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Present: Lorne Becker (Co-Chair), Lisa Bero, Jonathan Craig (Co-Chair), Zbys Fedorowicz, Donna Gillies (Treasurer), Jini Hetherington (Company Secretary and minutes), Gail Higgins, Julian Higgins, Sophie Hill, Lucie Jones (Project Support Officer), Steve McDonald, Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert (for items 8 and 9 only), Nick Royle (Chief Executive Officer), Mary Ellen Schaafsma (except for items 1 to 7), Rob Scholten, Roger Soll, David Tovey (Editor in Chief), Liz Whamond, Katrina Williams, Hans van der Wouden and Mingming Zhang.


1. Welcomes, introductions and apologies for absence
Lorne welcomed everyone to the meeting. No introductions were necessary. Mary Ellen had given apologies that she would miss items 1 to 7 due to another commitment. Apologies had also been received from Sonja, who was unable to attend on 24 and 26 March, and prevented from doing so on 27 March because the meeting ended half a day early; she had provided written comments before the meeting on those agenda items of relevance to the Managing Editors, which were read out at the meeting. 

2. Declarations of interest 
Lorne asked for additional declarations of interest. He raised the issue of his interest in the discussion of the Editor in Chief’s budget, and also declared an interest in the Methods Board request. 

3. Co-Chairs’ introduction to the meeting: approval of the agenda, verbal report
The agenda was approved. Lorne reported his satisfaction with the items on the agenda, and the progress everyone had made in moving the wider agenda forward. He drew attention to the new portfolio concept for dealing with agenda items. Lorne asked entity representatives to make their reports in a bullet point list and bring them to the meeting the next day. Lisa pointed out that the Ombudsmen’s and Publication Arbiters’ reports contained requests for decisions, so these were moved off the ‘consent agenda’ onto the main agenda. 

4. Strategic Review: executive summary 
Jonathan paid tribute to the huge efforts that had been put into implementing the recommendations of the Strategic Review. Various action items resulting from the Review appeared elsewhere on the agenda of this meeting (see items 18, 19, 20, 21 and 28).

5. Chief Executive Officer’s report 
Nick spoke briefly to his written report, and invited questions. Lorne thanked him for his excellent report. Steve asked what, under commercial activities, ‘branded conferencing offers’ referred to. Nick said that this hadn’t yet been discussed, but he suggested that themed conferences and seminars might be one option that could be used as a commercial opportunity. Nick reported that the former lead with the European Union had not materialised into a Europe-wide licence for The Cochrane Library; he would be discussing the way forward with Gerd Antes. Nick undertook to review the commissioning process of the planned Pocket Books and keep the CCSG informed.  
Action: Nick to review the commissioning process of Cochrane-branded books

6. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 
Lorne thanked Lucie for updating the KPIs for this meeting. He asked whether the indicators were appropriate; some changes were suggested, which Lucie would implement. Nick reported that in their meeting the previous day the Centre Directors had reviewed their own matrix, which would be fed into the CCSG KPIs. It was suggested that another indicator that could be used in future was the use of Cochrane evidence in a decision-making context (a ‘how we change the world’ indicator): Nick would put this suggestion to the Collaboration’s publishers. 
Action: David to explore with Wiley the development of a process to assess the impact of The Cochrane Library 

7. Cash Flow Forecast (CFF); Profit and Loss Statements and Balance Sheets 
Nick focussed on the Collaboration’s current healthy financial position, and its healthy reserves: he said that the funds existed to undertake most of the activities referred to on the agenda of this meeting. The CFF showed that as long as the Collaboration’s income continued to rise, there would be the capacity to undertake additional initiatives. Jonathan said that additional funding requests might come to the CCSG for discussion at its meeting during the Keystone Colloquium for innovative projects such as training, consumer involvement, geographical spread of contributors, and others. There was some discussion as to the process that the CCSG currently uses to prioritise funding. Nick clarified that known and expected long-term costs are sustainable from operating income. 

Donna focussed on the Profit and Loss Statements and Balance Sheets. She reported that the Collaboration had tended to underspend on most budget items, and that the financial situation continued to be healthy. Jonathan reminded everyone that there was only one source of funds to support the Collaboration’s core infrastructure. He said that the CCSG was moving into funding things on a longer-term basis than previously, for capacity building and sustainability, which carried certain challenges. 

8. Wiley report, subscription analysis and usage report 
Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert from Wiley attended the meeting for discussion of this item which lasted for about an hour. She first spoke to the dashboard view of Wiley’s publishing activity, and the move to monthly publication of The Cochrane Library from January 2010; she acknowledged the help of the Cochrane Editorial Unit (CEU) and thanked its staff and also the Review Groups’ Managing Editors for the smooth transition to monthly publication. The feedback from all those involved had been very positive, particularly from the editorial base staff of Review Groups and the Authors providing updated reviews. Monthly publication had not yet had a great impact on the copy editing process, but Review Groups were reassessing their workflows and the uptake of central copy editing was expected to increase over time. Deborah drew attention to the greater productivity of The Cochrane Library compared to other journals in terms of the number of published items. 

Deborah then focussed on Wiley’s usage and dissemination dashboard, looking at areas of future change in national provisions for The Cochrane Library. She said that Wiley’s responsiveness to negotiations for national licences was improving. She spoke about the enthusiasm and input of Authors in terms of contributing to the Cochrane Journal Club and in recording podcasts of their reviews, being co-ordinated by David, Mike Clarke and Bryony Urquhart. Jonathan asked for some comparative data to set these activities in context. He also asked whether Wiley advised Cochrane Authors of the impact of their publication; Deborah confirmed that this was the case, and reported that there is no other online journal club that would be a relevant comparator. Deborah also reported on royalty revenues which were mainly in US dollars as this was the dominant currency of subscriptions, and referred to the usage statistics she had provided. 

Jonathan asked if Wiley could provide data that would facilitate policy- and decision-making; Deborah agreed to look at article level metrics and also citations. There was discussion as to the value of The Cochrane Library containing other databases than the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews and CENTRAL, particularly the Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects (DARE). Deborah was asked to look at how to measure the impact of the product better. David and Nick were asked to provide a paper for the CCSG meeting in Keystone focussing on current databases and options for the way forward. Jonathan expressed thanks to Wiley, and to Deborah in particular, for their contribution in terms both of innovation and also income and product development, which were very much appreciated.
Action: David and Nick to provide a paper for the next CCSG meeting on development of the content of The Cochrane Library

9. Cochrane Editorial Unit (CEU)

9.1 
Editor in Chief’s report: Deborah Pentesco-Gilbert attended the meeting for discussion of this item, chaired by Jonathan. David spoke to his background document, explaining the various initiatives undertaken by the CEU in the previous six months concerning quality of process, content and delivery. These included the move to monthly publication of The Cochrane Library, and the updating of the website homepage of The Cochrane Library, coinciding with the updating of the Collaboration website. David thanked the technical staff both at Wiley and within the Collaboration for their hard work in achieving such good results. Deborah congratulated the web strategy team for the collaborative approach to these new developments. 

