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PROGRESS OF FUNDING PROGRAMMES: 
OPPORTUNITIES AND PRIORITISATION FUNDS 
1. Purpose of Paper
To report on the progress, discuss the success, and recommend on the future, of the Opportunities and Prioritisation Funds.  
2. Urgency
Low.
3. Access 
This is an open access paper.  
4. Background
The Opportunities and Prioritisation Funds were established by The Cochrane Collaboration to facilitate a number of projects considered of benefit to the whole organisation. Funds are administered centrally, through application to the CCSG, to Cochrane contributors and entities who have responded to the appropriate Request for Proposals (RFP) and have designed a project within the remit of either Fund, focussing particularly on its applicability to the aims of The Collaboration’s Strategic Plan.  
· The Opportunities Fund (OF) solicits proposals of the author’s own initiative that address The Collaboration’s Strategic Plan. In the first RFP for the Fund in 2006 (20061101) the CCSG regarded Goals 1 and 2 of the Plan as a high priority
, but in the second round in 2007 (2007801) they stated that “proposals that address[ed] any part of the Strategic Fund” would be welcomed. In both 2006 and 2007 it was made clear to applicants that collaborative proposals involving multiple Cochrane entities would be given priority. The funding limit for each round was set at 100,000 GBP and in 2006, six projects were funded at a total cost of 96,498.29 GBP. A similar amount was allocated for the five successful projects from the 2007 round: exact amounts are to be determined following negotiation with the awardees.
· The Prioritisation Fund (PF) was implemented a year later than the OF, in 2007. Again, 100,000 GBP was available and five projects were selected for funding at a total cost of 97,477.27 GBP (currency conversion correct on 01/08/08). The aim of the PF is to improve mechanisms for key review topics, to better meet the needs of national and international stakeholders, and as per the OF, to demonstrate relevance to The Collaboration’s goals defined in the Strategic Plan; collaborative proposals were strongly encouraged. 
 
5. Summary
Projects funded by the Opportunities Fund (OF) in 2006 are starting to draw to a close; projects funded by the Prioritisation Fund (PF) in 2007 are well under way; and projects funded by the OF in 2007 have yet to be formalised by contract. From the information received from the projects’ investigators, projects seem to be staying true to their core aims and are demonstrating relevance to The Collaboration’s Strategic Plan. They have been less successful as methods of distributing core funding within The Collaboration. 
6. Discussion and Proposals 
PART 1: Progress review of the funded projects  
 

OPPORTUNITIES FUND 2006 (20061101):
All projects are well under way or are drawing to a close. Annex A provides ‘snapshots’ of the projects, including summaries of their aims and deliverables as stated in the funding proposals and subsequent funding agreements. 
· Phil Wiffen’s project on the production of web-based training for Cochrane review authors is scheduled to finish in January 2009. As of June 2008, the basic structure of the training website had been designed, developed and implemented, as had the overall course content and mode of delivery. Phil has clearly identified tasks still remaining –primarily in the evaluation and dissemination of the effectiveness of the online training programme- and his interim report suggests that the project is on course to fulfil its aims and deliverables. 
· Jessica Thomas’ project to introduce an RGC induction and mentoring programme has been extended to the end of 2009 following a request by Victoria Pennick on behalf of the Principal Investigators and approval by Nick Royle. The progress report explained that the investigators have not managed to mentor five or more new RCGs during 2008, and as this is the minimum number required to produce meaningful results on the success of the mentoring programme, they will require further to time to fulfil the original aims of the project. In addition, they have collapsed their original five Deliverables into three: 1) Updated RCG job description; 2) Updated RCG documents; 3) Development, implementation and evaluation of a mentoring programme. 
Deliverables 1 and 2 have already been completed and made available in The Cochrane Manual and posted on the RGC Forum under ‘Mentorship Programme’. Details of the mentoring programme have been publicised on Cochrane’s website (Administrative Resources Portal > Mentoring for RCGs). 
· John Lavis’ project on making Cochrane reviews more accessible to policy makers should have been completed, and although both outstanding progress reports have been requested, neither have been received to date. An interim report was received at the end of September 2007 addressing the first aim of the project to “develop and evaluate alternative approaches to identifying policy relevant Cochrane reviews”. The report concluded that neither the Medline search strategy nor the ‘keyword’ search strategy of the Cochrane Library developed as part of this project were as successful as manual reviewing of the Library’s quarterly updates in updating the database of policy relevant Cochrane reviews. The submission of two other reports required as part of this project should address its other aims, however, a link to the active ‘research-to-policy’ database was posted in April 2008’s Cochrane News (Issue 42) (www.researchtopolicy.ca) indicating that the main deliverable of this project has already been produced. 
· Sally Hopewell’s project on analytical methods to guide decision of whether, and when, to update Cochrane reviews is drawing to a close and following contact from Sally and the research assistant on the project, Kirsty Loudon, it has been agreed that the final report will be delivered by the end of October 2008. No interim report was required as part of the Funding Agreement it will not be possible to provide the CCSG with an update on the project’s progress. 
· Claire Glenton’s project on developing and evaluating a plain language summary template for Cochrane reviews should have been completed by the Freiburg Colloquium but has been extended to the end of May 2009 following a requested extension. The delay was attributed to the time taken to get ethics approval in some of the countries involved and a delay to the development and approval of the Summary of Findings table. 

