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Present (Steering Group members): Lorne Becker (Co-Chair), Lisa Bero, Jonathan Craig (incoming Co-Chair), Zbys Fedorowicz, Ruth Foxlee (on 10 October only), Donna Gillies (Treasurer), Adrian Grant (outgoing Co-Chair, on 10 October only), Sonja Henderson, Gail Higgins, Julian Higgins, Sophie Hill, Steve McDonald, Mary Ellen Schaafsma, Rob Scholten, Roger Soll, Janet Wale (on 10 October only), Liz Whamond, Katrina Williams, Hans van der Wouden, and Mingming Zhang. 
Also present: Claire Allen, David Fisher (Sales and Marketing, Singapore office of Wiley-Blackwell, for item 6 only), Jini Hetherington (Company Secretary and minutes), Lucie Jones (Project Support and Business Communications Officer), Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert (for items 6 and 23 only), Nick Royle (Chief Executive Officer), and David Tovey (Editor in Chief, on 15 October only).

10 October 2009 meeting

1.
Welcomes, introduction of new members, and apologies for absence
Adrian welcomed everyone to the meeting, and introductions were made. David Tovey, Editor in Chief, was attending the joint meeting between the Collaboration and the World Health Organization, and would join the second Steering Group meeting on 15 October. 


2.
Co-Chairs' introduction to the meeting; approval of the agenda; verbal report

The agenda was approved. It was agreed to flag issues that could be reported on at the entity meetings the following day.



3.
Steering Group members' declarations of interest [paper]

Jini was asked to add the incoming new members’ declarations of interest to the minutes of this meeting.


Action: Jini

4.
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) [paper]
Nick explained how the KPIs had been arrived at, and pointed out that this was a living document and would evolve over time. Future discussion of progress against targets should use this as a starting point. Lorne asked Steering Group members to point out if they noticed any omissions. It was suggested that it would be helpful to log attendance at Cochrane training events in Archie, and/or through the monitoring process. 

5.
Chief Executive Officer's report


Nick focussed on the major changes that had taken place during the past year, notably the appointment of David Tovey as Editor in Chief, the delivery of the Strategic Review report and the work arising from this, and the choice of a development partner for the new Cochrane Register of Studies. He addressed the influence of currency fluctuations on royalty revenue, and the effect of this on future royalty income projections. Nick drew attention to the joint Cochrane/Campbell Colloquium in 2010 in Keystone, Colorado. The de-registration of the Sexually Transmitted Diseases (STD) Group, which had been in receipt of bridging funding from the Steering Group, was also noted.

6.
Wiley report 
Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert and David Fisher attended the meeting for discussion of this item. Deborah spoke to her dashboard view of Wiley’s publishing activities, usage, dissemination and financial performance within the past six months. Jonathan suggested the need for a more co-ordinated national licence strategy to be organised between the Centre Directors and Wiley. David Fisher gave a presentation of the spread of Wiley-Blackwell activity in the region, and described its regional capability. He described an initiative to promote The Cochrane Library in China, where internet access is limited, via a satellite television company. David explained the range of marketing and translation strategies used for The Cochrane Library across the Asia-Pacific region; Wiley was constantly looking for ways to open up new markets.    

7.
Financial and legal matters:
7.1
Cash flow forecast, Charity and Trading Company balance sheets, and profit and loss statements: Adrian thanked Donna for her hard work in her role as Treasurer. Donna in turn expressed gratitude to Mike Clarke and Peter Langhorne, the Directors of the Trading Company, for supporting her in this role. Nick drew attention to the funds available for innovation, as indicated in the cash flow forecast, and the significant investment that it was now possible to make in new products. It was agreed to remain conservative in projecting future income. Nick was congratulated on the usefulness of the new format of the cash flow forecast. At his suggestion, it was agreed that there should be openness about the figures in the cash flow forecast, with the exception of any contractually sensitive figures.
Action: Nick
7.2
Disbursement of funds: Adrian explained that, as decisions were made during this meeting, Nick would be keeping a running log of those that entailed expenditure. In response to a question, Adrian explained the difference in the kinds of product development that are being made by the Collaboration and those being made by our publishers; Lorne said that this was a partnership, and congratulated Wiley for its marketing to journalists in particular. It was suggested that some statistics describing those reviews which are being picked up by various groups of users would be useful.    
7.3
Travel policy for the CEO and EiC [paper]: The policy as proposed in the background document to this item was agreed to with respect to the annual travel budgets of the Chief Executive Officer and Editor in Chief. The policy should, however, include a statement about minimising the carbon impact. Lorne and Jini would work on some appropriate wording with which to update the Cochrane Policy Manual.
Action: Lorne, Jini

8.
Annual General Meeting (AGM):

8.1
Agenda [papers]: The agenda was approved with no amendments. Lorne would chair this meeting.
8.2
Trustees’ Report and Financial Statements: Steering Group members agreed which of them would propose and second the motions that would be raised at the AGMs of the Charity and the Trading Company on 12 October.

