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Purpose of paper
1. The recommendations of the Cochrane Author Survey have not yet come before the Steering Group. Nearly 2,000 of those who are probably our most engaged authors responded to this survey. Therefore, it is highly important that The Cochrane Collaboration identifies a strategy to address key recommendations that arose from responses to this survey. 

Urgency
2. Medium.
Access
3. This is an ‘open access’ paper.

Background
4. The aim of the 2008 Collaboration-wide survey of Cochrane authors was to obtain a better understanding of the review process from the authors’ perspective so that strategies which could improve the process for authors and entities could be identified. In total, 1784 authors responded to the survey.

5. Ten key recommendations emerged from the survey data. These were: 

1) That the Cochrane Collaboration should consider ways of making the process more time efficient for Cochrane authors.

2) That the Cochrane Collaboration should work with members of Cochrane Review Groups to develop a more time efficient process for supporting authors.

3) That training, particularly training in analysis and statistics, is more accessible to all authors and is offered in a more timely manner (e.g. online training modules).

4) That advice, particularly on analysis and statistics, is made more accessible to authors.

5) That mentoring partnerships and/or discussion lists are facilitated by The Cochrane Collaboration.

6) That The Cochrane Collaboration considers better ways of facilitating communication between Cochrane Review Groups and authors.

7) That The Cochrane Collaboration considers ways of supporting authors whose first language is not English, in preparing Cochrane reviews.

8) That authors are supported with searching and, if necessary, with obtaining papers and translation of papers.

9) That The Cochrane Collaboration should work with members of Cochrane Review Groups to develop improved processes for the management of editorial and peer review feedback. 

10) If authors are to be surveyed again, The Cochrane Collaboration should investigate ways of providing a more efficient survey link.

6. Several of these recommendations also recur in other interactions with authors. For example, mentoring and access to expertise were identified as possible benefits of formal membership in responses to the Strategic Review. Access to resources is also an issue that recurs in the dialogue we have been having with members of The Cochrane Collaboration about representation from non-English-speaking backgrounds.
7. Some of these recommendations are already being addressed in other ways, for example, the Training Working Group, responses to the Strategic Review and through the formation of the Cochrane Editorial Unit. However, several key recommendations have not yet been addressed.  
8. Given limited resources, prioritisation of these recommendations is important. Recommendations that were frequently cited by authors and do not yet seem to be addressed in other ways may be used to identify priority recommendations. These include mentoring pathways, the development of an analysis and statistics helpdesk, and improved access to searching, the translation of papers and copies of studies. It is also important that a plan for following through on the remaining recommendations is developed.

Proposals and discussion

9. The Steering Group is asked to consider the following:

10. Which of these key recommendations are already being addressed?
11. Which should be addressed now and how to get started? 
12. Which do not yet need to be addressed?
13. How to ensure that recommendations not yet being addressed will remain on the agenda?
14. How to provide feedback to authors with regard to how their recommendations are being considered and addressed?

Resource implications
15. This will be highly dependent on which of the recommendations are to be taken up.  However, in regard to the recommendations of mentoring, an analysis and statistical helpdesk, translation and copies of studies, some resources implications may be surmised. 
16. The greatest resource implications for mentoring networks will be in developing procedures for identifying and supporting mentoring networks. However, once these processes are set up the ongoing support should be relatively minimal and should be offset by the benefits to entities. 
17. The feasibility and structure for a statistical/analytical helpdesk should be explored with the methodology groups but at the very least, funding for one FTE statistician/methodologist would seem to be required. Discussion lists for statistical/methodological queries may be cheaper and easier to run but may be less efficient and possibly less methodologically stringent.

18. The possibility of two-way translation networks has also arisen in the discussion with people from non-English-speaking backgrounds. This will need a considerable amount of discussion but offers some exciting possibilities for people from non-English- speaking backgrounds who need help with their English, and English speakers who need help with translation from other languages.

19. To assist with access to searching, CRGs need to be able to support authors with searches. As this is already available from the majority of CRGs it should require little further resourcing. Access to full copies of studies for authors who are unable to obtain them any other way, particularly for those from less developed countries, may be achievable with a relatively small amount of funding.

Impact statement
20. Apart from improving the process of producing reviews for authors and entity staff, acknowledging the needs of authors will have a positive impact on author commitment to The Cochrane Collaboration.

Decision required of the Steering Group
21. Which recommendations should be addressed now, and how should this be done? 


22. How to ensure that recommendations not yet being addressed will remain on the agenda?


23. How to provide feedback to authors with regard to how their recommendations are being considered and addressed?
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