiently detailed, particularly the justification for the 11 per cent funding increase, but the requests contained therein were agreed to in principle, on the expectation that the IMS Team would provide a further paper for discussion at the Madrid meeting, with a three-year fully justified budget and greater clarity about the governance arrangements. 

In the meantime, several underpinning principles were agreed to, namely: reaffirmation that the Steering Group continues to regard the IMS Team as core infrastructure critical to the Collaboration; the Group supports a move to programmatic funding using a similar framework to other ‘core’ infrastructures (for example, the CEU); and, whilst supporting the attendance of the IMS Director at future Steering Group meetings for appropriate agenda items, it was noted that the Collaboration’s management arrangements had moved on with the development of a more strategic Information Services Strategy Committee, and would develop still further. 

It was agreed to remain with the current level of funding until the requested 11 per cent increase could be justified in the requested paper. The IMS Director role should be developed in partnership with the leadership team (i.e. the Co-Chairs, Chief Executive Officer and Editor in Chief) and be a central appointment. Such a position would require significant management functions. After completion of the current funding arrangement (i.e. in early 2012), funding should be approved for three years, with the IMS Team presenting their workplan to the Steering Group annually in the same way as the CEU. 
Action: Jeremy to convey these decisions to Peter Gøtzsche as soon as possible.
18.
Cochrane Register of Studies: report from the CRS Project Board


Jeremy thanked Lucie for her detailed progress report on behalf of the CRS Project Board, and thanked the Board for its careful management of this project. Some concern was expressed that, based on the fact that the first round of beta-testing of the software had occurred before it was completely ready for testing, the confidence of the CRS user community in the software had been affected. Lucie acknowledged the failings of the first round of user-testing, and gave assurance that remaining user-testing would not be conducted until the software was completely ready to be tested. She also said, however, that the Project Board was very happy with the progress of the development project, the quality of the software being produced, and the enthusiasm of the user community for its implementation. Development of the software remains on target for completion by June 2011.   

19.
Web developments report
Jeremy thanked Lorne Becker and Chris Mavergames for their report. Jonathan explained that the website liaison role taken on by Lorne was proving to be beneficial to the web team. 
Action: Lorne to convey appreciation to Chris.


20.
Register of Diagnostic Test Accuracy Studies 
Ruth Mitchell of the Cochrane Renal Group had provided a very thorough report on the progress of the Register of DTA Studies. It was noted that the contract to fund this project would come to an end in November 2011.
Action: Jeremy to write and thank Ruth. 

21.
Marketing and communications strategy: engagement of a marketing firm 
Jeremy thanked Mary Ellen for her background document on behalf of the Marketing and Communications Working Group (Donna, Lucie, Lorne, Mary Ellen, Nick, Lisa Bero, Mike Clarke, Bridget Jones, Chris Mavergames and Juliane Ried). The recommendation was for the engagement of a particular firm of consultants (for a budget of up to 53,342 GBP), and the employment of a Communications Officer for one year to work with them (for a budget of 50K GBP, including running costs). The Working Group had also recommended the establishment of a Project Board, whose membership would be proposed to the Operations and Finance Committee for approval. 

It was agreed that the Collaboration should be explicit as to what it wants out of the exercise of employing a marketing firm, i.e. global reach, but to be realistic as to what it could and should achieve. Lucie said she would be working closely with the Communications Officer as some of the external communication responsibilities she had taken on would be more appropriate under their management. She pointed out that there needed to be close integration with the Web Strategy Committee, and that whilst the Marketing and Communications Project Board should clearly specify to the marketing firm its aims for engaging them, it should also seek their advice on key questions such as whether, and if so how, the Collaboration as an organisation should be promoted separately from The Cochrane Library.

It was agreed to engage the firm as proposed. The originally proposed budget was ratified. A job description and budget proposal for the Communications Officer was approved. The establishment of an implementation Project Board was approved. It should be made more explicit that the engagement is for one year only. Substantive discussion is needed about the marketing person in the long term, and the governance arrangements. 
Action: Mary Ellen to work with Nick to implement all recommendations, and provide a paper for the OFC to enable the appointment of a projects board.

Jonathan Craig chaired the meeting from this item onwards.


22.
Partnership policy proposal 
Jonathan thanked Mary Ellen for the proposal put forward on behalf of the Partnerships Working Group. The Working Group had asked whether the Steering Group supported adopting the policy described in Appendix 1; whether this policy should be adapted and recommended for roll-out across entities to guide partnership building at the regional or context-specific level; and whether or not to move ahead with identifying and pursuing key partnerships at the senior leadership level. There was broad support for the principle, having taken into account the comments made by Steering Group members. It was agreed and should be amended, circulated to the Steering Group and added to the Policy Manual.
Action: Mary Ellen to amend and circulate the proposal to the Steering Group for feedback, and send the final version to Jini for the Policy Manual. 

23.
Cochrane Training 
Jonathan thanked Steve for updating the Steering Group on the progress to date of the Cochrane Training Working Group (TWG), and congratulated it on its activities. This item was for information only, and needed no discussion. Steve explained that he had yet to discuss Consumer training needs with Catherine McIlwain and the members of the Consumers’ Executive.
Action: Steve to discuss with CCNet members and the Consumer Co-ordinator.
 