8.3
Co-Chairs of the CCSG: Proposal to revise eligibility for election, 
and to adjust the election process to accommodate this [paper]: Adrian would chair discussion of this item. People would vote by a show of hands, to indicate the majority preference.
9.
Core funded programmes: 

9.1
Update on funding programmes [papers]: Lucie provided an update on the status of the Collaboration’s core-funded programmes and other funding initiatives. She addressed measures that had been taken since the Steering Group’s previous meeting in Denmark to improve the accountability mechanisms of projects, including the creation of a mandatory Final Report Form for all funded projects. Some members of the Group mentioned that they had comments on the format and content of the Form and they were advised to contact Lucie separately with their suggestions.

Lucie also updated the Group on the scheduled session at the Singapore Colloquium, to be chaired by Lisa Bero and David Tovey, at which the project teams from the Collaboration’s Prioritisation Fund would present and discuss the results of their projects. Lucie suggested that if successful, in future all recipients of grants from the Collaboration’s core-funded programmes should be asked to present at Colloquia. Concern was expressed at the financial implications of this, so it was agreed that if project teams could not present in person, alternative mechanisms should be found (webcasts, alternative presenters, etc.).
Lucie summarised the procedural changes to the Opportunities Fund that Donna Gillies had proposed - and which had been approved - in her paper to the Executive on 26 August 2009. It was discussed and agreed that in future co-investigators should be asked to sign applications in which they are involved, so as to ensure they are fully committed to this involvement. Co-investigators will not be required to obtain institutional approval for their application.
Following a question from Lisa Bero, Lucie clarified that the proposed ‘funding portal’ on cochrane.org that she had mentioned in her paper would be designed to improve communication about the Collaboration’s core-funded projects and should not give the impression that the Collaboration is a major funding source for Cochrane entities or external parties.
Action: Lucie 

9.2
Opportunities Fund: 

9.2.1
Agreement of aims and purposes: Lorne explained the history behind the establishment of the Opportunities Fund. There was agreement to address items of importance in achieving the recommendations of the recent strategic review of the Collaboration. There had been recognition at the previous Steering Group meeting in Denmark of those items that fit within existing initiatives such as training, and the development of core infrastructure, and innovations such as ‘Cochrane Response’. It had previously been agreed to continue this Fund for a further year, and now it was agreed that there would be an open call, but that submissions would be particularly encouraged in areas relating to the recommendations of the strategic review. The Executive would select the two highest priorities at a later date.        

9.2.2
Recommendations for procedural changes [paper]: After some discussion of this paper, it was decided that more detailed consideration of its recommendations should be taken forward by the Executive at its next teleconference on 10 November. Following this, the Request for Proposals (RFP) can be drafted, incorporating the procedural changes summarised by Donna and Lucie, and released towards the end of 2009 or early 2010.

Action: Donna, Lucie 


9.3
Discretionary Fund application from the Renal Group [paper; table of expenditure to date]: The decision was taken not to fund this application. Methodological concerns were raised about the proposed design of the study and the value of the outputs was questioned, particularly the extent to which the project would identify ways to improve citation of Cochrane reviews. Lorne would write and let the applicants know.
Action: Lorne
10.
Strategic Review of The Cochrane Collaboration: 

10.1
Implementing the recommendations - Progress report [paper]: It was agreed to adopt a more centralised approach to implementing the Review’s recommendations, specifically within the Secretariat (the organisational, business and financial aspects) and the Cochrane Editorial Unit (review production). Key recommendations with regard to making major changes should be brought to the next mid-year meeting in Auckland, New Zealand, in March 2010. 
Action: David, Jini, Jonathan, Lorne, Lucie, Nick
10.2
Marketing and communications strategy [paper]: Lorne congratulated Mary Ellen on her progress with regard to providing a scoping document for the Marketing and Communications Working Group. The key recommendation of this working group was agreed to, namely, that the Secretariat should explore engaging a public relations communications consultant to provide short-term input, and provide the likely costs of this to the Steering Group. 
Action: Lucie  
10.3
Proposed functional model for CCSG membership [paper]: Nick had provided a progress report from the CCSG Issues Working Group. He requested reactions and suggestions from the Steering Group, but said he was not asking for approval of any specific recommendations at this time. There was support for the concept of a hybrid model that linked key functional portfolios to individual Steering Group members representing particular constituencies. Concern was expressed that the proposal in its current form did not adequately address the representativeness portion of the hybrid model. There was some support for the addition of non executive directors as proposed in the paper, although it was pointed out that this input might be provided through the proposed External Advisory Group. Concerns were expressed about the size of the current Steering Group, and it was suggested that a smaller body might be equally effective while requiring fewer resources. Nick was encouraged to continue developing the paper incorporating these suggestions and to bring it back to the Steering Group for further discussion. (See also item 24.)
Action: Nick
10.4
Establishment of a methods board, a methods executive, replacement of the Handbook Advisory Group, and revised remits for Methods Groups [paper]: The prospect of establishing a methods board as a more coherent, functional productive group was welcomed and there was approval in principle for the direction proposed in Julian’s background document. It would be important to obtain sufficient involvement of editorial staff, authors and the end users of The Cochrane Library in methodological development. Julian would report back to the second Steering Group meeting on 15 October after discussing the proposal with his constituents.
Action: Julian
11.
Setting up a stakeholder pension scheme for Cochrane employees 
The staff of the Secretariat and the Cochrane Editorial Unit left the meeting for discussion of this item. The Steering Group agreed to the establishment of a pension scheme for employees of the Charity and the Trading Company, to be administered by Scottish Life, with the Collaboration providing an employer contribution of three per cent of salary up to the salary maximum proposed in the UK 2012 legislation. Stuart Duke (pensions adviser) would be asked to provide information in order to incorporate the salary ceilings from that legislation. The pensions working group was charged with asking the pensions adviser for advice about employer pension contributions in comparable organizations, to allow the Steering Group to determine whether a higher percentage employer contribution would be more appropriate. Matching contributions by employees were to be encouraged, but not required. 
The Secretariat and CEU staff returned to the meeting, were apprised of the outcome of this discussion, and Nick thanked the Steering Group for this decision on behalf of the Collaboration’s employees.
Action: Lorne, Nick
12.
Cochrane Consumer Network (CCNet) external review [paper]