PRIORITISATION FUND 2007 (20061102):
Following a joint meeting of Centre Directors, Co-ordinating Editors and CCSG members at Khon Kaen, Thailand, April 2006, the PF was established as a one-off RFP to provide Cochrane entities with funds to address prioritisation mechanisms for key reviews topics and for meeting the needs of internal and external stakeholders, particularly those in Lower and Middle Income Countries (LMIC). 
Annex B provides ‘snapshots’ of the projects, including summaries of their aims and deliverables as stated in the funding proposals and subsequent funding agreements. All projects should be well under way and drawing to a close between October 2008 and March 2009, assuming that work began immediately following signature of the funding agreements. Unlike the OF, the requirement for interim reports was not specified in these agreements and although an email was sent to the Principal Investigators (PIs) in August 2008 requesting short, informal progress summaries, given the short time before the Colloquium it is understood why these have not been forthcoming in all cases.  
· Sita Vij, project officer on Janet Wale’s project on the prioritisation of Cochrane reviews for consumers and the public in low and high-income countries, did provide an update, detailing the collection of data from the online CCNet survey carried out in English and currently being carried out in Spanish. The survey was a user assessment of review titles on a healthcare topic, with the aim of establishing the most important, useful and relevant reviews to that user. The results of the English and Spanish surveys will be compared when the latter is closed to participants, more feedback will be obtained from professionals and consumers and a pre-Colloquium workshop will discuss the findings of the project to date.
· Kay Dickersin has reported that her project on using practice to determine review priorities is likely to be extended beyond the proposed end date of October 2008. The investigators have partnered with the American Glaucoma Society and have translated statements from the American Academy of Ophthalmology’s practice guidelines into answerable clinical questions, which they are using to survey a selection of eye experts on open angle glaucoma. They intend to use the same methodology to investigate close angle glaucoma and will use the information gathered to report generally on review priorities in clinical topics.
OPPORTUNITIES FUND 2007 (20070801):
Awardees were informed of the success of their applications at the end of April 2008 and should be contacting Nick Royle in due course to draft formal funding agreements. No official work has begun on any of the projects.
  

Annex C provides ‘snapshots’ of the projects, including summaries of their aims and deliverables as stated in the approved funding proposals. 

PART 2: Assessing the success of the projects and the RFPs  
At its mid-year meeting in Amsterdam in 2007, the CCSG discussed options for the strategic expenditure of core funds. According to Donna Gillies’ paper presented at Vellore in 2008, the CCSG has agreed in Amsterdam that “using central funds in a way that supports multiple entities in their core activities was seen as the best approach”. Specifically they agreed on some ‘guiding-principles’ in decision-making on core funding, which include: 