David reported on progress to date with ‘Cochrane Response’ which generates income for the Review Groups concerned. He also referred to the easy-to-digest summaries of Cochrane reviews (Cochrane PICO) under development which had received great support from Review Groups. Deborah reported on the user testing she had undertaken in a clinical setting. She would provide feedback on the results when the first phase of the user testing pilot had been completed, with the CEU acting as the focal point.

David also reported on the issue of measurements of review quality which had been discussed at other recent meetings in Auckland. He said that there had been little progress in the areas of updating, management of feedback, implementing supporting the impact factor, or overviews of reviews, but he was very proud of his team and thought that everything was being done that could be done within the constraints of existing resources. The issue was raised that it is unclear in The Cochrane Library that Cochrane Reviews are peer reviewed; it was noted that the feedback management system is currently under review: feedback should be responded to more quickly and transparently. David said that position statements would be issued soon about plagiarism and conflict of interest; these statements could then be translated into other languages such as Chinese, to help in the training of potential Cochrane Authors. 

Jonathan summarised that Wiley’s major focus had been the proliferation of The Cochrane Library and its publication frequency, the revamp of the website, and the development of new products. This had left out of account the Review Groups’ accountability and quality of reviews. David responded that the process of self-audit had been reassuring. Deborah clarified that planned delivery would continue throughout the year to improve the look and content of Cochrane Reviews in The Cochrane Library.

The CCSG approved the projects and timelines described in David’s background paper. Although it was hard to measure some of the changes, Jonathan thanked David for his very successful organisational and change management, and the efforts of all of his team at the CEU.

9.2
CEU budget request for 2010-2011: The CCSG questioned David at length and he then left the meeting for the remainder of the discussion of this item. The CCSG agreed that building a core team for the CEU based on option 3 (additional funding of GBP 132,441 per annum, index-linked) was desirable to maintain the excellent progress that the CEU had made to date. The CCSG would consider additional requests from the Editor in Chief for funds along project lines. There was uncertainty about the requirement for administrative support for the Methods Co-ordinator which had been included under option 4; this would be considered instead under agenda item 12. It was expressed that David’s report did not fully capture everything the CEU does, and that he should be able to request additional funding for specific projects. David was encouraged to decline taking on additional work if there was no clear fit with his Unit’s purpose, or no capacity to take on additional work. 

10. Evidence Aid: sustainability and development 
Lisa declared an interest in this item. The CCSG agreed that Evidence Aid is a well-intended and laudable initiative; grateful thanks were expressed to Mike for taking the lead on this. There was strong support for ensuring that the Collaboration can provide something helpful to people at a time of great need. However, the impact of Evidence Aid was difficult to assess. The CCSG would prefer to see a proposal that meets the recommendations of the evaluation report undertaken by Tari Turner. Paul Garner had expressed the view that any such initiative on the part of the Collaboration should be linked closely to humanitarian aid organisations, and more work should be done on developing appropriate content in periods between major disasters. The reality is that Evidence Aid is not used very much during the time of a particular disaster. It was pointed out that the Pre-Hospital and Emergency Health Field had been involved in developing Evidence Aid. Wiley’s offer of GBP 20K plus additional practical support from its charity arm was applauded. The CCSG agreed to provide 25K of matched funding, plus ‘in kind’ support, to fund the single post recommended in Mike’s proposal. A key role for this post must be a thorough needs assessment and evaluation. The aims should be to identify sustainable funding, determine what partners really want, identify additional lines of activity that could support lower- and middle-income countries (LMICs), and establish an external network to provide continuity of contact between disasters, to ensure that what is actually needed at times of disaster is already in place. 

David said that the CEU was prepared to provide some limited support, for a small number of days per month. The CCSG endorsed the steps needed for Evidence Aid to seek support independently from other sources. Mike had suggested the possibility that Evidence Aid could become a standalone resource, drawing on the output of the Collaboration, but not necessarily part of it; however, the CCSG wished Evidence Aid to remain a Cochrane product. It was noted that there is clear overlap between the Evidence Aid project and initiatives to service the users of systematic reviews and their outputs better in LMICs, and it was directed that there should be a joint approach between Evidence Aid and the regionalisation project to be undertaken by Centre Directors and others. Jonathan would convey the outcome of this discussion to Mike Clarke. 
Action: Jonathan to communicate with Mike Clarke; Nick to work with Mike to develop a suitable position description for the Evidence Aid 
11. Training Working Group (TWG) status report 
The TWG’s update on its activities, previewing the training meeting to be held in April 2010, and summarising the status of other training initiatives within the Collaboration, was noted with appreciation. The CCSG signalled how important it views training across the Collaboration as a core infrastructure component, which would require considerable funding from central resources. Steve would produce a resource request for the CCSG meeting in Keystone. 
Action: Steve to continue to lead the TWG, together with Phil Wiffen, and to develop a sustainable strategy for long-term training of all participants in the Collaboration, for discussion at the next CCSG meeting in Keystone 
12. Proposal for funds to support ‘Cochrane Methods’ 
After answering questions about this proposal, Julian left the meeting for discussion of this item and so did David. Steve declared an interest in this item as a member of the Methods Application and Review Standards (MARS) Working Group. The CCSG considered the following recommendations contained in the background document to this item:

12.1
To support methods infrastructure and improve the quality of Cochrane reviews
A full-time Methods Co-ordinator to manage methodological quality assessment and quality improvement projects and related initiatives in conjunction with Cochrane Methods Groups, Board and Executive, the CEU, the MARS Working Group, other Cochrane entities engaged in methodology research and the wider methods infrastructure of the Collaboration. Notably, this will include (i) establishing networks of CRG-based individuals with responsibilities to see particular methodologies implemented consistently and appropriately in Cochrane reviews; (ii) collating good examples of methods implementation and common errors; (iii) creating frequently asked questions (FAQs), with answers, relating to methods and the Cochrane Handbooks; (iv) providing administrative support to individual Methods Groups that request this.

12.2 To enhance communication and collaboration  
Teleconferences and face-to-face meetings of the Methods Executive, the Methods Board and the Handbook Editorial Advisory Panel (HEAP), at appropriate times to facilitate joint meetings with other Executives and working groups while keeping in mind the Collaboration’s commitment to environmental sustainability. Also, a new annual newsletter for ‘Cochrane Methods’, to be published by Wiley-Blackwell in a joint initiative with the journal Research Synthesis Methods.