24.
Monitoring and Registration Committee (MaRC) 
Jonathan thanked the MaRC Co-Convenors for their progress report. The Steering Group discussed the direction in which the MaRC was going, and the frequency of monitoring. 
The Steering Group approved the proposed membership changes, i.e. that Mary Ellen would remain on the MaRC until October 2011 when she takes over from Donna as the Collaboration’s Treasurer. It was noted that a Steering Group member would be needed to replace Hans as Co-Convenor in October 2011; and that Jackie Chandler, Methods Co-ordinator, would join the MaRC to represent Methods Groups. Jonathan and a member of the CEU would be attending the MaRC meeting in Cologne in June 2011. Jonathan explained that there would be changes in several areas of the committee structure and support mechanisms during the next few months. Jonathan said that the Steering Group was comfortable with the progress of the MaRC; he said the frequency of monitoring would be discussed in consultation with the relevant Entity Executives outside this meeting. The suggested membership changes were endorsed; the Co-Chairs would actively seek to identify a replacement Co-Convenor. 
Action: Jonathan and Jeremy to identify a replacement Co-Convenor from among the existing and incoming new Steering Group members. 

25.
Consumer issues affecting The Cochrane Collaboration and the Cochrane Consumer Network (CCNet) 


Jonathan expressed thanks to Catherine McIlwain, the Consumer Co-ordinator, for an outstanding first six months, and also for the strategic background document she had prepared in conjunction with the Cochrane Consumer Network (CCNet) Executive, outlining the innovations planned for the coming year. Liz and Mingming reported on activities over the past six months, and plans for the next six (see item 31.5). There was discussion as to whether CCNet should continue to be regarded as a Field; it was agreed that CCNet would continue to be regarded as a Field in the meantime, but that this should be revisited. The Developing Countries Field presents similar challenges in fitting into a particular type of entity. Jonathan said there needed to be clarity as to which Cochrane Centre is CCNet’s reference Centre. Emphasis should be placed on increasing partnership with consumer organisations.
Action: Katrina would take this back to the Fields’ Executive re its membership.



26.
Cochrane Colloquia: proposal for a review 
There was unanimous support for a review of Cochrane Colloquia to be undertaken, given that the structure and format had largely continued unchanged over the past twenty years, despite changes in the organisation and the high costs involved. Jonathan said the purposes of Colloquia needed to be very well-defined, and an assessment made as to whether they were being met. The quality of workshops and presentations should also be scrutinized to ensure that they met high standards, and Colloquia should be a training opportunity for authors as well as for entity staff. There was consensus that the mid-year meetings in Split had been more productive than was usually possible during Colloquia, even though some people had been unable to attend. It was agreed that the proposed terms of reference for undertaking a review of Colloquia were broadly appropriate. The following several suggestions and comments were made: meetings should enable participants to engage fully with the Collaboration, internal versus external values should be assessed, the mid-year meetings model should be included in the review; promoting the Colloquium and audience analysis (including potential new contributors). Social networking was an important aspect, as were the opportunity costs in terms of human resources and funding. It was agreed to budget up to 25K GBP in the first instance, and to involve internal people such as Secretariat staff, Steering Group members, and current and former members of the Colloquium Policy Advisory Committee, and to buy in functions such as people to undertake data collection, and those who could provide an external perspective. Nick was asked to bring a proposal to the Operations and Finance Committee.
Action: Nick to bring a proposal to the OFC for a costed review of Colloquia with an indicative budget of up to 25K.


27.
Women leaders in the Collaboration: increasing participation and recognition 


During the lengthy discussion of this item, Steering Group members reaffirmed that the Collaboration believes strongly in gender equity. It was recognized that the organisation has a reasonable record of gender equity in some areas; for example, fifty-seven per cent of Steering Group members are women, as are thirty-two per cent of Co-ordinating Editors, and forty-one per cent of first authors of Cochrane Reviews. However, gender equity at all levels should be more strenuously incorporated in the wider Collaboration structures and processes, including the development of targets. Gender equity should be a key performance indicator (KPI), as identified via the monitoring process. To assist in this, entity leaders’ gender should be encouraged to be indicated in Archie. 
Action: David to bring the issue of indicating entity leaders’ gender in Archie to the Information Services Operations Committee.
There was consensus not to fund the proposals as framed, because there was some uncertainty about what the Steering Group was being asked to fund and whether these initiatives would achieve their desired goal. The primary responsibility of the Steering Group, to provide core infrastructure to support systematic review production, and to enhance the impact of the Collaboration’s output was emphasized when funding requests were considered. The Steering Group agreed that there were other ways of achieving gender equity than by the establishment of a new committee, such as ensuring that gender issues were considered across all Cochrane policies; gender equity should be a standing item on future Steering Group agendas. Other suggestions included paying more attention to geographical and gender representation on committees and working groups, stipend allocations, and via the proposed Cochrane Academy. 