Steering Group members were extremely supportive of the role of CCNet and of the role of consumers in the organization more generally, and agreed that changes were needed to realize the full potential. It was agreed that the structure and functions of CCNet should be a major discussion item for Auckland in March 2010, with the more general subject of consumer involvement in the Collaboration as one of the topics for the strategic discussion. Janet, Liz and Mingming were asked to work with David, Mary Ellen and Sophie to plan this. It was agreed that administrative support (two days per week) for CCNet should be provided via the Secretariat or the Cochrane Editorial Unit (CEU), and David volunteered the CEU for this task. Other portions of the CCNet proposal were not adopted in their current form, but would be included in discussion in Auckland. The working group would develop a written consumer participation plan for the Collaboration, which could form the basis for the discussion for the half-day strategic discussion in Auckland.
Action: Sophie, David, Janet, Liz, Mary Ellen, Mingming
Grateful thanks were expressed to the outgoing members of the Steering Group, Adrian, Janet and Ruth, at the end of the first of the two Steering Group meetings.
15 October 2009 meeting


13.
Trading Company Directors' report [paper; table of key dates]

The report provided by the Directors of the Trading Company was noted with appreciation. There were no immediate actions arising from the report. It had been suggested to bring forward at a later date the suggestion that some of the Collaboration’s cash reserve should be held in the currencies relevant to the signed expenditure contracts. Nick advised that Baydonhill, our new agents for processing foreign currency transactions, had the capacity to manage currency trading and ‘futures’ on our behalf, but since none of us were currency exchange experts, and none of the experts had predicted the events of the last 18 months, this didn’t seem a sensible way forward. Nick advised that Wiley had provided a breakdown of royalties by source or type of income and by currency in the past, and would do so again. 

Thanks were expressed to the Directors for their efforts on behalf of the Steering Group, and it was recorded that Mike’s reappointment as Director had been approved at the AGM on 12 October. Jini would convey this to Mike and Peter.
Action: Jini
 
14.
Invitation to host the 2011 Steering Group and Centre Directors’ 
mid-year meetings in Split, Croatia [paper]

The invitation from Livia Puljak, Director of the Croatian Branch of the Italian Cochrane Centre, to host the mid-year meetings in 2011 in Split, Croatia, was gratefully accepted. Lorne would write and let her know, and also inform the Centre Directors of this decision.
Action: Lorne
 
15.
Invitation to host the 2012 Colloquium in China, and CPAG response [paper]

The Steering Group expressed thanks to Youping Li, Director of the Chinese Cochrane Centre, for her invitation to host the 2012 Colloquium in Nanning, China. Mingming and Steve provided clarification of several aspects of the invitation, such as the limited number of direct international flights to Nanning but the relatively frequent connections from major Chinese cities like Beijing, Shanghai and Hong Kong. Mingming then left the meeting so that the Steering Group could discuss the invitation further and come to a decision. It was agreed to accept this invitation, which had the support of the Steering Group as well as of the Colloquium Policy Advisory Group. Mingming returned to the meeting and was advised that the Steering Group gratefully accepted this invitation. She advised that text in both English and Chinese would be provided to help people who would be asking for information about flight and ground transport, and other questions that they might need to ask, as English is not commonly spoken in China.
Action: Mingming

Consent agenda items 16 to 22 were approved without discussion.

16.
Information Management System (IMS): Status report [paper]

The Steering Group noted the report on the work of the IMS team during the preceding six months. Lorne undertook to write and express appreciation to Monica Kjeldstrøm and her team. 
Action: Lorne 

17.
Continental Europe Support Unit (CESU): Fourth progress report [paper]

The fourth progress report of the CESU, whose contents needed no discussion, was noted with appreciation. 