· The Steering Group has a responsibility to allocate funds to the greatest benefit across The Collaboration
Part of the thinking behind the OF and PF was to redistribute available core funding effectively across the Cochrane entities to ensure their long-term sustainability, but this has not been particularly successful. In the 2006 OF call, for example, three of the five projects were awarded to regional Centres; only Jessica Thomas’ project has been led principally from a Review Group (CRG), despite CRGs making up the majority of Cochrane entities. Jon Deeks, Chair of the OF Selection Panel, has also said that he was disappointed with the low number of applications from Methods Groups in 2006 and 2007 – the reasons for this low number are unclear. 
Although both OF and PF projects were awarded based on their proposed collaboration with other entities, the success of these collaborations is difficult to gauge without reports from the PIs that specifically address the issue and it will be some time before the impact of the projects can be assessed at a Collaboration-wide level. For some projects dissemination of results and deliverables is already occurring: an updated RGC job description has already been made available on the Collaboration website and in its Manual through Jessica Thomas’ OF 2006 project, for example. Most projects, however, are still to be completed and it is not yet clear how widely they will benefit members of the Collaboration, particularly those from LMIC and for non-English speakers. 
· Funding should contribute to the sustainability of The Cochrane Collaboration
Although the percentage of successful applications in the OF and PF is higher than for most funding schemes available for healthcare research, a significant number of proposals were submitted for each RFP (seventeen for the 2006 OF), with five per RFP funded. The work involved in putting together an unsuccessful application represents a substantial input of unrewarded effort by Cochrane entities, which ultimately detracts their members from fulfilling the entity’s core functions.  
On the flip-side, the topics addressed by OF and PF projects do relate to key themes like access, training and topic prioritisation, developments in which are essential to the sustainability of the financial and social capital of The Collaboration. Again, it will be the success in disseminating the deliverables from the funded projects that will determine the OF and PF’s contribution to the sustainability of The Collaboration, and it will be up to the CCSG to decide whether this contribution outweighs the inefficiency of returning funds to Cochrane entities though funding programmes like the OF and PF. 
· Decision-making should be ‘enabling’ rather than ‘rewarding’
Projects funded in the 2006 OF RFP were, according to Jon Deeks, of high quality and rated ‘A’ on a sliding, A-C scale used to assess OF proposals. Projects funded in 2007 however were predominantly rated ‘B’
.  The reasons for the dip in quality in 2007 are unclear – it may have been a temporary glitch or it could suggest that few new topics worthy of investigation are being identified by entities. In either case, for the 2007 OF round, the decision to fund the applications can be seen to have been ‘rewarding’ rather than ‘enabling’: the CCSG had core funds to give away and did so despite the quality of the proposals received. The CCSG may like to consider whether future RFPs should be withheld if the quality of applications is not sufficient according to the criteria used to assess them.
· Resources should be concentrated on core activities related to the Strategic Plan
The RFPs for both the OF and PF were explicit in their requirement for proposals to address issues related to the Strategic Plan, particularly with regards to the quality, access and relevance of reviews, and the funded projects were successful in fulfilling this requirement – at least in terms of their aims. 
For example, Janet Wale’s PF proposal on the prioritisation of reviews for consumers listed the specific Goals and Activities from Strategic Plan which the project aims to address. Its success will be determined by its adherence to its original aims, which can only be properly assessed when the project has been completed and a final report produced. Despite this, at this stage the conduct of the Janet’s project looks promising: surveys are being carried out in both English and Spanish to participants across The Collaboration in order to collect a wide and inclusive set of opinions.
 