Disappointment was expressed that the proposers of the Anne Anderson Award had been unable to identify any funding. The Steering Group approved the allocation of 1000 GBP for three years from core funds to establish this new Prize. The Group strongly recommended that the Prize be awarded to a mentor irrespective of gender. 

The positive outcomes of the ‘Women in Leadership’ workshops during two recent Colloquia were recognized, made possible by an excellent facilitator.
 
Action: Jonathan to communicate the decisions made to Lisa Bero. Gender equity to be incorporated as a KPI across the Collaboration, particularly in leadership positions. The proposed Cochrane Academy to consider gender equity in allocating resources. The Anne Anderson Award to be allocated 1000 GBP a year for three years from core funds. Gender equity to be added as a standing agenda item for Steering Group meetings. Nick to add to the cash flow forecast.
28.
Author representation in The Cochrane Collaboration 
Jonathan thanked Donna for her background paper, and agreed that the Collaboration needed to become more author-focussed. It was agreed that more should be done to obtain authors’ views, and their involvement could be increased by establishing an authors’ discussion forum on the website. Authors’ concerns should become a standing item on the agenda of meetings of entity executives and other relevant committees, but there was not majority support for establishing a second position for an Author representative on the Steering Group. Jonathan stressed that authors are the life-blood of the Collaboration, without which it would cease to exist. He said a detailed proposal for development of an author leadership group, with an associated budget, could be brought to the Operations and Finance Committee (OFC).
Action: Donna to consider providing a paper to the OFC. 


 29.
Expressions of Interest (EoI) database 
The proposal to create a database of people (both current and prospective contributors) who wished to express their interest in contributing to the Collaboration in a range of roles was discussed but not widely supported. It was considered that it would be more helpful if both current and prospective contributors could be added to Archie and assigned the available and appropriate Archie Entity Roles, such as ‘Translator’ or ‘Possible contributor’. Notes could be added to the person’s Archie record to provide more information, such as the language(s) the person speaks. Members of the Steering Group expressed concern as to whether the proposed database would achieve the desired result, and might well add to people’s workload. 
Action: Mary Ellen to ensure that the marketing and communications strategy includes an effective mechanism whereby individuals outside the Collaboration can communicate to relevant individuals within it, and Lorne Becker/Chris Mavergames to consider how this might be achieved within existing resources.


30.
Topic for strategic session during mid-year meetings in Paris (16-21 April, 2012)
There was some support for the suggestion of the topic of next year’s strategic session being ‘Cochrane content’ (either what we publish or how we do it), although further ideas would be welcomed; this would be of interest to all participants at the mid-year meeting. Assuming no other topic was chosen, David was asked to take the lead in preparing for this session, and to establish a group of people to assist him. It was agreed that 10-15K GBP could be provided for this in line with previous strategic sessions, to ensure that sufficient background material and consultation occurred. 
Action: David and the CEU to develop the content and materials for this session with an indicative budget of 10-15K. 


31.
Reports from Entity Executives:

31.1
Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive: Roger referred to the good relationship that existed between the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive and the Methods Application and Review Standards (MARS) Group, and the hard work that had been done over the past few months. He also expressed the Co-ordinating Editors’ satisfaction with the leadership and staff of the Cochrane Editorial Unit. All members of the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive had attended the Split meetings, and had had an extremely productive few days. He said that the Co-ordinating Editors had established the principles for developing a suite of key performance indicators (KPIs) with the Monitoring and Registration Committee (MaRC), and that it would not be a matter of the MaRC looking over Co-ordinating Editors’ shoulders but rather working with them. Sophie explained that all members of this Executive were involved in a working group or key initiative so the workload was being shared. A job description for Co-ordinating Editors had now been agreed. The joint meeting of the Co-ordinating Editors’, Managing Editors’ and Trials’ Search Co-ordinators’ Executives had been a great opportunity to hear everyone’s different perspectives. Eleven people had participated in this meeting via remote means. 
Action: Sophie to send the Co-ordinating Editors’ job description to Jini to include in the Policy Manual.

31.2
Managing Editors’ Executive: Sonja reported that all members of this Executive had come to Split and had participated in a series of helpful and interesting meetings. KPIs had been discussed, and the Executive had agreed on the importance of the three CRG Executives working more closely together in future to reflect the way that Co-ordinating Editors, Managing Editors and Trials Search Co-ordinators worked as a team within their individual Review Group. Communication between Managing Editors and the Collaboration centrally had greatly improved thanks to the establishment of the MEs’ Executive, and this had impacted on the workload of its members. Sonja said that the MEs’ Executive would prefer that MEs had a whole day for their meeting during the Madrid Colloquium, but it was noted that this might not be possible.
 
31.2.1
ME induction training, ongoing training and support: There was support in principle for combining the IMS Support and Induction and Mentoring roles from April 2012, with governance coming from the CEU. A proposal with detailed costings and job descriptions should come to Madrid, highlighting the benefits to date of these initiatives. 
Action: Sonja and the MEs’ Executive to provide a costed proposal for ME training for Madrid.