18.
Diagnostic Test Accuracy Studies Register (DTASR): Progress report [paper]

Ruth Mitchell’s progress report on the DTASR was noted with appreciation.

19.
CCSG sub- and advisory groups: Proposed membership [paper]

The incoming new members of the CCSG had accepted before the meeting to join the particular sub-group they had been tentatively allocated to. They agreed at this meeting also to join the suggested advisory group, as shown in the table attached as a background document. These changes would be implemented in the appropriate mailing lists and the appendix to the ‘Structure, remit and membership of groups accountable to the Steering Group’ on the Collaboration’s website.
Action: Jini
 
20.
Fields and Networks Executive Group proposal [paper]
This proposal was approved. Centres expressed a wish to establish an Executive as well. Jonathan pointed out the internal and cross-group accountability and co-ordination, and that this might have some budgetary resource implications. Lisa and Rob would keep the Steering Group informed of progress with regard to establishing a Centres Executive.
Action: Katrina, Lisa, Rob

21.
Future Steering Group meetings:


21.1 
Auckland: 24, 26 and 27 March 2010 [paper]: The revised timetable for these meetings was noted.

21.2
Denver (17 October) and Keystone (21 or 23 October 2010): The Steering Group would hold its first of two meetings next year in Denver on 17 October, to acclimatise to the high altitude of Keystone. The date of the second Steering Group meeting had not yet been set, but would either take place on the free afternoon (21 October) or on the day after the Colloquium (23 October). 
22.
Future Cochrane Colloquia:


22.1
Keystone: 18-22 October 2010: There was nothing to report on this at present.

22.2
Madrid: October 2011 [paper]: There was nothing to report on this at present. 
23.
Editor in Chief's report [paper]

This item was discussed on 15 October when David Tovey was present. Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert was also present for this item. David did not go through his report in detail, although he identified the following issues: 

23.1
Frequency of publication: David reported that plans were in development to move to monthly publication of the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews within the next twelve months. 

23.2
Quality assurance: The results of the CRG self-audit had been shared with CRGs at the current Colloquium; as a result, each CRG would be offered a teleconference within the next twelve months to discuss their processes. 

23.3
Feedback: David reported that the results of the CRG self-audit showed dissatisfaction with the current system of feedback, resulting in a required overhaul. He said he was confident that this item would be progressed. 
Action: David

23.4
Cochrane response: David presented his report and recommendations to the Steering Group. If the recommendations were accepted, there would be a formal evaluation after twelve months to enable the Steering Group to make a long-term decision about this practice. David said the project should be cost-neutral or revenue generating. Sonja endorsed the idea, but had concerns about potential overlap with CRGs that were already taking this approach to increasing funding. David agreed to identify those CRGs already taking this approach, to prevent duplication or tension, and confirmed that this project was in addition to the work already being undertaken. Co-ordinating Editors, Managing Editors and Trials Search Co-ordinators had been supportive and enthusiastic. Sophie suggested investigating a range of funding models (e.g. staged; renegotiation dependent on number of studies) so that when capacities were being investigated, the CRG could be asked which model might work best. Nick noted that four specific issues would need to be addressed: costing (economic cost, market rate and undercutting), rationale for response (helping customers, priority, income generation), the possibility of partnering (with commercial companies perhaps, to ensure helpfulness), and the scaleability of the model to be adopted as we move from pilot testing to full ‘production’ – in particular, would it be viable for CRGs to take the response on if there was considerable demand from customers? David agreed to discuss these issues with him separately. The Steering Group encouraged David to continue with the project and to evaluate it in one year’s time.

Action: David, Nick
23.5
Cochrane PICO: David referred to his report in describing how the idea of PICO (Patient Intervention Control Outcome) had been developed. Roger said it would be a helpful resource for clinicians and an ideal tool for knowledge translation. Katrina requested information about revenue generation and marketing, but Deborah said Wiley did not yet have that information since they were working up some business models with partners which might fit this project. David would undertake a pilot, supported by Wiley, to create a number of examples and would carry out user testing. Jonathan asked if the paper could be resubmitted, after the pilot, describing a broader perspective (or flowchart) as to how the information would be used. The Steering Group gave David approval to continue with this as a mechanism to make reviews more user friendly, and asked him to investigate the specific issue of copyright, again after the pilot had been completed.

Action: David

23.6
Decision support: The Steering Group gave David approval to continue with the current discussions with potential partners.

Action: David

23.7
Separating protocols and reviews in The Cochrane Library: David said that user testing had shown that users found the presence of protocols and reviews as they were currently presented within The Cochrane Library confusing. Sophie suggested that protocols were part of the intellectual infrastructure and said they were the sum total of what was being built - “the Cochrane promise”. David said his vision was simply that protocols would be under a separate tab in The Cochrane Library and would not be hidden. Roger said this might help users to understand the history of each record. The Steering Group asked David to continue to explore this with Wiley.