· Funding applications should build in performance measures so that the success of a funding exercise can be evaluated.
Gauging the progress of the projects for this paper has been dependent on the provision of scheduled and interim reports from the investigators, emails where reports have not been required, and research via Cochrane’s website and newsletters. In some cases requests for reports from the investigators have not been responded to, but this is likely to be more to do with summer vacations than deliberate defaulting on contractual milestones and deliverables.  
From a strategic perspective the information received from the investigators has reflected the aims of individual projects rather than the aims of the RFPs as a whole. Investigators have not been asked to comment on the sufficiency of the funding they received, the success of the collaborations between entities and of the dissemination of the projects’ results, or even the success of the projects versus The Collaboration’s Strategic Plan – although in practice most reports seem to be addressing this point.  Only Sally Hopewell’s team has asked for a format for their final report and so the kind of RFP-wide, analysable data that would be useful in assessing the success of the RFP as a whole will not be uniformly received: 
Future RFPs should detail specific requirements for final reports that are useful for analysing the success of the project versus its aims and also the success of the project versus the RFPs aims. 
· Decision-making should support the identification of priority reviews, increase the number of new quality reviews on important topics, and continue the updating of existing reviews.
Have the projects been successful? 
From the information received to date it is possible to say that the projects funded by the OF and PF seem to have been well managed, executed using rigorous methodology and true to their original aims as specified in the funding proposals. Where timeframes have had to be extended, reasons were specified and alternative milestones proposed: the projects have been carried out with enthusiasm and have reflected the expertise of their investigators.  
For example, Phil Wiffen's project on devising web-based training for Cochrane review authors is already at the stage of having the training programme uploaded onto the WebCT platform in preparation for piloting, according to his interim report. Should it be continued to its conclusion, the project has the potential to fulfil some of the Goals of the Strategic Plan, namely "Ensuring Cochrane Reviews are easy to understand", "Identifying and responding to the needs of those using Cochrane Reviews" and also improving the quality of the reviews (1.1.12) by better training those who author them. Its impact to The Collaboration will be determined by how widely its results and deliverables are communicated, as will all those projects funded by the OF and PF. Projects may be successful in fulfilling the criteria of the Strategic Plan, but whether this is meaningful to The Collaboration is dependent on the range and number of Cochrane members who benefit from them. 
7. Summary of recommendations 
A) In light of the above review it is suggested that a new OF RFP is postponed until: 
I. The projects funded in the 2006 round have been completed, final reports produced, and results considered.
II. The successful projects from the 2007 round have formalised through funding agreements and work begun on them.
III. The future availability of core-funding is known.
The PF was considered a one-off RFP and therefore decisions regarding its renewal are  not applicable. 
B) In order to adhere to the ‘guiding principles’ for core-funding identified by the CCSG, future RFPs should build in clearer performance measures so that the success of the funding exercise can be more effectively evaluated.
C) Future RFPs should ensure that mechanisms for communicating results are core to project proposals.
D) The CCSG should consider the distribution of core funds to entities and the running of competitive funding programmes as separate. The progress of the OF and PF suggest that RFPs are good ways of addressing keys issues to the success and growth of The Collaboration -and of galvanising effort to address these issues- but they are not good ways of evenly distributing finances across entities and cannot be considered a financial ‘prop’ should entity funding be a problem. Where it is an issue, the CCSG should contemplate alternative methods of distributing core funds to entities. 

8. Resource Implications 
High: each OF and PF RFP requires approximately 100,000 GBP of core-funding. 
 
9. Impact Statement 
Any decision on the future of the OF (and PF) will impact significantly on the amount of core-funding available. 
 
10. Decisions required of the CCSG 
The CCSG is asked to note the recommendations of this paper when designing and implementing future RFPs. 
The CCSG is asked to adopt the recommendations of this paper, to postpone a future OF RFP until the projects already funded have begun, have been completed, and have been evaluated. 
  
Lucie Jones

Project Support and Business Communications Officer
Freiburg, 2008
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ANNEX A: OPPORTUNITIES FUND: (20061101)
	Title
	Web-based training for Cochrane review authors

	Principal Investigator
	Phil Wiffen

	Budget GBP
	17,070.00

	Principal Participating Entities
	· UK Cochrane Centre in collaboration with Portsmouth University

	Proposed End Date
	End of January 2009

	Summary of Project Aims
	· Provide a blended learning environment through development of interactive electronic resources incorporating interactive scenarios, quizzes with electronic responses relevant to answers given, and mechanisms for self assessment.
· Improve the equality of access to and availability of learning resources for review authors.

· Describe participants’ frequency of use, preferences, and satisfaction with on-line material.

· Implement a validated assessment of knowledge, skills, and confidence in systematic review methods in an on-line environment.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Internet-based learning environment for Cochrane review authors, accessed via registration system administered by the UKCC staff.


	Title
	Making Cochrane Reviews more accessible to policy makers

	Principal Investigator
	John Lavis

	Budget GBP
	23,421.29

	Principal Participating Entities
	· McMaster University, on behalf of EPOC and the Canadian Cochrane Centre

	Proposed End Date
	End of March 2008

	Summary of Project Aims
	· Develop and evaluate alternative approaches to identifying policy relevant Cochrane reviews.