12.3 To promote methods development as a core purpose of the Collaboration Resources to fund innovative methodological projects (from April 2011), whose prioritization would be made using formal decision processes of the Methods Board, in conjunction with the MARS Working Group. This would facilitate projects such as development of specific methods for Cochrane reviews; evaluation of existing methods in relation to application in Cochrane reviews; development of support software for new methods in Cochrane reviews; implementation of agreed methods into Cochrane reviews; and ‘quality improvement’ projects beyond those proposed above for the Methods Co-ordinator.  

12.4 To facilitate the diverse core functions of Methods Groups
Some discretionary funds for Methods Groups to fulfil core functions, not covered by the above.
Eight specific and detailed funding requests to support these three aims were outlined in the annex to the background paper (sections 8.1 to 8.3). 

Julian had earlier reported that the majority of the Methods Groups had given unqualified support for the proposal, although some had lamented the loss of the support grant of GBP 1000 per year per Methods Group.
There was unanimous in principle support for a full-time Methods Co-ordinator and associated administrative support (sections 8.1 and 8.2 of the annex). There needed to be clarity about governance arrangements, and the relationship of the Methods Co-ordinator with other groups. It was noted that this position would be advertised internationally, and that there was no bar to the person being based outside the UK, although that would make management and supervision problematic if that function was to be exercised from the CEU. Applicants would need to provide some justification of the organisational environment in which they work to provide them with support.  
It was recognised that strong administrative support would be essential for this person, and to ensure that the most suitable applicant and host centre be appointed, and ensure geographical spread, this position would be open to all entities. The Methods Group representative on the CCSG would be asked to provide supervision. 
(Post hoc note: However, Julian said after the meeting that this would not be feasible to do from afar.) 
David left the meeting for the remainder of the discussion of this item. 
The requests in paragraph 8.3 of the annex addressed funding for teleconferences and meetings. Teleconference needs for the Methods Board, the Handbook Editorial Advisory Panel (HEAP) and the Methods Executive will be supported through the same central mechanism that is used for all entities within the Collaboration. The request for support for meeting expenses for the Handbook editors including a possible face-to-face meeting with HEAP was approved, but the other meeting expenses in this section were not approved as submitted. The CCSG was supportive of the concept of providing funding for meetings of the Methods Executive and Methods Board in a way that would be equitable with the support provided to other entities. Travel and accommodation expenses for attendance at the 2011 mid-year meeting in Split will be provided for all Executives from core Collaboration funds (see item 33.2).  Methods Groups were encouraged to submit proposals for additional meetings of the Methods Executive or for meetings of the Methods Board on an individual meeting basis as the need arises.  
Recommendation 8.4 of the annex to this paper was approved, for the printing of a ‘Cochrane Methods’ dissemination product (to replace the Cochrane Methods Groups’ newsletters.
The financial implications are as follows: To employ a Methods Co-ordinator, GBP 50,000 per annum; to provide administrative support, GBP 5000 per annum; and to print a ‘Cochrane methods’ dissemination product, GBP 5000 per annum. Total GBP 60,000 per annum.
Action: Jonathan to convey this discussion to Julian; Nick to work with Julian on developing the job description and contract for the new Methods Co-ordinator 

Paragraphs 8.5 (Methods innovation fund) and 8.6 (Discretionary funds) of the annex to the background document were considered at the second CCSG meeting on 26 March in the context of the Opportunities Fund. Julian left the meeting for discussion of these items. The issues were threefold: what are the methodological developments needed in the next 3-5 years, how much can we afford to do, and are the proposals strategic? There was agreement to consider a proposal for a programme of work from the Methods Board. Key methods development should be tied to implementation strategies, and clearly linked to methodological needs as agreed by the Methods Board and the Editor in Chief (EiC). The programme of work should identify key needs over a 1-, 3- and 5-year timescale, and be prioritised accordingly. Julian should work with the Co-Chairs, CEO and EiC to move this forward. No budget amount was agreed to at this stage. Julian was asked to provide a costed, prioritised proposal from the Methods Board for a programme of work tied to implementation for discussion at the CCSG meeting in Keystone.
 Action: David, Jonathan, Julian, Lorne and Nick to work together to move this forward; Julian to provide costed proposal from the Methods Board for CCSG meeting in Keystone 

13. Collaboration website 

13.1
Website progress report: Lorne congratulated Chris Mavergames and his team for the enormous amount of work that had gone into the redesign of the Collaboration website. The CCSG was impressed at how much Chris and his colleagues had accomplished. Nick explained that there were a number of key website pages that would be translated into languages other than English. Mingming should contact Chris to discuss the Chinese Centre’s translation plans so that he could link to those translations from the website. 
Action: Lorne to write and thank Chris and his team

13.2
Website budget request for 2011-2014: The request for funding of 139,948 Euros (about GBP 125,644) per annum, index-linked, for 2011-2014 was approved. If there are web implications for other projects, funding should be requested to support those.
Action: Lorne to let Chris know that his budget request had been approved  
14. Information Management System (IMS) status report 
Lorne acknowledged Monica Kjeldstrøm’s status report on behalf of the IMS team, and expressed the thanks of the CCSG. He asked CCSG members to send Monica any comments they had on the new ‘Monitoring’ tab in Archie.
Action: CCSG members to send Monica their comments 

15. Developing the Cochrane Register of Studies (CRS)
Lorne thanked Lucie Jones for her efficient project management of this initiative. There were  no further developments to report at this time.

16. Continental Europe Support Unit (CESU) 
Lorne thanked Rob Scholten for the fifth progress report he had provided on behalf of the CESU.