Action: David

23.8
PRISMA: David reported that the Co-ordinating Editors had agreed to endorse the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) initiative. He said that he was happy to communicate all the above-mentioned issues to the relevant constituencies.

Action: David

 
24.
 Proposed functional model for CCSG membership [paper]
Following on from discussion at the previous meeting (see also item 10.3), Jonathan sought in principle agreement to developing a discussion document for the Steering Group, whereby CCSG members would be allocated portfolios. Broadly, issues of relevance to the CCSG could be grouped in five areas: organisation and administration of the Collaboration, finance and sustainability, products, external partnerships and knowledge infrastructure. CCSG members would be allocated one of these portfolios, in line with their expertise and roles. They would be expected to work with proposers of agenda items relevant to their portfolios to ensure that documents coming to the CCSG were framed suitably for information or decision-making by the CCSG. Members would act as primary and secondary spokespeople for relevant items during CCSG meetings. This would also mean that CCSG members were clearer in terms of their responsibilities while on the CCSG. Post meeting, CCSG members would also be involved in the communication and implementation of relevant issues. A suggested division of CCSG member responsibilities for consideration would be broadly as follows:

Organisation and administration: Hans, Katrina, Steve
Finance and sustainability: Donna, Zbys
Products: Gail, Roger, Sonja
External partnerships: Lisa, Liz, Mary Ellen, Mingming

Knowledge infrastructure: Julian, Rob, Sophie

This should be implemented for the next Steering Group meeting in Auckland in March 2010. Jonathan would discuss this further with Nick, identifying other names against the items; they would circulate a paper firming up this suggestion, which, in the context of the earlier discussion of adopting a functional approach to the Steering Group structure, had widespread approval.
Action: Jonathan, Nick

25.
Cochrane Register of Studies - Request for Proposals (RFP) 


This item was discussed at the first Steering Group meeting on 10 October, after agenda item 8.
Nick explained the process that had been undergone in arriving at a shortlist of four strong applicants who had submitted Requests for Proposals, and the discussions that had taken place during and after their presentations. The successful applicant most closely matched the RFP, with a strong vision for the future. Adrian thanked Gail and Ruth for the huge amount of work they had done to bring about a successful resolution of this issue. It was agreed to itemise the steps that had been taken, from start to finish. Firstly, the problem had been identified; the CENTRAL Vision Group had then been tasked to identify and document the problems and make recommendations; next, an external consultant had been employed to refine the process; the proposal had gone to external tender; a face to face evaluation had been undertaken, based on an extensive specification; the final decision had been made by the Steering Group at this meeting. It was applauded that the successful applicants had described ways in which those in resource poor settings would be much better serviced in the future. The RFP selection panel’s recommendation to award the tender to Metaxis was unanimously approved. Nick asked to let all the bidders know the outcome immediately, so that entity representatives could discuss the future of the CRS at the various relevant meetings during the Colloquium. This was done. Nick would take forward the drawing up of an appropriate contract.
Action: Nick
26.
Addressing the recommendations from the Collaboration-wide survey of 
Cochrane authors [paper]


Donna had reported in her background document ten key recommendations that had emerged from the survey data, which the Steering Group accepted. David reported that agreement in principle to implement all these recommendations had been reached in various meetings. Donna highlighted particularly important recommendations such as author mentoring, statistical and analytical support, and the editorial process. Julian said that the Methods Group Convenors had discussed the proposal to investigate setting up a Help desk, and recommended that energies should be put into Review Groups to resource them to support their authors better. The Methods Executive would hold a teleconference within the next two months and would discuss this issue further. 

Thanks were expressed to Donna and to Cochrane authors for participating in this survey. Implementation via Review Groups would be important, and would be informed by this document, the Strategic Review, the MRG report, and the CRG self-audit. The Cochrane Editorial Unit would have discussions with every Review Group over the next year, informed by a work plan developed by the group, into which the CEU had made input. Many of the recommendations were process issues, so the CEU, Co-ordinating Editors and Managing Editors should focus on this. There were also implications for training, mentoring and networks for methodological support. Steve reported that the Training Working Group (TWG) was planning a meeting early in 2010 to discuss those issues, with respect to authors as well as the training needs of editors, entity staff and others. The TWG would provide a document setting out a plan for developing the training process, underpinning a budget request for support for this strategic review item. This should be on the agenda for the Steering Group meeting in Auckland in March 2010. Donna would report back to the authors on this discussion. 
Action: David, Donna, Jini, Julian, Steve
27.
Monitoring and Registration Group (MRG) report 