· Develop and evaluate the inter-rater reliability of alternative approaches to categorizing policy relevant Cochrane reviews using policymaker friendly terminology.

· Develop guidance about the presentation of decision-relevant information in policy relevant Cochrane reviews and to develop an implementation strategy for this guidance.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Deliverables to include a fully tagged and categorized set of policy relevant Cochrane reviews (which will be updated quarterly by the Canadian Cochrane Network and Centre and made available through a searchable database that can be searched in both English and French) and guidance for how the presentation of decision-relevant information in Cochrane reviews could be improved for policymakers (and an implementation strategy for this guidance).


	Title
	Developing and Evaluating a Plain Language Summary for Cochrane Reviews

	Principal Investigator
	Claire Glenton

	Budget GBP
	16,954

	Principal Participating Entities
	· Norwegian Branch of the Nordic Cochrane Centre 

· Cochrane Musculoskeletal Review Group 

· Iberoamerican Cochrane Centre 

· Centro Colaborador Argentino de la Red Cochrane Iberoamericana 

· Cochrane Consumers and Communication Review Group 

	Proposed End Date
	End of May 2009 (following requested extension)

	Summary of Project Aims
	· Start from the assumption that the guidelines for Plain Language Summaries in the Cochrane Handbook (Section 4.2.5) leave room for inconsistent and imprecise reporting of results and therefore a standard template to extract and present data from Cochrane reviews in an accessible, useful and precise format is required.

· Develop a template from existing work and undertake systematic testing of it to ensure that it provides readers with an understandable and precise representation of the results of the review.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· A format for plain language summaries.

· Guidelines for writing plain language summaries for Handbook.


	Title
	Analytical methods to guide decisions of whether, and when, to update Cochrane Reviews

	Principal Investigator
	Sally Hopewell

	Budget GBP
	23,313 

	Principal Participating Entities
	· UK Cochrane Centre

· Australasian Cochrane Centre

· Dutch Cochrane Centre

· (Thomas Chalmers Research Institute)

	Proposed End Date
	End of October 2008

	Summary of Project Aims


	· Develop a decision-tool based on the criteria used to asses whether, and when, to update a Cochrane Review.

· Test the validity and reliability of the tool by sampling Cochrane reviews and the views of selected Cochrane review authors.

· Disseminate the findings of the project at the annual Cochrane Colloquium, publish in an international journal, send details to other agencies involved in the production of evidence synthesis and incorporate the tool into the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions and training programmes for systematic reviews within The Cochrane Collaboration.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Dissemination of the findings of the project at the annual Cochrane Colloquium and in an international journal.

· Incorporation of the decision-based tool into the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions and training programmes for systematic reviews within The Cochrane Collaboration.


	Title
	Review Group Coordinator (RCG) Induction and Mentoring Programme

	Principal Investigator
	Jessica Thomas

	Budget GBP
	16,100

	Principal Participating Entities
	· Anaesthesia Review Group, Denmark 

· Back Review Group, Canada 

· Consumers and Communication Review Group, Australia 

· Pain, Palliative and Supportive Care Review Group, UK 

	Proposed End Date
	End of December 2009 (following extension agreed by Nick Royle)

	Summary of Project Aims
	· Support four RGCs in the development of an induction programme for new RGCs joining The Cochrane Collaboration. 

· Develop the programme based on a survey to all current RGCs, focussing particularly on the need for one-to-one mentoring and support. 

· Update the RCG job description and make all findings available for imitation for other roles such as the Trial Search Co-ordinator and the Co-ordinating Editor roles.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Generic RGC job description.

· Update information relating to the RGC role such as the ‘Signpost’ document and the letter currently sent to all new RGCs by Jini Hetherington (Secretariat)

· Formal guidance for appointed mentors.

·  A ‘roster’ of available RGCs willing to spend between one and five days with a new RGC.

· Report on the assessment of the success of any training scheme developed for the introduction of new RGCs to The Cochrane Collaboration.


ANNEX B: PRIORITISATION FUND: (20061102)
	Title
	Prioritizing Cochrane Review topics to reduce the know-do gap in low and middle income countries (LMIC)

	Principal Investigator
	Peter Tugwell

	Budget GBP
	17,194

	Principal Participating Entities
	The University of Ottawa, on behalf of the Cochrane Health Equity Field

	Proposed End Date
	End of October 2008

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To identify high-priority topics of relevance to LMIC.