17. Register of Diagnostic Test Accuracy Studies 
Lorne thanked Ruth Mitchell for her progress report on the DTAS Register. He also expressed appreciation to Julie Glanville, Mariska Leeflang, Anne Eisinga and Marie Westwood for their valuable input as members of the Reference Group.
Action: Lorne to write and thank Ruth and colleagues

18. Marketing and communication
Nick reported that a consultant had been engaged on a trial basis, and that the trial had come to an end. A marketing and communication strategy for the Collaboration now needed to be developed by someone internal to the organisation. Nick offered to work with Mary Ellen and the Canadian Cochrane Centre to develop a plan to resource this work, in view of the Centre’s special function for communication, currently principally via CCInfo and Cochrane News: this was approved.
Action: Mary Ellen and Nick to develop a plan 

19. Developing a partnership strategy
The proposal from Lisa Bero and Mary Ellen Schaafsma was approved, of establishing a working group as outlined in the background document, with priority being given to defining characteristics and purposes of partners and a process for reviewing potential partnerships. It was suggested to scope this partnership strategy regionally as well as internationally. There might be direct benefits in terms of funding, as well as indirect benefits, particularly for Review Groups. David explained the partnerships that the James Lind Initiative had developed with various Cochrane Review Groups. A note of caution was expressed that a strategic approach should be taken to creating partnerships, rather than doing so just for the sake of it, and clear criteria for establishing and measuring the success of such partnerships needed to be developed. Partnerships should have a periodic review built into them. One of the recommendations of the Strategic Review had been the establishment of an external advisory board, which should feed into this partnership strategy. Médecins sans Frontières (MSF) and other such organisations could be added to the table of potential partners. It was proposed to create links to the websites of the Collaboration’s partners, to include the universities and other institutions hosting Cochrane entities.
Action: Lisa and Mary Ellen to establish a working group 

20. CCSG issues - membership and committees
This paper had been prepared in response to the recommendation of the Strategic Review for a more focussed and streamlined CCSG. Nick stressed that it was the structure of the CCSG that was under consideration, and certainly not the performance of individual members. Jonathan invited all members to give their views on the various options, and the rationale for their choice. Lorne explained that there should be enough people to do the work, with a reduction in numbers; the political aspect of how many members a particular constituency has on the CCSG should not be the prime consideration: instead, the Steering Group should be fit for purpose. There was broad agreement to maintain the TSC position. Jonathan stressed that if a member is unable to attend a CCSG meeting, they may exceptionally send a non-voting proxy from their executive; this had hitherto not been allowed. 

There was broad consensus to go with option 1, i.e. to reduce the number of Centre positions from four to two (one Director and one non-Director position), and to phase out the two CRG ‘at large’ positions, these changes to take effect when the present incumbents come to the end of their term of office. Donna would provide a proposal for the CCSG to discuss in Keystone for the establishment of a second Author position. These decisions will need to be ratified at the AGM in Keystone. The process of implementation is yet to be finalised by the Secretariat, but no election should be held for the four posts that had been recommended for removal. 
Action: Donna to provide a proposal for the CCSG meeting and AGM in Keystone; Nick and Jini to implement the agreed changes 

·     Recommendation 1: To focus and clarify the roles, by reducing the number of seats on the CCSG, particularly reducing the number of duplicate seats. This was agreed, as ‘Option 1’, i.e. removal of two Centre and two CRG ‘at large’ positions. This was discussed at length and approved.
Action: Jini to ensure this is reflected in Collaboration documentation and mailing lists

·     Recommendation 2: To further focus and clarify the roles, and improve alignment with the Collaboration’s purposes, by identifying members’ ‘portfolios’ (as already being piloted). The portfolio system identifies specific CCSG members to have oversight of the following areas: Organisation and Administration; Finance and Sustainability; Products; External Partnerships; and Knowledge Infrastructure. Jonathan said that members’ primary responsibilities within the CCSG meetings had been working well, but that the portfolio arrangement outside those meetings needed some clarification. This was approved.
Action: Jonathan, Lorne and Nick to refine the portfolio arrangement
· Recommendation 3: That the Collaboration use the word ‘committee’ in future to describe its committees, rather than the word ‘group’. This was approved.
Action: Jini to reflect this change in Collaboration documentation and mailing lists 

· Recommendation 4: In order to better describe what it does, and to avoid confusion with the plethora of additional ‘executives’ now operating, that the Executive Group be renamed the Operations and Finance Committee (OFC), and be responsible for all organisational policy-level decision making between CCSG meetings. Its remit remains much the same as the Executive Group, with the addition of residual Publishing Policy Group (PPG) policy decisions that cannot be made by the Editor in Chief. This was approved.
Action: Jini to reflect this change in Collaboration documentation and mailing lists 

· Recommendation 5: That the Publishing Policy Group (PPG) be disbanded, now that the majority of its functions have been taken on by the Editor in Chief. This was approved. Governance arrangements need to be put in place to ensure that the CEU consults with the appropriate bodies and is properly connected to the CCSG and fully accountable to it. The relationship with the Collaboration’s publisher should not suffer.
Action: Lorne to communicate this decision to the members of the PPG; David to consult with the appropriate bodies and report to the Executive in May/June

· Recommendation 6: That the Cochrane Library Users’ Group (CLUG) be retained, but as a discussion forum that can inform the CEU, rather than as an advisory committee to the CCSG. This was approved. 
Action: Lorne to communicate this decision to the Convenor and members of CLUG 

· Recommendation 7: That the functions of the Feedback Management Advisory Group (FMAG) be subsumed by the CEU, and that the FMAG be disbanded. This was approved. 
Action: David to communicate this decision to the members of FMAG 

· Recommendation 8: That the Monitoring and Registration Group be retained and renamed as the Monitoring and Registration Committee (MaRC), that the Colloquium Policy Advisory Group be retained and renamed as the Colloquium Policy Advisory Committee (CPAC), and that both Committees report to the OFC. This was approved.
Action: Hans and Steve to communicate this decision to the MaRC and CPAC respectively; Jini to reflect the name changes in Collaboration documentation and mailing lists

· Recommendation 9: The Strategic Review identified a number of thematic areas that need to be better co-ordinated in future, and it is proposed that a flexible committee structure operate, with committees formed as and when required to handle these needs. These committees should report to the OFC, and may include advocacy, capacity building, and partnerships. This was approved.
Action: Jonathan to implement this decision and advise all concerned

· Recommendation 10: That a more flexible committee structure be established for Information Systems and Technology (IS/IT) projects based on project management principles, with a high level Information Systems Project Board (ISPB) chaired by the Editor in Chief as Client. The ISPB should take as its role the development of high-level IS/IT requirements for the production and display of Cochrane systematic reviews and related products, and oversight of the delivery of solutions to these requirements. (An example of a functioning Project Board/Advisory Board structure is given in Lucie Jones’ progress paper on the Cochrane Register of Studies project.) This was approved.
Action: David to implement this decision and advise all concerned

· Recommendation 11: At the next level there should be an Information Systems Advisory Board (ISAB), with wide stakeholder representation. The exact composition of these committees (ISPB and ISAB), and the subdivision of the ISAB into project-specific committees such as the RevMan Advisory Group (RAG) and Editorial Management Advisory Group (EMAG) as required, should be a matter for the EiC, in discussion with the Project and Advisory Boards, and the key themes should be appropriateness and flexibility. This was approved.
Action: David to implement this decision and advise all concerned