Rob and Hans were thanked for their report. Hans reported that the MRG had discussed the composition of the MRG in order to work with the Editor in Chief and monitor the key performance indicators more closely than hitherto. Hans and Julian offered to work with the MRG to present the data contained in the control charts in additional ways. The Co-ordinating Editors’ board wished to work closely with the MRG and the CEU to provide a joined up approach to the results of monitoring. There was discussion as to how to calculate the cost of a Cochrane review and it was reiterated that this was a very complex issue. It would be helpful to be able to provide a range of ways of presenting such costs: Nick offered to share the data he had on this with the MRG, the CEU and the Steering Group. The CEU would use the monitoring data to inform their activities. The Centre Directors had agreed to have a joint agenda item with the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive about response times to authors and dealing with challenging author teams, which David was already working on with CRGs. The IMS system would provide information about response times when the workflow tracking system forms had been implemented. This topic should be on the agenda of the strategic discussion in Auckland. Grateful thanks were expressed to Rob who was stepping down as Co-Convenor of the MRG, while remaining a member of it.
Action: David, Hans, Jini, Julian, Nick, Roger, Sophie 
 
28.
Evidence Aid: Suggestions for the way forward [paper]


The Evidence Aid Working Group had recommended that Evidence Aid should not continue in its current form, although the content on www.cochrane.org could remain, updated to describe the new vision for Evidence Aid. Also that the Collaboration should build on the foundation of Evidence Aid by developing an active partnership with the World Health Organization and similar organisations to establish a mechanism to improve access to the results of high priority Cochrane reviews relevant to health care in resource-poor settings including, but not restricted to, emergency situations. This mechanism should include prioritisation of new reviews and updating of reviews; development of more appropriate methods for summarising and synthesising the results of reviews; and establishment of multiple methods for disseminating the results of reviews and supporting their translation into practice. This should be viewed as part of the broader activity of The Cochrane Collaboration to strengthen efforts to facilitate the use of Cochrane reviews. These recommendations were approved; Lorne would write and thank Mike Clarke and Sally Green for their recommendations which would feed into the WHO partnership.
Action: Lorne
29.
Feedback from the WHO meeting held on 9 and 10 October 2009 

On 10 October, Norman Swan, Tikki Pang and Davina Ghersi joined the Steering Group for lunch (before item 9), and presented an outline of the process and results of the WHO/ Cochrane meetings. Thanks were expressed to them for organizing and conducting this meeting. The outcome of these talks would be discussed during the Colloquium and at the second Steering Group meeting on 15 October. Lisa and David had attended the joint meeting with WHO. Norman explained the driving force was change within the WHO and a feeling within that organisation that there was an important opportunity for engagement with the Collaboration to improve the use of evidence in all parts of the world, particularly low- and middle-income countries. There had been an enormous commitment to action, to moving forward, and to sharing common ground. 

A plan of action was being put together by Lisa and Davina Ghersi. The common goal was to maximise the synergies between the two organisations by focussing on high priority tasks especially in low- and middle-income countries, making better use of what each organisation does well. Clinicians, policy makers and politicians should be making better informed decisions, particularly in low- and middle-income countries. Prioritisation within the Collaboration had been made clearer to the WHO: areas of activity, sustainable interaction, advocacy within the Collaboration and WHO, as well as externally. Co-ordination and enhancement of activities within the Collaboration was focussed on. There needed to be a timely and speedy responsiveness, a shared long-term commitment to progress the field of evidence informed decisions, avoiding duplication, and clear role definition at organisational and personal levels. Several high priority areas had been agreed: capacity building for using and advocating research evidence; capacity building for production of reviews; co-production of reviews; communication within and between the two organisations; and methodology development. 

Commonalities were identified as the result of this meeting. The proposal was to form a small group of people from within each organisation to develop this plan further, scope it, and work out the resources needed. The group would meet before Christmas to consolidate the plan, and there were plans for the formation of a joint website. There was a desperate need at regional and country level for evidence-informed decision-making, and the need for a centralised process, to move into those areas where it was possible to make progress quickly, i.e. PAHO, Webinars, and other regions. There would always be a tension between the WHO’s need to deliver, and the lack of evidence from Cochrane reviews. Strategies should be employed such as scholarships, workshops, and web-based activities. These, and a WHO resolution on evidence use in order to mobilise resources, would strengthen links between WHO and the Collaboration. Two or three WHO regions would be targeted to investigate training possibilities. It would be important to conduct a mapping exercise to work out different and new methodologies; there should be a clearing house so that people know where to go. There should be better communication between the two organisations: not all Cochrane groups use GRADE to the same level. The CEU would be instrumental in co-ordinating resources to facilitate the process.

Tikki Pang thanked Norman for his eloquent summary. From WHO’s perspective this opportunity to have a frank and open dialogue on many issues was welcomed. The long-term goal was mainstreaming the evidence culture within WHO and influencing behaviour in its member states. Norman said that change should be consumer-led for it to be brought about. Once the Collaboration had official NGO status with the WHO, this would provide the Collaboration with a seat at the World Health Assembly.  
 
On 15 October, Lisa reported that in the long term the proposal for the Collaboration to become an NGO in official relations with WHO would be pursued, with a decision being made 3-4 months after the application had been considered, which was expected to be sometime in 2010. It would be revised to include five projects including Evidence Aid; projects would be expanded into different regions and new projects would be devised. Individuals from three of the WHO regions that are most active in using evidence (South East Asia Regional Office [SEARO], the Pan American Health Organization [PAHO] and the African Regional Office [AFRO]) would be invited to join the working group. This working group would consist of Mingming Zhang (Chinese Cochrane Centre), Regina Torloni (Brazilian Cochrane Centre), Martin Meremikwu (Nigerian Branch of the South African Cochrane Centre), Pisake Lumbiganon (Thai Cochrane Network), David and Lisa, plus members of WHO. 