· To engage diverse stakeholders from LMIC in setting priorities for the Cochrane Collaboration (CC).

· To increase the relevance of the CC to stakeholders from LMIC.

· To establish linkage-exchange partnerships to facilitate knowledge translation.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Rank-ordered list of high-priority topics.

· Prioritized criteria for selecting high-priority topics.

· Registry of existing systematic reviews on high-priority topics.


	Title
	Delivering on priorities: developing and implementing effective collaboration between a CRG and a Cochrane Field

	Principal Investigator
	Rajan Madhok

	Budget GBP
	19,500

	Principal Participating Entities
	The University of Manchester, on behalf of the Bone, Joint and Muscle Trauma Group

	Proposed End Date
	Beginning of March 2009

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To develop and pilot a framework for effective collaboration between a Review Group (CRG) and a Field for identifying, delivering and dissemination on priority topic areas.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Agreed strategy for effective collaboration: summary documents and potential publications for dissemination of review findings, using example of hip rehabilitation.


	Title
	Piloting and evaluation of a patient-professional partnership approach to prioritising Cochrane Reviews and other research

	Principal Investigator
	Adrian Grant

	Budget GBP
	7,530

	Principal Participating Entities
	The University of Aberdeen, on behalf The Cochrane Incontinence Review Group

	Proposed End Date
	End of January 2009 (associated PhD thesis to be completed end of September 2009)

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To identify priorities for Cochrane reviews and new primary research related to urinary incontinence.

· To test this approach as a model for patient and professional groups to work together to prioritise Cochrane reviews and new primary research.

· To inform the wider debate about approaches to research prioritisation, and particularly those that involve patients or their representatives.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Development of a James Lind Alliance (JLA) Working Partnership, involving potential partner organisations representing people affected by incontinence.

· Identification of treatment uncertainties related to incontinence, to be assembled in the JLA Database of Uncertainties about the Effects of Treatments (DUETs).

· Prioritisation of new Cochrane reviews and existing reviews that need updating within the Cochrane Incontinence Group.

· Commentary on value of JLA Partnerships generally, using the example of the Incontinence Group. Full report in the form of a PhD thesis.


	Title
	Using practice guidelines to determine review priorities: a pilot project

	Principal Investigator
	Kay Dickersin

	Budget USD
	67,207

	Principal Participating Entities
	Johns Hopkins University, on behalf of the US Cochrane Centre

	Proposed End Date
	End of October 2008 (to be extended beyond October)

	Summary of Project Aims


	· To identify existing practice guidelines to identify areas where clinicians believe there are important questions on their field, focussing specifically on eyes and vision.

· To translate the guidelines into answerable clinical research questions.

· Using CENTRAL and the Cochrane Library databases, to identify the evidence that appears to exist for each clinical question.

· To present this information to the international clinical experts in the field and ask them to prioritize the reviews that should be done to address those questions.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Table of clinical questions addressed by glaucoma guidelines and other identified evidence.

· Ranking of clinical questions according to review priorities set by various stakeholders, and then by clinical experts in glaucoma, and evaluation of the number of Cochrane reviews that relate to these priorities.

· Evaluation of the utility of the project to the area of eyes and vision, and to clinical specialties in general.


	Title
	Prioritisation of Cochrane Reviews for consumers and the public in low and high-income countries as a way of promoting evidence-based healthcare

	Principal Investigator
	Janet Wale and Gerd Antes

	Budget USD
	28,100

	Principal Participating Entities
	Cochrane Consumer Network and The University of Freiburg, on behalf of the German Cochrane Centre 

	Proposed End Date
	End of September 2008

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To develop a web-accessed database identifying Cochrane reviews that are of particular relevance and importance for consumers active in shared decision making in healthcare. 

· To further identify which reviews are of particular relevance to consumers in low and middle income countries, those due for updating and those that are unlikely to be replaced by newer studies.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Database of most consumer-relevant reviews.

· Dissemination of information and development of communication guidelines. 