· Recommendation 12: That the executives and related committees be formally established in their relationship to the CCSG as advisory through their CCSG representatives, with Executives related to publishing and editorial processes having a second but more practical role as advisory to the EiC.
The existence of the various executives should be formalised through their representatives on the CCSG, and reporting requirements to the Steering Group should be made explicit. The CCSG Executive should consider standardised central support for boards and executives; also, the executives/boards should finalise their remits and reporting structures and send them to Nick for consideration. He would provide the OFC with draft budgets for entity executives’ meeting expenses. The information on remits and reporting structures of entity executives should be passed on to Jini to include in the ‘Structure, remit and membership of groups accountable to the Steering Group’. 
Action: Entity representatives on the various Executives to send relevant information to Nick, who would then provide the OFC with draft budgets for entity executives’ meeting expenses; Jini to update the ‘Structure and remit’ document

21. Monitoring and Registration Committee: Redefining composition and process
The Monitoring and Registration Committee (MaRC) [formerly the ‘MRG’] had proposed the following changes to its composition:

21.1
The total number of MaRC members should not exceed ten. Membership of the MaRC should be inclusive of all entity types: the various Review Group constituencies (i.e. Co-ordinating Editors, Managing Editors, Trials Search Co-ordinators and Cochrane Authors), Methods Groups, Fields, Centres and the Consumer Network. Apart from the EiC, members drawn from each of these entity types/constituencies should be selected in consultation with the pertinent Executive. It was agreed that the consumer post on the MaRC should default to one of the consumer representatives on the CCSG.

21.2 
Other members should be recruited from current CCSG members, and should include a Cochrane Author (Authors do not currently have an Executive). At least two members of the MaRC should also be CCSG members.
21.3 Through their MaRC representative, the entity Executives would be involved in the monitoring process. They would be involved in formulating key performance indicators, appraisal of monitoring reports, and in formulating recommendations to the entities that are monitored. 
21.4 Aimed at improving relevance and validity of data on performance, some data would be drawn more frequently, or provided by the Archie workflow system. Duplication of effort would hopefully be decreased by seamless co-operation with the pertinent Executives and with the EiC when discussing issues that affect both the MaRC and the EiC.
21.5 The MaRC would make recommendations to the CCSG with respect to the registration of new entities, or re-registration from one entity type to another, or changes of registered aims or scope, or deregistration after consultation with the pertinent entity executive. The CCSG would make the final decision if there is disagreement between the relevant Executive and the MaRC. 
21.6
The process and timelines would be dependent on the timing of entity executives being created. Being respectful of the terms of membership of current (non-CCSG) members, they will be replaced as their terms of office expire, not before. Some of the new structure is already being implemented for 2010 (e.g. Methods Executive involvement). The new structure is planned to be completed for the CRG monitoring round in 2011, and to be evaluated in 2012/13. 

21.7
The Co-ordinating Editors welcomed their Executive having input to the monitoring process. It would be helpful to document the data that are provided via Archie for this process; workflows are still in the pilot phase so data should be viewed in that context. To capture reporting and dissemination functions, and the issue of confidentiality, the proposed changes to the composition of the MaRC were approved. These changes would be implemented for 2011, and would include a consumer. Jonathan thanked Hans, Rob, Ian Shemilt, Karen New and Claire Allen for the work that had gone into putting together this proposal.
Action: Hans to convey these decisions to the MaRC
22. Election of a new Co-Chair of the CCSG 
The CCSG had been asked if it wished to define further who was now eligible to be elected as Co-Chair. Lorne reminded the Steering Group of the process that had already been agreed at the previous Annual General Meeting (AGM) in Singapore in October 2009. It was agreed to adjust the timeline for the Co-Chair election in 2010 as follows: 
27 April - Call for nominations
11 June - Reminder
16 September - Deadline for candidates’ statements
17 October (at CCSG meeting in Denver) - Election of new Co-Chair
AGM - Ratification of elected candidate 

Anyone can nominate someone for the position of Co-Chair, and one of the three nominators must be a current member of the CCSG. The term ‘leadership position’ was intentionally left undefined; it was agreed that there was no need to have a shortlisting panel. Under ’Purpose’, the phrase “to optimize the quality of future candidates” could imply that there was no-one sufficient to the task on the existing CCSG, and this was certainly not the intention: there is nothing to stop existing CCSG members from being nominated as candidates.
Action: Jini to manage the implementation of this decision


23. Oversight committee for The Cochrane Library 
Lorne had made the following recommendations with respect to the establishment of an oversight committee for The Cochrane Library to support editorial independence by providing a mechanism for avoiding or resolving disputes.

23.1 A secondary purpose of advising the CCSG on performance management issues concerning the EiC.

23.2 Regular (at least annual) reports to the CCSG from the committee Chair, with interim reports as necessary.

23.3 Members of the oversight committee to be individuals with experience in scientific publication or editorial policy who are capable of independence of thought and prepared to act in the best interests of The Cochrane Library.

23.4 A three-year term of membership with an extension for a further two years at the discretion of the Chair.

23.5 New members to be proposed by current members of the oversight committee, with the Steering Group and the EiC having the power of veto for any individual proposed.

23.6 Meetings, either by conference call or in person to be called as necessary, but no less than twice per year. 

These recommendations were accepted, as were the recommended budget for up to two face-to-face meetings per year, with the possibility of an additional one or two conference calls per year; also Secretariat staff time to support the activities of the committee. It was agreed that a smaller committee than that suggested might be better in terms of nimbleness and costs, and that one face-to-face meeting may be sufficient, but that it should be for the Chair to have the final say to meet the committee’s operational requirements. Nick should prepare a proposed budget for consideration by the Operations and Finance Committee (OFC) [the former Executive]. 
Action: Nick to provide the OFC with a proposed budget  

24.   Secretariat budget for 2010-2011
There was a strong view among CCSG members that the Secretariat continues to provide wonderful support to all groups across the Collaboration, and to over-deliver on its core functions. There was also recognition that the Secretariat provides other important functions such as corporate memory. Jini, Lucie and Nick left the meeting at this point, while the Steering Group discussed the proposed Secretariat budget. The budget for 2010-2011 was approved, with an increase of GBP 34,599, principally for the newly agreed pension costs and salary cost of living increases. The CCSG decided it should consider the budget at its meeting during the annual Colloquium in future, rather than at the mid-year meeting, to ensure adequate lead-in time to the start of the new financial year.
Action: Jini to add this item to the agenda of the CCSG meeting in Keystone, and thereafter to the agendas of CCSG meetings held during Colloquia 
25. Employer contribution to stakeholder pension scheme for CEU and Secretariat employees 
Jini Hetherington, Lucie Jones, Nick Royle and David Tovey left the meeting for discussion of this item. The Steering Group considered the recommendations to bring the Collaboration’s pension arrangements in line with comparable organisations: 

25.1
The employer contribution be increased to 6% of salary for all employees of the Collaboration (Charity or Trading Company) except for the Secretariat Administrator who is covered by a different pension arrangement. 