A separate group would be formed to mount a project to forecast reviews needed by WHO to help develop their guidelines, the essential medicines list, and pocket guides for care (a form of treatment guideline). This small working group would compile and update the list of needed review topics, and share it with the Collaboration to give them lead time for working with WHO to commission reviews. This group would consist of Paul Garner (CRG Executive representative), Denise Thomson (Fields Executive representative), David and Lisa. 

Davina Ghersi would be providing an official report on the joint meeting with WHO, after which Lisa would prepare a follow-up paper for the Steering Group. The importance was stressed of the role of partnerships in implementing the recommendations of the Strategic Review; this is one such partnership, as are partnerships with consumers, publishers and others. Developing a partnership strategy is a recommendation in itself and going forward we should ensure all new partnerships fit into a strategy that ensures mutual benefit.
Action: Lisa

30.
Reports from entity representatives:
30.1
Cochrane Review Group (CRG) issues:

30.1.1
TSCs’ Executive report [paper]: This report was acknowledged. TSCs had received with satisfaction the information that Metaxis Limited had been awarded the contract for the CRS. TSCs would be looking at performance indicators so as to standardise certain practices. No resource implications were foreseen. 


30.1.2
Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive report: Sophie reported that the Co-ordinating Editors had met for two days during the Colloquium. The following issues had arisen: changes to Steering Group membership, recognising the importance of a strong democratic structure, and the need to be responsive. The background paper to this was a start: the Co-ordinating Editors would respond in Auckland. A fruitful Co-ordinating Editors’/Managing Editors’ meeting had been held, with plans for the executives to work together on developing performance indicators for editorial processes. The summary of findings and risk of bias tables had been discussed, and also the need to focus on priority reviews and how to support this process into the future. The Co-ordinating Editors’ Board was keen to lead on the recommendation dealing with geographic coverage of existing CRGs to determine that the way in which CRGs were organised ensured good coverage for authors and users. A full Co-ordinating Editors’ Board meeting was being planned to take place in the first half of 2010. The Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive meeting in Auckland in March 2010 would have some resource implications. Sophie and Roger would develop a proposal to summarise what those resource implications would be, and the benefits to the Collaboration of such a meeting. The Steering Group strongly recommended that the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive meet in Auckland.



Action: Roger, Sophie

30.1.3
Managing Editors' Executive report: Sonja reported that the MEs’ Executive had discussed the recommendations of the Strategic Review, and had agreed that Managing Editors should be represented on the working group for recommendation 4e, ‘Develop and implement policy for minimum competencies for review author teams’. MEs had discussed this recommendation in detail at their meeting on 11 October as a result of which a document would be prepared and circulated to all MEs for comment before being shared with Co-ordinating Editors and Trials Search Co-ordinators for their comments.  The Executive had identified an ME to represent Managing Editors on the Consumer Network’s advisory group. MEs supported more frequent publication, and were pleased with the outcome of the CRS RFP. Sonja highlighted the success of the MEs’ mentoring scheme, outlined in a report that had been sent to the Co-Chairs which had resource implications. Jonathan said that it would be difficult to provide funding for one constituency when others were also in need of mentoring; he noted that IMS Support already provided some informal mentoring. He suggested that the proposal should be included in a broader proposal about training within the Collaboration; Steve said that mentoring was outside of the existing scope of the Training Working Group, but there was already a structure in place for mentoring new MEs. Sonja was asked to provide a specific, detailed proposal to the Steering Group Executive for interim funding to continue the ME mentoring scheme until such time as the future of mentoring schemes generally had been agreed.
Action: Sonja  

30.2
Field/Network issues: Core functions of Fields and Networks - a proposal for change [paper]: Katrina reported that the Fields had held an all-day meeting for the first time during this Colloquium. The Steering Group approved the formation of a Field/Network Executive. Several Fields were now without funding. Lorne congratulated the authors of the background paper on its clarity. The need to revise the core functions was addressed. It was pointed out that it would be important to incorporate the review-producing function of Fields within existing Review Groups. Fields were under-recognised, major contributors to the work of the Collaboration, and the proposal was to be strongly encouraged. Steering Group members were asked to provide suggestions to Katrina to produce an amended version of the document for consideration by the Field/Network Executive and the MRG. The development of Executives was essential to move forward the recommendations of the Strategic Review. Jonathan said that accountability within and across groups depended on effective communication.
Action: Katrina
30.3
Centre issues: Rob said that the Centre Directors had no issues requiring decisions from the Steering Group, but they had discussed principles for accountability, and also succession planning. Neither of these had any resource implications. Recommendation 1(b) from the Strategic Review, Advocacy for evidence-based decision-making, had not been discussed. 
30.4
Methods Group issues: Julian reported that Methods Group Convenors had met for two days in July and again during the Colloquium. A Methods Executive and a Methods Board would be formed. The Executive would have eight members. The Board would include all individuals with key methods roles; some members would have voting rights and some not. It had previously been agreed that funding would be available for the Executive to hold teleconferences. The Methods Executive was discussing some issues around new Methods Groups. Julian flagged that a working group had been established to consider maintaining protocols alongside reviews, rather than turning protocols into reviews. A new journal, Research Synthesis Methods, had been launched, to which Cochrane methods authors were particularly encouraged to contribute. 

