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Purpose of paper
Following discussion in Vedbæk of some of the issues around the existing format of the Opportunities Fund, the Steering Group requested that the 2009 Opportunities Fund Committee discuss possible improvements to the Opportunities Fund process.  This has been done and the recommendations follow.

Urgency
High, calls for 2010 applications will need to go out as soon as possible after the 2009 Colloquium.

Access
Open.

Background
The Opportunities Fund applications in 2008 were rated on the following criteria, with a possible score of 0 to 5 (with 5 being the highest). Each application was rated by at least two members of the Funding Committee and the Chair of the Committee.
1) Application addresses priority items in Strategic Plan
 

2) Methodology is sound
 
 
 

3) Outcomes are identifiable, achievable, and worthwhile
 

4) Group has necessary skills and experience to achieve stated outcomes


5) Proposed budget is sufficient and well thought-out
 
 

6) Application involves collaboration between entities/third-parties likely to add value to the project.
 Historically, applications have also been rated as A: fund; B: fund if sufficient funds available; and C: don’t fund, during a teleconference of the Committee members.

Proposals and discussion
An earlier version of this paper was submitted to the Executive at its meeting on August 26. The Executive accepted the majority of minor changes or existing practices (Recommendations 5-15) but requested that Recommendations 1-4 come to the full Steering Group for discussion. 

Recommendations
 Recommendations that require further Discussion with the Steering Group:

1) The call for applications should be focused on strategic priorities identified by The Steering Group.
2) All committee members should evaluate all applications except where the committee member has a possible conflict of interest.

3) The cut-off for funding for recommended projects will be based on the available budget and relevance of projects to strategic objectives and will be determined by the CCSG at one of their face-to-face meetings.
4) Unsuccessful applicants should receive feedback, but it should be clear that applicants are not able to engage in further dialogue.

 Recommendations that have been agreed upon by the Steering Group Executive but which are included here for the information of The Steering Group and discussion if they choose:

5) The Opportunities Fund Committee should be made up of at least 7 members, the majority of which are external to the Steering Group. At least one member should be from the Steering Group.  In the first year of this committee, a previous Opportunities Fund Committee member, preferably a Chair should also be included. This person does not need to be a current member of The Steering Group.

6) The existing grading system of applicability to the six above listed criteria should be maintained with strategies for dissemination now added to these criteria.  However, the additional A, B, C funding criteria should be dropped as this may be incorrectly used to re-order applications. 
7) The application form needs to be updated and standardised.  It should link directly to the grading system and also include the following: 

· Detailed role of primary investigator and co-investigators 

· Clear timeline

· Clear deliverables

· Strategies for disseminating the results of the project.  
8) The new Opportunities Fund Committee can decide whether certain criteria are mandatory and whether any or all criteria should be weighted. 

9) Links to application forms on Archie should be identifiable by the Chief Investigator name.

10) Reporting on progress should include an interim report, the timing of which will be based on the project timeline agreed with the CEO.  Ongoing funding will be contingent on agreement between the CEO and Chair of the Opportunities Fund committee following receipt of the interim report.
11) Applications need to be signed off by primary and co-investigators.

12) Investigators (Primary and co-investigators) who have not completed a project funded by the Opportunities Fund cannot apply for funding until the previous project is completed. 
13) Applicants who have completed a project previously funded by the Opportunities Fund should attach a completion report of the previously funded project to their application.
14) The Opportunities Fund Committee should be given a list of previously funded projects, all investigators on these projects and their completion status at the time of assessment of new applications.
15) Utilisation of Cochrane resources/systems needs to be considered by applicants.  Where this is likely, applicants need to provide evidence of consultation with relevant Cochrane agencies.
Summary of recommendations
-  That the Steering Group discusses recommendations 1-4 and suggests any needed modifications.  
-  That the Steering Group accepts recommendations 5-15.

Resource implications
If the Steering Group accepts that all members of the committee should read all proposals, this will increase the workload for members of the committee.  However, the remaining recommendations should decrease the workload for committee members.

Impact statement
Acceptance of these recommendations should lead to an improved process for future Opportunities Fund Committee members.

Decisions required of the Steering Group

13. Does the Steering Group approve Recommendations 1-4 or suggest further modifications?
14. Does the Steering Group approve Recommendations 5-15 or suggest further modifications?

15. What timeline is proposed for the next call for applications?
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