31.2.2
The future of Cochrane Review Group modules: It was agreed to move from most of the module text being published within the ‘Cochrane Groups’ database in The Cochrane Library to entities’ own websites, on condition that there is no loss of content, and provided that the sections are maintained, with a date stamp to show when they had been created and when changes had been made. The Archie Development Advisory Group (ADAC) should submit the updated module text guidelines to the Co-ordinating Editors’ and Managing Editors’ Executives. 
Action: Sonja to advise the ADAC of this decision.


31.3
Trials Search Co-ordinators’ Executive: Gail reported that the meeting of the TSCs’ Executive had been attended by all but one member, and that it had been very much more productive than previous meetings or teleconferences. The TSCs’ Executive had discussed KPIs in the context of core TSC functions, workflows and a forum for the peer review of search strategies. It was felt that entity support was essential so that all TSCs’ Executive members had the chance to attend important meetings.
31.4
Centre Directors’ Executive: Mary Ellen reported that all members of this Executive had attended the meetings in Split. The Executive had signed off on a template for a job description for Centre Directors, which could be adapted to an individual Centre’s situation as required; Steve would forward this to Jini to put into the Policy Manual. Now that most of the governance issues had been addressed, Centre Directors would focus on more externally-relevant issues, such as developing joint initiatives to translate Cochrane products, and access to data registries.
Action: Steve to send the Centre Directors’ job description template to Jini, when finalised, to include in the Policy Manual.

31.5
CCNet Transitional Executive: Liz and Minging had nothing to report in addition to the earlier discussion (see item 25).

31.6
‘Cochrane Methods’:  Julian reported that 11 of the 12 members of the Methods Application and Review Standards (MARS) Group had met instead of the Methods Executive, and that there was a lot of overlap between the two. It was agreed that minimum methodological expectations could be signed off by Julian, David and Rachel Churchill rather than by the Steering Group. The Steering Group strongly agreed with the two forms of KPIs proposed: one for internal accountability purposes and the other for increasing partnerships and external funding.
31.7
Fields’ Executive: Katrina reported that three of the five members of this Executive had attended the meetings in Split, and proposed that all Entity Executives should hold a joint meeting at future mid-year meetings. She expressed the unhappiness of the Fields’ Executive about the process of deregistration of one of the Fields, which had largely been done without their involvement. Communication had been lacking, and they considered they might have been able to intervene to prevent deregistration, had they been informed.
Action: Hans to discuss improvements to the deregistration process with the Monitoring and Registration Committee. 
32.
Election to the Steering Group 

32.1
Eligibility for election: The staff of the Secretariat had asked the Steering Group for clarity as to whether or not people whose position is funded by the Collaboration are eligible to stand for election (as a voting member) to the Steering Group. It was agreed that people funded full- or part-time by the Collaboration are ineligible; that those in receipt of consultancy or project-related funding (such as the former Opportunities Fund) would be eligible; and that the eligibility of those on permanent or time-limited secondments needed further deliberation. 
Action: Nick to provide a paper for the next Operations and Finance Committee meeting.

32.2
Co-Chair and member elections: Jonathan had expressed willingness to stand for re-election for a second two-year term as Co-Chair, and Jeremy reminded the Group that Jini would be calling shortly for nominations for Co-Chair from active members of the Collaboration who held or had held a leadership position. With regard to the election/re-election of other members, Jini was asked to arrange for the information about elections on the website to be updated to include membership of the Entity Executives as one of the responsibilities. The Elections Working Group should consider the staggering of people’s terms of office with a view to approximately one-third of members stepping down each year, as the number doing so each year has become variable over time.
Action: Jini to call for nominations for Co-Chair in late April, having first arranged for the election information on the website to be updated.
33.
Simplifying language to improve internal and external communication 
Jonathan asked whether the Cochrane-specific language used by the Collaboration (words such as ‘entities’) could be simplified so as to improve communication. There was broad support for this, and it was agreed that the website should include an attractive page inviting people to contribute to the Collaboration, and demystifying the language. 
Action: Lorne, as website liaison, to make recommendations to the Operations and Finance Committee for implementing these suggestions. 

34.
Key dates in 2011
This item needed no discussion. In her capacity as Company Secretary, Jini had met all deadlines so far this year.

35.
Core funded programmes 
Jonathan thanked Lucie for her update on the status of the Collaboration’s current core funded programmes; this needed no discussion. 

36.
Trading Company business plan 


Lorne and Nick spoke to the proposed business plan for developing business opportunities on behalf of the organisation. After answering several questions, Lorne left the room, as did David, for the ensuing lengthy discussion. The Steering Group was broadly supportive of the business plan. An investment of 150K GBP per annum for two years in the new Trading Company was approved. 

It was agreed that a separate business proposal should be provided for the ‘Colloquium Manager’ software, to extend its functioning so that it could be offered to users outside the Collaboration for a fee. In the meantime, a budget of 19K GBP for one year was approved. The other recommendations in the business plan were approved in principle. 
Action: Nick to take this forward with the Trading Company directors. Annual investment-style reports from the Trading Company would be expected.