25.2
The employer contribution be calculated based on each employee’s full salary, i.e. that the salary maximum of £35,000 no longer be employed in the calculation. 

These recommendations were approved; the increase should be irrespective of length of service. Lorne would liaise with Jini to make the necessary arrangements. The cost of the increased employer contribution will be GBP 22,700 per annum in the first year. 
Action: Lorne to liaise with Jini to implement these recommendations 

26. Sub- and Advisory Group budget requests; IMSG budget request 
The requested budgets of the sub- and advisory groups of the CCSG were considered in the light of item 20 above (‘CCSG issues – membership and committees’). In the light of decisions arising from that discussion, no budget will be needed for the Publishing Policy Group, the Cochrane Library Users’ Group, or the Feedback Management Advisory Group; the financial effect is a reduction of GBP 6000 for the next financial year (2010-2011). The other requested budgets were approved as follows, pending reorganisation of the various committees (see item 20): 
Executive (renamed ‘Operations and Finance Committee’): GBP 4000
Monitoring and Registration Group (renamed ‘Committee’): GBP 16,000
Colloquium Policy Advisory Group (renamed ‘Committee’): GBP 1800
Information Management System Group: GBP 13,850

Jonathan, Julian and Nick to discuss Handbook Editorial Advisory Panel (HEAP) funding outside this meeting, as it relates to the Methods Board. Technological alternatives to the IMSG and RAG meetings should be considered, rather than holding face-to-face meetings, for several reasons, not least that of environmental sustainability. 
Action: Jonathan, Julian and Nick to discuss HEAP funding; David to explore technological alternatives to face-to-face meetings for the IMSG and RAG
 
27. Opportunities Fund: ratification of 2009-2010 round 
The selection panel’s recommendations had been circulated separately from the rest of the agenda and background papers. Jonathan congratulated Donna and Lucie on the speed of rollout of the selection panel’s recommendations. Donna provided the background to the panel’s activities and its decision-making process. Some CCSG members queried whether or not the recommended projects were sufficiently closely aligned with the priorities of the Strategic Review, and suggested the CCSG should apply this criterion to the panel’s recommendations. After some discussion it was decided not to change the decision-making process, and the recommended top five fundable projects were approved (see Appendix to these minutes). Donna would advise all the applicants as soon as possible.
Action: Donna

28. Outcomes from strategic discussion on consumer involvement
Jonathan summarised the main points of the strategic discussion on consumer involvement that had been held in Auckland on 25 March. It was agreed to fund the post of full-time Consumer Co-ordinator for the Collaboration, with associated administrative support. Nick would draft the remit, aims, responsibilities, job description, location, accountability, deliverables, and a proposed budget, for consideration by a sub-group of the CCSG. The general consensus was that the Consumer Co-ordinator should be advertised as an open position based upon eligibility and desirable criteria. There was a strong sense that this person should be based within an existing entity in a strong administrative support structure. 

A great deal had been achieved in a very short space of time, thanks to Lorne and David’s chairing; thanks were also expressed to Giovanna Ceroni and Lucie Jones for facilitating the session. The sub-group would consist of Jonathan, Liz, Lorne, Mary Ellen, Mingming, Nick and Sophie. The consensus was to strengthen and support the Cochrane Consumer Network (CCNet) and not to create a new and separate entity; this support would serve the needs of all consumers within the Collaboration as far as possible. There should be an extended remit for CCNet, together with an agreed governance structure. No decision about this need be final: a new way of doing things should be tried and tested. Lorne thanked Mingming and Liz for the fantastic job they had done in progressing the issue. The CEU and the Secretariat would continue to provide considerable administrative support for the time being. Dell Horey and Amanda Phillips were to be thanked for their excellent input to the process.
Action: Nick to develop a job description for the consumer co-ordinator position, with input from Jonathan, Liz, Lorne, Mary Ellen, Mingming and Sophie

29. Reports from entity representatives:

29.1
Cochrane Review Group (CRG) issues:

29.1.1
Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive report: Sophie gave a verbal report on Roger’s behalf on the activities of the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive during the preceding six months. The Co-ordinating Editors’ Board would be meeting for two days in Rome in April, part-funded from core Collaboration funds. Quality of reviews would be the main focus, and the development of methodological standards, discussing a process of random audit, quality improvement of the editorial process, working with MARS and the Handbook editors re new material in the next 12-18 months, and training issues. The Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive planned to participate in PICO more actively; they would be conducting a survey of all Co-ordinating Editors to see whether what they actually do is reflected in their draft job description. Key Performance Indicators would be drafted. The Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive would also meet with the newly formed Centre Directors’ Executive in Keystone. The importance was stressed of communicating with the larger body of Co-ordinating Editors, to ensure that any concerns were heard, and to communicate key CCSG decisions; Roger and Sophie would be reporting to the CCSG on the Co-ordinating Editors’ meeting in late April. 
 
29.1.2
Managing Editors' Executive report: The report from the MEs’ Executive on the preceding six months’ activities was noted with appreciation. 

29.1.3
Trials Search Co-ordinators’ Executive report: The report from the TSCs’ Executive on its activities during the preceding six months was noted with thanks. Gail reported that the results of the survey of TSCs that had been conducted in September 2009 had recently been released. Core standards would be developed. The membership of the TSCs’ Executive had recently been reduced from eleven people to eight, and would include the TSC representative on the MaRC as of May 2010. 

29.2
Centre issues: Lisa reported that the Centre Directors’ Executive had just been formed, incorporating the Centre representatives on the CCSG and Alessandro Liberati as one of the two Co-Chairs; the Centre Directors’ Executive would seek an additional person to provide more regional and linguistic diversity. It would focus on continuing development of KPIs, and data collection would be piloted between now and Keystone; it would also focus on issues of accountability, succession planning, and development of a formal remit for Cochrane Centres. The Centre Directors’ Executive had already met with the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive and shared information and agendas, and would continue to meet on a regular basis. It would develop better pathways for communication, especially taking on board the particular challenges confronting Cochrane Authors; also sharing KPIs and accountability.

