MINUTES

Meeting of the Cochrane Information Retrieval Methods Group (CIRMG)

XIV Cochrane Colloquium, Dublin 

12.30 - 1.15 pm. Wednesday 25th October 2006 

Chairs -   Carol Lefebvre (CL )Alison Weightman (AW) -Group Co-convenors 
Minutes - Bernadette Coles (Group Co-ordinator)

1.
Welcome.
Alison Weightman welcomed those present to the meeting and introduced Carol Lefebvre and Bernadette Coles.


Apologies
Apologies were received from Jesse McGowen (Co-Convenor of the Group) and also from :  Elizabeth D Pienaar (South African Cochrane Centre) ,  Justus Krabshuis (Highland Data, UK ) and  Molly Harris (Harris Abstract Services, USA).

2. 
Minutes of the last Meeting (Melbourne 2005)
The minutes were accepted as an accurate record of the meeting with no corrections.

3.
Matters arising.

All actions raised in the last meeting were declared completed.

4.
Brief Presentation by Margaret Sampson (MS)
[Margaret Sampson was the recipient of the IRMG’s 2006 Colloquium sponsored-entity registration]

MS began by thanking the Group for the sponsorship she received this year the delivered brief overviews on

1. Updating systematic reviews. Poster 091.
2. Updating Quorum

3. Updating CAM registry.

CL - Thanked MS for her contribution.

Questions/comments from the floor.

Andrew Booth (University of Sheffield UK) suggested that there should be a formal mechanism to keep interested parties updated on this work as changes would impact on the group as a whole - maybe the discussion list and group web page could play a role?
CL- good idea -would MS take up the challenge of keeping the group informed using the discussion list.

Rachel Couban. (Back review group)  Why & when would you update a review  - can you update when you are aware of a new trial?

MS - replied it’s a continual process.  Updating at 2 years is practical but reviews can be updated earlier if authors are aware of new research.  Sometimes new reviews are required.   It can be useful to check trial registries to see what’s coming up.

CL - there will be a new working group looking at updating reviews which will come under the quality advisory group.

5. AW introduced Julie Glanville
Presentation: How do we identify search filters? 

JG gave an overview of the project and webpage resource and outlined plans for a checklist to appraise filters.  She asked for feedback on the WebPages and appealed for interested parties to assist in appraisal process.

Questions/comments from the floor.

Louise Falzon (Mount Sinai USA)  How do you find and collect new filters and how are decisions made on what is included?  How do you feel about the primary care filter produced by Oregon.

JG - Decisions are made by the group.  Databases were regularly trawled (the strategy is on the website).  Filters that addressed subject areas would not be looked at until later.

Andrew Booth - thanked JG for co-ordinating the Quality Research methods Group - does that Group have a role flagging up new publications about filters?
JG - that has not been decided but would suggest that this can piggy back on the Methodology Register.

CL - A discussion on the register had taken place in an overlapping group.  A meeting will take place after the Colloquium but it is probably that the Quality Group will feed into it in much the same way as the IRMG.
6.
The IRMG Work plan (for discussion).
AW led the discussion and began by going through the plan.  The plan had been distributed to the Group via the e-mail list and had been received by the majority of people in the meeting.  There were no comments from the floor and AW invited members to get in touch if they wanted to be involved with any project in the workplan.

7. 
Proposals for new projects.

The following areas were put forward.

Andrew Booth.  

Sensitivity / specificity aspects of search filters were analogous to diagnostic tests - links with the diagnostic group?
Comprehensive searching was under threat with drivers for abbreviated searching due to updating/time pressures.  We should look at how comprehensive searching impacts on the result of a review.  Reviews should be audited and trials tagged to indicate their source (MEDLINE Embase etc).
Barney Reeves (Bristol University -UK) supported the idea and said the non-random methods group had the same issues.  The hypothesis that the harder you search the more biased the evidence becomes needed to be tested.
8.
Ideas for additional sources of funding for the Group

9.  
Any other business
Items 8 and 9 were deferred for discussion on the e-mail list as the meeting had to be called to a halt as we had run out of time.

CL thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting.

10.  
Date and place of next meeting:  October 21-25, Brazil