37.
External Advisory Board (EAB): proposed terms of reference 


The Steering Group approved the establishment of an EAB in principle, with several amendments to the proposed terms of reference. The EAB should be reviewed after three to five years. It should report to the Steering Group in writing twice a year, and include someone from a philanthropic organisation. The EAB might raise some issues which overlapped with those being considered by the Cochrane Library Oversight Committee. Jeremy would bring the amended role, remit and terms of reference to the next Operations and Finance Committee meeting, after which they should be added to the Policy Manual.
Action: Jeremy to bring an updated document to the next Operations and Finance Committee meeting; once approved, Jini to add to the Policy Manual.


38.
Anniversary celebrations (20 years of the Collaboration’s existence)
Jeremy reported little progress on this topic since it had been discussed in Keystone in October 2010. He said that the plan was to mark the anniversary by publishing articles about the Collaboration’s work in scientific publications. Entities would be encouraged to publish articles in journals relevant to their particular area of expertise, and there had already been some preliminary discussions with the editors of several journals. Funding was being sought to produce a social history of the organisation. People would be encouraged to reflect on and celebrate the Collaboration in diverse ways; a digital photo archive would be accumulated, and an archive of Cochrane artefacts would be established.
Action: Jeremy to lead on these plans and communicate progress to the Steering Group.


39.
Discretionary Fund expenditure

The table of expenditure to date was for information only, and needed no discussion.

40.
Allocation of funds to specific proposals


Jonathan itemised the decisions made at this meeting which had financial implications:
  25K GBP– Review of Colloquia [item 26].
  15K GBP - Strategic session in Paris, April 2012 [item 30].

    1K GBP - Anne Anderson Award (per year for three years) [item 27].
150K GBP - Trading Company (per year for two years) [item 36]. 
19K GBP – ‘Colloquium Manager’ software development and user support (for one year initially) [item 36].
22K GBP – IMS Team (per year for three years) [item 17], subject to an adequately justified proposal.
Action: Nick to include those figures in the cash flow forecast that had not been previously ring-fenced.


41.
Decisions made at this meeting to be communicated to all entities
Lucie would be communicating the decisions made at this meeting to all entities in the next Steering Group Bulletin, and seek input from Steering Group members as appropriate.

Action: Lucie

42.
Matters arising from the minutes of the previous meeting in Keystone, not already dealt with 


There were no additional items needing discussion at this meeting, which had not already been dealt with under this agenda.


43.
Environmental sustainability


Jonathan stressed the need to keep this issue in mind in all Collaboration activities. It was noted that eleven Co-ordinating Editors had participated remotely in the Co-ordinating Editors’ Board meeting, and twenty-five people had participated remotely in the half-day strategic session. It was suggested that Steering Group agenda materials could in future be provided in PDF format for those Steering Group members who had iPads.
Action: Jini to arrange for future Steering Group agendas to be provided additionally in PDF format. 


44.
Steering Group members’ outstanding action items 
Jonathan reminded Steering Group members to let Kiley Richmond know of their completed action items so that she could keep the spreadsheet up to date as a helpful reminder to them.
Action: Everyone


45.
Consumer portal on the Collaboration website: David explained that user testing of both sites in 2008-9 had demonstrated that some visitors to either the Collaboration website or The Cochrane Library website had been unable to navigate effectively, and that there was confusion between the two sites. There was a growing need to improve accessibility and functionality. He explained that the organisation’s website should have a different front end, looking beyond catering for consumers to policy-makers, clinicians and others. A ‘Google’ search on ‘Cochrane’ takes one to the Collaboration website (cochrane.org). Lorne had devised an innovative model such that for every Cochrane Review there would be a home page for that review on cochrane.org. Drupal has sufficient flexibility to link to a number of different applications, such as to translations of the abstracts and plain language summaries of Cochrane Reviews; also impact statements, stories about particular reviews, presentations and podcasts. The website could be tailored to different audiences, with links to decision aids, items for policy makers, etc. The Steering Group gave broad endorsement to this way forward, with several caveats. In particular, there was a strong view that this should be the primary responsibility of Wiley, and that the Collaboration was compensating for problems with the Library website. 
Action: David and Lorne to take this forward, keeping the Steering Group informed of progress.
46.
Thanks to the hosts and organisers of the meeting, and the Secretariat team
Jonathan expressed gratitude to the staff of the Croatian Branch of the Italian Cochrane Centre for their hospitality, particularly Dario Sambunjak and Dalibora Behmen, and for facilitating such a successful week of meetings. He also thanked the staff of the Secretariat for preparation of the agenda materials, and Jini for taking the minutes.

APPENDIX

Declarations of interest of Steering Group members, 
and staff of the Cochrane Editorial Unit and the Secretariat 

Updated on 21 February 2011
The Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group (CCSG) is the governing body of The Cochrane Collaboration, and the board of directors of the registered charity. Its members are elected by the overall membership of The Cochrane Collaboration for three years, with annual rotation of a proportion of its members. A conflict of interest exists when a secondary interest (e.g. personal financial gain) can influence, or have the appearance of influencing, judgements regarding the primary interest (e.g. service on the CCSG). CCSG members are asked to disclose all relationships with commercial organisations that could pose a conflict of interest that would reasonably appear to be related to the primary interest. The term 'related organisation' in the questions below means any organisation related to health care or medical research. These declarations of interest are updated regularly. Managing conflicts of interest is the responsibility of the entire CCSG, under the guidance of the Co-Chairs. All CCSG members are expected to disclose potential conflicts, and any CCSG member may raise a concern about a conflict of interest.