29.2.1
Ensuring better geographical participation in The Cochrane Collaboration: Steve McDonald reported on the discussion on this topic that had taken place at the recent Centre Directors’ meeting in Auckland. It had been acknowledged that everyone involved should be brought in to tackle this problem, without creating additional work for entities, but that developing the solution to the problem should not be left just to those most affected by the issues. They would work closely with the Co-ordinating Editors’ Executive to consider ways of increasing capacity at the review level, such as setting up satellites of Review Groups, and identifying which groups have Authors wishing to increase their representation. Mentoring activities, formal or informal, would be investigated. Partnerships with other groups such as WHO regional offices might be in a position to offer funding for such initiatives. A task force of Centre Directors was forming, including Xavier Bonfill, Sally Green, Youping Li, Steve McDonald, Philippe Ravaud, Jimmy Volmink and Phil Wiffen. Denise Thomson would be asked to represent the Fields Executive on this task force. It was suggested that a key performance indicator for Co-ordinating Editors should be to report on one or two strategies on review authorship and content, to make visible the things that are already being done and sharing the lessons learned. Steve said that translation of core training materials was being considered to address the language challenges. The importance was stressed of preparing relevant reviews as a higher priority than capacity building. It was proposed to make this the topic for the strategic discussion at the 2011 mid-year meetings in Split, Croatia; the task force would be responsible for organising this. There was also the intention to hold a workshop at the Keystone Colloquium. Each of the Executives should be asked to provide written comments to the Operations and Finance Committee (the former Executive) for discussion at one of its meetings between May and July, on the issues outlined in paragraphs 6 (a), (b) and (c) so that the challenge is built into people’s workplans, to be ready to discuss this in Keystone. 
Action: Steve to bring this to the Executive in May/June; planning should begin as soon as possible for this topic to be the subject of the strategic session during the mid-year meetings in Split in 2011

29.2.2
Representation of people from non-English-speaking backgrounds: Donna reported on the feedback she had received from people all over the world as the result of the workshop on this issue that had been held during the Singapore Colloquium in 2009. The CCSG approved that this challenge should be addressed by the activities of the task force that had just been formed to try to ensure better geographical participation in the Collaboration. It should also be included in the workplans of the Training Working Group, the Marketing and Communication Group, and given priority by our publishers. Thanks were expressed to Donna, Claire Allen and Karla Soares-Weiser for their efforts in this area.
Action: Steve to ensure the points and recommendations in Donna’s paper are incorporated into the proposal at 29.2.1 above

29.2.3
Fields issues: Katrina reported that the Fields Executive had recently been formed, and had already been found to be very useful. Its initial activities had been to define its remit and communication process. The Fields Executive would be conducting a mapping exercise of Fields’ current activities within the Collaboration. 
Action: Katrina to take the lead in mapping the current activities of Fields

     29.2.4 Methods Group issues (see also item 12): Julian reported on the recent formation of the Methods Board (comprising everyone with a methods role in the Collaboration), and its voting members (who are a subset of people from the key entities with methods roles). Julian clarified the roles and remits of the MARS Working Group, the actual and proposed new Methods Groups, and revision of the core functions of Methods Groups, and the Handbook editors’ plans for updating it. There was to be a joint meeting with the Campbell Methods Groups in Keystone, and the Non-Randomised Studies Methods Group would be holding a meeting in Ottawa this June. The CCSG expressed urgency for the production of the Handbook of Reviews of Screening and Diagnostic Test Accuracy. There are only three of the six intended chapters on the website, and two major chapters are missing. The CCSG looked forward to the rapid completion of this Handbook, and there should be offline discussion with the Convenors of the two relevant Methods Groups to expedite this.
Action: Julian and Jonathan to discuss with the DTA Methods Group their timeline for Handbook completion

30. CCNet detailed business and operational plan 
This paper had been included in the background documentation for the strategic discussion on 25 March (see item 28 above).

31. Trading Company Directors’ report 
Lorne thanked Mike Clarke and Peter Langhorne for their background paper. Nick confirmed that the future role of the Company is tied up with discussion about our future commercial activities. David and Nick would be focussing on this within the next few months, with a view to making a proposal at the next CCSG meeting in Keystone. The suggestion to expand the number of countries covered by the low-income national provisions had been discussed, but not agreed to, as the expansion would cover a number of countries that are currently well able to afford to pay. Taking forward options on other currencies in order to even out currency fluctuations had been agreed to in principle, but not yet enacted, pending further clarifications. Regarding Wiley data provision, Nick explained that much of this has to be produced manually and is thus very cumbersome, so agreement had been reached with the Trading Company Directors to provide the full suite of data annually rather than six-monthly. It was noted that the legal and financial deadlines in the preceding six months, as indicated on the table of key dates, had all been met.
Action: David and Nick to provide a proposal as to the Collaboration’s future commercial activities for discussion in Keystone

32. Reports from:

32.1
The Ombudsmen: The report from Kathie Clarke and Peter Langhorne was acknowledged with thanks. They had both indicated in the report that they wished to step down from this role, Kathie immediately and Peter once a new structure/staffing had been put in place. The Ombudsmen had asked the CCSG to decide on whether they wished to continue with the existing Ombudsman arrangement (and, if so, to consider suitable individuals to take on the role). The CCSG agreed that this was an important role and should be maintained; Jini was asked to put out an open call for applicants to replace Kathie and eventually Peter, with advice from Lorne. The Ombudsmen had previously suggested that the CCSG should consider hiring a conflict resolution consultant to prepare guidance material for the Collaboration website, based on evidence and best practice. The CCSG had agreed a year ago that there were higher priorities for Collaboration funding at that time, and the situation remained unchanged. Lorne would let Kathie and Peter know, and thank Kathie very much for her input in this special role. 
Action: Jini to put out a call for applicants to replace Kathie as Co-Ombudsman as soon as possible, and to replace Peter after a period of overlap to ensure continuity; Lorne to communicate with Kathie and Peter

32.2
The Funding Arbiter: Lorne thanked Lisa for her report on behalf of the Funding Arbitration Panel. Lisa agreed to consider amending the membership of the panel. She would remind Review Groups of the mechanism for requesting advice from the Funding Arbiter.
Action: Lisa

32.3
The Publication Arbiters: Lorne expressed thanks to Kay Dickersin and Rick Nelson for their report as Publication Arbiters, in which they had asked the CCSG to take advice and indemnify the Co-Publication Arbiters against possible litigation arising from their work. Nick would check this with the Collaboration’s insurance agents. The role of the Publication Arbiters and its overlap with that of the Editor in Chief was raised. David was asked to provide a proposal which considered this issue and suggest a way forward, in consultation with Kay and Rick.  
Action: Jini to check with the insurance agents about indemnifying the Co-Publication Arbiters; David to consult with Kay and Rick so as to propose the way forward

33. Future CCSG meetings:

33.1
Denver (17 October 2010); Keystone (23 October 2010): Jini explained that a coach would be arranged to transport the CCSG to Keystone after their pre-Colloquium meeting in Denver; she would circulate details nearer the time.
Action: Jini

33.2
Split (28 March to 3 April 2011): This meeting should be opened up to all members of the various Executives, whose travel and accommodation expenses would be met from core Collaboration funds. Everyone is expected to attend the strategic discussion as well as the other Cochrane meetings.  