ANNEX C: OPPORTUNITIES FUND: (20070801)
	Title
	Making Cochrane information accessible to people in Africa

	Principal Investigator
	Martin Meremikwu

	Budget GBP
	22,375

	Principal Participating Entities
	· Nigerian Branch of South African Cochrane Centre

· South African Cochrane Centre

· Cochrane Consumer Network (CCNet)

· Cochrane HIV/Aids Review Group

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To increase consumer knowledge of Cochrane reviews through workshops in Nigeria.

· To look within the workshops at how the information might be translated into the language of people who are illiterate or with low literacy – through pictures, story telling etc.

· To arrange regular communication of consumers to look at commenting on Cochrane reviews that could form part of the editorial process.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Six workshops in three regions of Nigeria.


	Title
	Beyond the database search: developing inclusive global registers of studies

	Principal Investigator
	Alison Weightman

	Budget GBP
	8,436

	Principal Participating Entities
	· Cochrane Information Retrieval Methods Group

· Cochrane Public Health and Health Promotion Field

· Cochrane Effective Practice and Organisation of Care Group

· Cochrane Health Equity Field

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To develop a framework and methodology for locating evaluation studies that have previously been identified as hard to access.

· To focus on literature from low and middle income countries (LMIC).

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Guidance on searching LMIC sources through training and support on the preparation and maintenance of Cochrane reviews at Colloquia, for example.


	Title
	Approaches to estimate and present baseline risks: recommendations for Cochrane review Summary of Findings (SoF) tables

	Principal Investigator
	Jill Hayden

	Budget GBP
	23,433

	Principal Participating Entities
	· Back Review Group

· Statistics Methods Group

· Bias Methods Group

· [Proposed] Prognosis Review Methods Group

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To summarize the methodological literature relevant to estimating baseline risk.
· To compare and identify issues with different approaches to estimate baseline risk in available systematic review databases (of RCT and prognosis studies).
· To conduct a discussion workshop among key Cochrane stakeholders to identify additional issues, debate and attempt to reach consensus on appropriate recommendations for estimation and presentation of baseline risk.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· Document outline recommendations to The Cochrane Collaboration for estimating and presenting baseline risk in SoF tables.

· Peer-reviewed publication discussing methodological challenges in estimating baseline risk.


	Title
	Disseminating thousands of previously undiscovered trials

	Principal Investigator
	Clive Adams

	Budget GBP
	18,324

	Principal Participating Entities
	· Cochrane Schizophrenia Group
· South Asian Cochrane Network

	Summary of Project Aims


	· Using data previously collected through the EU-funded PRACTIHC project, to label, disseminate and appropriately format previously undiscovered randomised controlled trials from low and middle income countries (LMIC).

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· To supply relevant Cochrane groups with electronic records of randomised controlled trials previously undiscovered to those submitting to CENTRAL.

· To produce a hard copy, PDF version, of over 5,000 randomised controlled trials from LMIC.


	Title
	A portal to breast cancer clinical trials

	Principal Investigator
	Davina Ghersi

	Budget GBP
	25,000

	Principal Participating Entities
	· Cochrane Breast Cancer Review Group

· UK Cochrane Centre

· Australian New Zealand Clinical Trials Registry

	Summary of Project Aims
	· To demonstrate the feasibility of linking together records for ongoing trials, registered and published trials, published (but unregistered) trials and any relevant systematic reviews, so that these can be searched through a single portal with an entry point at any level.
· To pilot a study based register in breast cancer.

	Summary of Proposed Deliverables 
	· A search strategy that can be applied to the WHO Clinical Trials Search Portal to identify trials in breast cancer, relevant to specific topics.

· A mechanism for incorporating trial information from the WHO Clinical Trials Search Portal into the Breast Cancer Search Portal (BCSP).

· A mechanism for incorporating trial information from the Cochrane reviews, via the Cochrane Collaboration's parent database, into the BCSP.

· A prototype for a Clinical Trials in BCSP established.


� The Cochrane Collaboration’s Strategic Plan, August 2005:


Goal 1: To ensure high quality, Cochrane systematic reviews are available across a broad range of healthcare problems.


Goal 2: To promote access to Cochrane reviews and other products of The Cochrane Collaboration.


� The PF had a similar assessment method, with 6 representing the best application and 1 the worst. The successful applications fell between 4 and 6 on the scale.






- 12 -