A. Financial interests 

In the past five years, have you:

1. Received research funding: any grant, contract or gift, commissioned research, or fellowship from The Cochrane Collaboration or a related organisation (i.e. any organisation related to health care or medical research) to conduct research? 

The following people have declared "No" to the above declaration: Donna Gillies and Liz Whamond; also Giovanna Ceroni, Jackie Chandler, John Hilton, Toby Lasserson, Harriet MacLehose, Rachel Marshall and Hilary Simmonds (Cochrane Editorial Unit); and Claire Allen, Jini Hetherington, Lucie Jones, Kiley Richmond and Nick Royle (Secretariat). 

The under-mentioned have made the following declarations:

Steering Group
Jonathan Craig: Staff members of the Cochrane Renal Group receive grants from core Collaboration funds: Ruth Mitchell receives funds to provide a diagnostic test register, and Gail Higgins receives funds to support Trials Search Co-ordinators. I have also received research funding from the Australian Government via the National Health and Medical Research Council and from the Financial Markets Foundation for Children (a research charity).

Jeremy Grimshaw: The Canadian Cochrane Network and Centre has received funds from The Cochrane Collaboration Opportunities Fund to enable the Education Co-ordinator to participate in the Training Working Group. I have also received grants from the Canadian Institutes for Health Research, the Canadian Foundation for Innovation, the Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technologies in Health, the Heart and Stroke Foundation of Canada, the Canadian Blood Service, the Ontario Ministry of Health and Long Term Care, the Ontario Council of Academic Health Organisations, the US Agency for Healthcare Quality and Research, the UK Medical Research Council, the UK National Institute of Health Research, Diabetes UK, the Chief Scientist Office of Scotland, Newcastle Primary Care Trust, the European Union, the Australian National Health and Medical Research Council, and the Victorian Neurotrauma Initiative.

Sonja Henderson: Yes, since April 2004 I have been seconded to work with the IMS team. Currently half of my University of Liverpool salary is funded by The Cochrane Collaboration in my role as a member of the IMS Support team. The Cochrane Collaboration funding currently runs until 31 March 2012.

Gail Higgins: Yes, I receive some funding from The Cochrane Collaboration to support Trials Search Co-ordinators.

Julian Higgins: Yes, my employment contract is with the UK Medical Research Council. My research programme has received grant funding from the UK Medical Research Council, the UK Department of Health, the Foundation for Genomics and Population Health, the Canadian Institutes of Health Research, the East of England Development Agency, and The Cochrane Collaboration.

Sophie Hill: Yes, my Cochrane group and the Centre in which I work received research grants. A small percentage of these contributed to my salary: From host institution (La Trobe University);  Australian Department of Health and Ageing; Department of Human Services Victoria (including its Victorian Quality Council), The Cochrane Collaboration Opportunities Fund; Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technologies in Health; The Cochrane Collaboration (Editorial Board project); Helen McPherson Smith Trust; School of Public Health and World Health Organization, South East Asian Regional Office and Western Pacific Regional Office; Australian Institute of Health Policy Studies; Australasian Cochrane Centre; Monash University (National Vascular Disease Prevention Alliance); Effective Healthcare Australia (Seed Funding Grants, Consumer Driven Healthcare Focus), MS Australia, MS Research Australia, Global Health and Vaccination Research (GLOBVAC),  Research Council of Norway, Health Issues Centre.

Steve McDonald: Yes, from the Australian National Health and Medical Research Council, and from The Cochrane Collaboration Opportunities Fund to support the work of the Training Working Group. 

Mary Ellen Schaafsma: Yes, the Canadian Cochrane Network and Centre has received funds from The Cochrane Collaboration Opportunities Fund to enable the Education Co-ordinator to participate in the Training Working Group.

Roger Soll: Yes, I receive funds from the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development to support the Cochrane Neonatal Review Group (35% effort as Co-ordinating Editor). NIH Contract N01-DK-2006-3419, HHSN267200603419C, University of Vermont. 

Katrina Williams: Yes, I have received 1000 GBP annually for the last two years from core Collaboration funds to support the activities of the Cochrane Prognosis Methods Group, for which I am a Co-Convenor. I have also been a co-investigator for a Cochrane Collaboration Opportunities Fund grant for 2010, and am named as a Co-ordinator for the Cochrane Child Health Field on their CIHR-directed grant, 'The Cochrane Collaboration'. I have also received funding in the last five years from the Federal Government of Australia to support the activities of the Australian satellite of the Cochrane Child Health Field; from the Financial Markets Foundation for Children (a competitive grant funding body) to undertake systematic review work relevant to prognosis, and to develop Cochrane systematic reviews relevant to community child health; and from the Ingham Foundation to support Prognosis Methods Group activities. In addition, but not related to Cochrane or systematic review activities, I have received funding in competitive research funding cycles to complete research about the prognosis of autism, early detection of autism, the prevalence of autism, and to conduct trials for two treatments for autism, as well as funding to explore ways to improve health outcomes through teamwork in paediatric hospital settings. 