34. Future Cochrane Colloquia:

34.1
Madrid, Spain, 19-22 October 2011: There was nothing to report at this time. 

34.2
Nanning, China, October 2012: The dates of this are not yet known.
35. Core funded programmes
Lorne thanked Lucie for her table of the status of the core funded programmes. 

36. Opportunities Fund: the future
In her background paper, Lucie had asked the CCSG to make a decision as to whether or not to continue the Opportunities Fund after the current round. There was broad agreement (although not consensus) that whilst there was a place for innovative projects, this Fund had not provided good value for money. There was a strong view among CCSG members that innovation should be built into its funding decisions in future, and that a mechanism should be devised by which this could occur. Examples of funding for innovation include knowledge translation, training, advocacy as per the Strategic Review, building regional capacity, recommendations from the Authors’ survey, and methodological projects. After lengthy discussion, it was agreed to discontinue the Opportunities Fund after the current round. The financial effect of this decision is a saving of GBP 100,000 per annum from financial year 2011-2012, or half a million pounds for a five-year period.
Action: Nick and Lucie to propose to the Executive a mechanism by which innovation can be built into CCSG decisions on funding

37. Proposal to allocate a proportion of the Collaboration’s royalties to CRGs
The editors of the Pregnancy and Childbirth Group had proposed in their background document that a proportion of Wiley internet download royalties (pay per view) be given to the Review Groups from which the reviews were published. Nick provided data indicating that this would involve a total of about GBP 27,000, and that, depending on what algorithm was used, there were unlikely to be more than four Review Groups which would get over GBP 1000. The proposal would cause a considerable administrative workload to little practical benefit, and was therefore not supported. 
Action: Lorne to communicate this decision to the Pregnancy and Childbirth Group editors

38. Discretionary Fund 
The CCSG noted that there had been four applications to this Fund in the past year. 

39. Allocation of funds to specific proposals
Nick itemised the decisions that had been made at this meeting which had financial implications, totalling about GBP 335,384 of new infrastructure costs, which was affordable from operating income. For innovations, the amount of GBP 87,000 had been approved via the Opportunities Fund. Nick agreed to provide a paper to the next-but-one meeting of the Organisation and Finance Committee (formerly called the Executive), making explicit what had been budgeted for Boards, Executives, etc., as this had not yet been communicated to them. Executives had been allocated GBP 10K each to meet; they should book teleconferences through the Secretariat. GBP 5K was approved for HEAP meetings to support Handbook development.  
Action: Nick

40. Decisions made at this meeting to be communicated to members of the Collaboration: Lucie had been compiling the communication needs throughout this meeting via the Implementation, Tracking and Communication (ITC) forms. 

41. Matters arising from the minutes of the previous face-to-face meeting, not already dealt with 
There were no matters arising from the minutes of the CCSG meeting in Singapore that had not already been dealt with earlier on this agenda.

42. Environmental sustainability 
A number of new committees had been formed during this meeting, which had implications for travel to meetings. Technological advances allowed that some of these committees could meet via video conferencing rather than face to face. This issue should remain an important standing item on the CCSG and other Cochrane meeting agendas. 
 
43. Outstanding action items
Lorne reminded everyone to let the Secretariat know when they had completed any of their action items, so that the spreadsheet could be brought up to date.
Action: CCSG members to advise the Secretariat of completed action items 

44. Any other business:

44.1
Terminology within the Collaboration: Jonathan reminded everyone that with all the name changes that had been agreed to at this meeting, it would be important to achieve consistency of terminology.
Action: Jini

44.2
Twenty years on: Jonathan asked Steering Group members to suggest suitable ways of marking twenty years of the existence of the Collaboration in 2013.
Action: CCSG members to send suggestions to Jonathan

44.3
Joint session at the Keystone Colloquium between Cochrane and Campbell Collaboration Steering Groups: Nick reminded everyone of this, and asked them to make suggestions as to how this one-hour session could best be utilised. 
Action: CCSG members to send suggestions to Nick

45. Thanks to the hosts and organisers of the meeting, and others
Jonathan expressed thanks on behalf of the CCSG to Cindy Farquhar and her colleagues Alison Cooper, Mark Jeffery and Vanessa Jordan for hosting an excellent week of meetings. He also expressed thanks to the Secretariat team for production of the agenda materials, to Jini for taking the minutes, and to the staff of the CEU for a very productive first year of operation. 
Appendix 1

The Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group ratified the recommendations of the selection panel for the 2010 Opportunities Fund with respect to funding the following five applications, pending clarification and confirmation from the applicants on the points outlined in their background documents for this meeting: 
1) Terry Klassen, PICOs in Respiratory Child Health, Child Health Field.

2) Philippe Ravaud, Hybrid machine/human translation vs. machine translation vs. human translation of Cochrane abstracts and plain language summaries, French Cochrane Centre.

3) Mark Petticrew, Extrapolation: Applying the results from Cochrane Reviews to whom, when, and how? Campbell and Cochrane Equity Methods Group.

4) Paul Montgomery, How empty are empty reviews? Developing guidelines for the discussion of excluded studies, Developmental, Psychosocial and Learning Problems Review Group.

5) Taryn Young, Cochrane Africa Editing Skills Workshop, South African Cochrane Centre.
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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: Lorne Becker, Zbys Fedorowicz, Donna Gillies, and Liz Whamond; also Giovanna Ceroni, Toby Lasserson, Harriet MacLehose and Hilary Wilson (Cochrane Editorial Unit); and Claire Allen, Anne Giles, Jini Hetherington, Lucie Jones and Nick Royle (Secretariat). 

The under-mentioned have made the following declarations:

Lisa Bero: Yes, in the past five years I have received research funding from the National Institutes of Health, World Health Organization, California Tobacco-Related Disease Research Program (research money derived from the tax on cigarettes), Flight Attendants Medical Research Institute, National Science Foundation, and Attorney General Consumer and Prescriber Grant Program. 
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.

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, in 2009 I received funding 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.
Rob Scholten: Yes, in the past five years I have received research funding from the Dutch Health Council, Dutch Health Insurance Council, and various Dutch scientific non-commercial organisations. I was also involved as an applicant or advisor in a project funded by the Cochrane Opportunities Fund.

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. 
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