Planning of the next major revision of the Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions was underway. Nick reported that, following discussion with the Handbook Editors, agreement had been reached with the Chinese Cochrane Centre for the translation of the Handbook into Simplified Chinese. 

31.
Allocation of funds to specific proposals


No costed proposals had been discussed at the meeting. However, four requests for funding were identified that were expected as a result of discussions:  for a meeting to scope a properly informed strategic session in Auckland around consumers; the MEs’ mentoring scheme; support for the various Executives; and the development of a Collaboration-wide training strategy: all of these in the context of funding for implementation of the Strategic Review. The following delegated decision-making limits were noted: Co-Chair, CEO and Treasurer up to 5K, or 15K if urgent; the Steering Group Executive 15K, or 25K if urgent; the Steering Group over 25K. The marketing and communication initiative needed to employ a consultant, and a proposal would be brought forward. In addition, support might be needed for working group members named in item 29 above to participate in conference calls or attend a face to face meeting with WHO. Lisa would develop a proposal for such a meeting if the need arose.
Action: Lisa
32.
Decisions made at this meeting to be communicated:


32.1
To all entities immediately after this meeting: The minutes from this meeting would be e-mailed to the Steering Group within one week for comments and amendments. The Executive would approve them in its teleconference on 10 November, after which they would be made publicly available. 
Action: Jini, Jonathan, Lorne, Nick

32.2
In the next Steering Group Bulletin: The next Bulletin would be issued after the next teleconference of the Steering Group Executive on 10 November.
Action: Lucie 


33.
Matters arising from the minutes of the previous face-to-face meeting in Denmark, not already dealt with [paper]:

23.4
MEDLINE retagging project: David undertook to follow up on this and report back to the Steering Group. 
Action: David
34.
Environmental sustainability 

Recognition was given to the environmental implications of cross-group meetings. The importance was stressed of developing new web strategies in order to avoid unnecessary travel to meetings. Lorne had participated in the Cochrane Register of Studies RFP online from Florida, rather than travelling to the UK. Several participants in this meeting had done so without the use of paper
Action: Everyone

35.
Steering Group members’ outstanding action items 


CCSG members were encouraged to check this spreadsheet and let Anne Giles in the Secretariat (agiles@cochrane.org) know of any completed items.
Action: Everyone

36.
Any other business:
36.1
Pregnancy and Childbirth Group editors’ proposal to distribute funds to all Review Groups from royalties to help with their infrastructure needs: Nick said that royalty from downloads amounted to around 50K USD, or around 30K GBP per year. It was noted that small amounts of funds could be a great help for such things as buying in some statistical help. The editors should provide a written proposal to the Steering Group Executive in the first place, if above 15K GBP, and thence to the full Steering Group. Attention was drawn to avoiding setting a precedent of giving funds to one type of group rather than all groups; it was also noted that inequity in terms of some CRGs potentially being driven by downloads could change their prioritisation. Also, this would mean less funding for core infrastructure Collaboration-wide. 
Action: Sonja  

36.2
Prioritisation Fund special session: Lisa thanked Lucie for her hard work in pulling together the material for this special session. Various types of groups, from guideline developers to consumers, were interested in working with the Collaboration to prioritise reviews. Different approaches to prioritisation had been described and some prioritised reviews had been produced. The question arose as to whether there was evidence that prioritised reviews have more impact than others. Lucie would be preparing a summary for Cochrane News of the lessons learned from the various prioritisation projects.
Action: Lucie

36.3
Opportunities Fund: Priority would be given for funds which are consistent with the Strategic Review or which promote its implementation. The CEU also has a list of priorities which should not be overlooked. Donna and team would come up with some suggestions to be signed off by the Executive.
Action: Donna

37.
Thanks to the hosts and organisers of the meeting

Jonathan said he was extremely excited about the next two to four years. He said the Collaboration had a great Editor in Chief, a great administrative structure, a strong Steering Group, and sufficient resources to deliver a great product. Thanks were expressed to the Colloquium hosts, in particular Edwin Chan, Joey Choo and Juliane Ried, and also to the staff of the Australasian Cochrane Centre, in particular Sally Green, Steve McDonald and Miranda Cumpston, for their hard work and support of the local organising committee. Lorne thanked Jini for taking the minutes of the meeting, and the Secretariat staff for providing the agenda materials.
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