Hans van der Wouden: Yes, as an employee of Erasmus MC, University Medical Centre, Rotterdam, I have received research funding from two pharmaceutical companies: GlaxoSmithKline and ARTU Biologicals. 

Mingming Zhang: Yes, as one of the co-investigators I received funding in 2007 from The Cochrane Collaboration for establishing a Chinese and English database of randomised controlled trials, and in 2009 for the translation into Chinese of the 'Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions'.

Cochrane Editorial Unit:
David Tovey: Yes, whilst I was working as Editorial Director in the BMJ Knowledge department we were commissioned to create a series of evidence reviews on the management of HIV in resource poor settings by Johnson and Johnson. I received no personal funding for this project.

Secretariat:
Catherine McIlwain (Consumer Co-ordinator): Yes, from 2003-2007 I conducted health research for the American Institutes for Research on projects which were funded by US governmental health organizations, including: US Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service; US Department of Health and Human Services; National Institutions of Health; USAID; and Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration.


2. Had paid consultancies: any paid work, consulting fees (in cash or kind) from a related organisation? 
The following people have declared "No" to the above declaration: Donna Gillies, Sonja Henderson, Gail Higgins, Mary Ellen Schaafsma, Liz Whamond and Mingming Zhang; also Giovanna Ceroni, Jackie Chandler, Toby Lasserson, Harriet MacLehose, Rachel Marshall, Hilary Simmonds and David Tovey (Cochrane Editorial Unit); and Claire Allen, Jini Hetherington, Lucie Jones, Kiley Richmond and Nick Royle (Secretariat).

The under-mentioned have made the following declarations:

Steering Group
Jonathan Craig: Yes, I have received sitting fees from the Australian Government as a member of the Economics Sub-Committee of the Pharmaceutical Benefits Advisory Committee, and chair of the large-scale clinical trials project grant review panel for the National Health and Medical Research Council.

Jeremy Grimshaw: Yes, I have received payments from the Canadian Institutes of Health Research, and the Institute for Health Economics, Canada.

Julian Higgins: Yes, I received payments from Biostat Inc, the BMJ and Roche for consulting.

Sophie Hill: Yes, one-fifth of my salary is a teaching position (i.e. not consultancy but paid salary).

Steve McDonald: Yes, I have received consulting fees from AusAID (Australia’s Aid Program).

Roger Soll: Yes. I have acted as a consultant on research projects on surfactant use sponsored by Chiesi Farmaceutici (last work in 2006).

Katrina Williams: Yes, I have been paid to give lectures about autism, clinical epidemiology and evidence-based medicine by universities and training organisations, and was recently paid as a consultant to develop a rapid review of the policy and practice implications of a developmental tool for NSW Health.

Hans van der Wouden: Yes, as a reviewer of papers, I have received several vouchers from the BMJ Publishing Group, and a fee from The Lancet. 

Cochrane Editorial Unit
John Hilton: Yes, I have been paid as a freelance medical writer and editor by Haymarket Medical and the BMJ Group.

Secretariat:
Catherine McIlwain (Consumer Co-ordinator): Yes, from 2007-2009, I was under contract by The Campbell Collaboration to synthesize review processes and redesign the website and communication structures.
Trading Company Director
Lorne Becker: Yes, I receive funding from The Cochrane Collaboration for my role as Website Liaison Consultant, and from the Cochrane Justice Health Field for contributions to their planning and organizational efforts.  


3. Received honoraria: one-time payments (in cash or kind) from a related organisation? 
The following people have declared "No" to the above declaration: Jonathan Craig, Sonja Henderson, Gail Higgins, Sophie Hill, Steve McDonald, Mary Ellen Schaafsma, Liz Whamond, Katrina Williams and Mingming Zhang; also Giovanna Ceroni, Jackie Chandler, Harriet MacLehose, Rachel Marshall and Hilary Simmonds (Cochrane Editorial Unit); and Jini Hetherington, Lucie Jones, Catherine McIlwain, Kiley Richmond and Nick Royle (Secretariat).

The under-mentioned have made the following declarations:

Steering Group
Donna Gillies: Yes, I have received honoraria as a reviewer for the York Centre for Reviews and Dissemination and the Journal of Advanced Nursing. 

Jeremy Grimshaw: Yes, Canadian Health Services Research Foundation Extra Program; National Institute for Clinical Studies Australia; University of Dundee, UK; multiple honoraria <USD1500 from governmental agencies and not-for-profit organizations for teaching and knowledge translation activities.

Julian Higgins: Yes, I received payments from the University of Cambridge, the University of Leeds, Matrix Knowledge Group, the Chinese University of Hong Kong, SBTC Limited, the NHS (NICE), Novartis, Korea University and the University of Nottingham (UK) for teaching on systematic reviews. I received payments from The Campbell Collaboration and Bristol University for work on systematic reviews. I received payments from Elsevier, the University of York (UK) and Duke University (USA) for peer reviewing. I received payments from The Cochrane Collaboration for work on the 'Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions' and the 'Cochrane Policy Manual', and from the European Food Safety Authority for contributions to a guidance document on systematic reviews.

Roger Soll: Yes, in the last five years I have received honoraria from a variety of hospitals and universities lecturing on subjects ranging from The Cochrane Collaboration, Evidence-Based Medicine, and Cochrane reviews (results of reviews on HFOV, iNO, Hypothermia) and pulmonary surfactant.

Hans van der Wouden: Yes, Erasmus Medical Centre received an honorarium from GlaxoSmithKline for my involvement in a study on impetigo.

Cochrane Editorial Unit
John Hilton: Yes, in 2010 I received three honoraria from the UK National Institute of Health and Clinical Excellence for taking part in user testing of new website designs.

Toby Lasserson: Yes, I have received payment for teaching about systematic reviews at courses run by the University of Brunel (UK), University of Portsmouth (UK) and the University of Nottingham (UK). I have also received payments for teaching on UK Cochrane Centre protocol and analysis workshops.

David Tovey: Yes, I received a once-off honorarium for chairing a BMJ master class in December 2009.

Secretariat
Claire Allen: Yes, for providing information to a pharmaceutical company; I donated this fee to the Cochrane Foundation Fund.


4. Served as a director, officer, partner, trustee, employee or held a position of management with a related organisation? 

The following people have declared "No" to the above declaration: Jonathan Craig, Donna Gillies, Jeremy Grimshaw, Sonja Henderson, Gail Higgins, Sophie Hill, Katrina Williams  and Mingming Zhang; also Jackie Chandler and Hilary Simmonds (Cochrane Editorial Unit); and Claire Allen, Jini Hetherington, Lucie Jones, Kiley Richmond and Nick Royle (Secretariat). 

The under-mentioned have made the following declarations:

Steering Group
Julian Higgins: Yes, I am a full-time employee of the UK Medical Research Council.

Steve McDonald, I am a member of the Committee of Management of the Joanna Briggs Institute.

Mary Ellen Schaafsma: Yes, I am the Executive Director of the Canadian Cochrane Network and Centre, and am paid by the University of Ottawa with grant funding from the Canadian Institutes of Health Research.

Roger Soll: Yes, I am President of the Vermont-Oxford Network, a not-for-profit voluntary collaboration of health care professionals comprised of over 700 neonatal intensive care units around the world dedicated to improving the quality and safety of medical care for newborn infants and their families.

Liz Whamond: Yes, I am a member of the Board of Directors of the Canadian Partnership against Cancer, and Vice-Chair of the Canadian Cancer Action Network. 

Hans van der Wouden: Yes, I am an associate editor, temporarily replacing the Editor in Chief, of Huisarts and Wetenschap, a monthly journal for Dutch general practitioners.

Cochrane Editorial Unit
Giovanna Ceroni: I was employed by the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine during the period 2007-2009, and by the World Health Organization during 2005-2007.

Ruth Foxlee: I am currently employed as the Trials Search Co-ordinator for the Cochrane Wounds Group in the Department of Health Sciences, University of York.

John Hilton: I was employed by the BMJ Group from 2002 to Oct 2009. From May to July 2010 I was contracted to work on the UK Department of Health's e-Learning for Healthcare project. I am currently a member of the publications committee of the European Association of Science Editors.

Toby Lasserson: I was employed between 2002 and 2010 at St George's University of London as the Managing Editor for the Cochrane Airways Group.
 
Harriet MacLehose: I was employed by John Wiley and Sons (publishers of The Cochrane Library) for three months in 2009.

Rachel Marshall: I was employed by the BMJ Group from February 2009 to June 2010, Nature Publishing Group from March 2005 to February 2009, and Informa from August 2003 to March 2005.

David Tovey: I was previously employed by the BMJ Group.

Secretariat:
Catherine McIlwain (Consumer Co-ordinator): Yes, I evaluated social and behavioral health interventions for the American Institutes for Research, a non-profit organization, from 2003-2007.


5. Possessed share-holdings, stock, stock options, equity with a related organisation (excludes mutual funds or similar arrangements where the individual has no control over the selection of the shares)? 
All Steering Group members, Cochrane Editorial Unit staff and Secretariat staff declared "No" to the above declaration. 

6. Received personal gifts from a related organisation? 
The following people have declared "No" to the above declaration, with the exception of having received small promotional gifts from the Collaboration's publishers: Jonathan Craig, Donna Gillies, Jeremy Grimshaw, Sonja Henderson, Gail Higgins, Julian Higgins, Sophie Hill, Steve McDonald, Mary Ellen Schaafsma, Roger Soll, Liz Whamond, Katrina Williams, Hans van der Wouden and Mingming Zhang; also Giovanna Ceroni, Jackie Chandler, John Hilton, Toby Lasserson, Harriet MacLehose, Rachel Marshall, Hilary Simmonds and David Tovey (Cochrane Editorial Unit); and Claire Allen, Jini Hetherington, Lucie Jones, Catherine McIlwain, Kiley Richmond and Nick Royle (Secretariat). 
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