Notes from Proposed Agenda and Priority Setting Methods Group Meeting
At the Cochrane Colloquium, Madrid – 27th October 2011 
Participants 
Bita Mesgarpour,  Elena Parmelli , Rachel Marshall,  Jackie Chandler,  Prathap Tharyan, Tianjing Li , Peter Bragge,  Inger Norderhaug, Vivian Welch, Sally Crowe, Ron Stamp,  Roland Buechter, Yvonne Zens Elvira van Dalen, Alessandro Liberati, Tommy Hoffman, Tsung Yu, Sandra Aybar, Mona Nasser, Rachel Churchill, Luke Vale, Kristina Lindsey
Participants introduced themselves, their interests and experiences in agenda and priority setting, either in systematic reviews or in other areas of clinical research.
Where there was consensus in the discussion for actions for the Agenda and Priority Setting Methods Group (once convened) to take forward these are in bold and italics.

Under discussion:

Methods for Prioritisation
Generally there are two approaches to setting priorities; consultative (with people and groups) and analytical (using data and existing agendas), in some examples both approaches may be deployed.   Other factors, such as context for priorities, (e.g. HTA projects, primary research, secondary research), social and political factors all have a part to play.  Many participants at the meeting had direct experience of priority setting in different contexts, and using different methods.

For example:

· NIHR (UK) funded programmes in prioritisation for systematic review groups.  Where there was a consultation element patients, professionals and funders were engaged, where there was an analytical approach factors such as available evidence for review, burden of disease, importance and cost  to service, and degree of uncertainty were factors in the analysis.  

· Cochrane Editorial Unit has been working on tools to help review groups prioritise review updates. Following some initial stakeholder consultation items for prioritisation and scores were agreed and piloted in the Muskoskeletal CRG 
· Norway has experience of prioritisation in Health Technology Appraisals and thinks that many of these methods could be adapted for systematic review agenda setting.

· Options appraisal was cited as a ‘quick and dirty’ approach to priority setting that can be useful, as long as it is transparent.

· In the USA the Vision CRG has been using the research recommendations from Practice Guidelines to trigger research questions for reviews.  These are prioritised using Delphi Surveys resulting in prioritised questions for the review group, as well as some consensus on Patient Reported Outcomes for use in reviews 
The group agreed that it would be very useful to have an online space for these examples – either as links to published papers or more informal narratives of experiences.

Challenges in using methods for agenda and priority setting systematic reviews in the Cochrane Collaboration

· Different political and economic approaches in different countries to health care and research decision making 
· Different health care delivery systems and contexts for prioritisation  

· Wide range of quality in data that could be used for prioritisation  

· Scope of agenda and prioritisation methods potentially huge – maybe satellite or working groups could tackle discrete areas of interest?

The group agreed that some sort of mapping exercise that describes the range of methods that can be used for agenda and priority setting would be a useful starting place.  (Mona and Sally have already got some material in this area that could be adapted and enlarged with input from the Methods group)

Working with CRGs and their outputs 

· Several participants cited a need for improvement in the quality and order of implications for research sections of reviews as a source of data for priorities - Italy has asked Centre Directors (Germany, France and Spain) to convene to discuss these  issues in 2012  
· Other participants suggested that it is important that the methods group engage with CRGs in a useful way – they (CRGs)need to continue the programme of reviews that they are committed to and some won’t see prioritisation as meriting a project in its own right so they will be looking for useful and accessible ideas for prioritisation that are practicable
The group agreed that the proposed methods group should work in close liaison with CRGs so that whatever is produced is useful and relevant 
Alessandro to report back from Paris meeting 
Other suggestions for methods group:
· Ensure that the mapping exercise of agenda and priority setting methods (in systematic reviews and other research)  is an accessible summary of existing methods and their critiques, where available 

· Analyse the MECIR and MaRC reports for what CRGs currently do in terms of prioritisation summarising this information 

· A systematic review of prioritisation methods for reviews is a longer term but important project piece of work 
· Develop a taxonomy of headings for information and material relating to agenda and prioritisation methods for systematic reviews e.g. transparency, criteria, methods etc 

· Make sure that all the CRGs that undertook some prioritisation activity have been approached so that there results and methods can be shared 

· US Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality AHRQ – check to see what they do 

· Check out the  US based ‘The Patient-Centred Outcomes Research Institute’ — Promoting Better Information, Decisions, and Health
Other sessions at the Madrid Colloquium relating to Agenda and Prioritisation Methods  
Plenary Oral Session for Patient Safety Conference – Thursday 20th October 12.45 – 14.15 

· The participation of patients in the prioritisation of research

You can access to the conference presentation at following link:

http://www.seguridaddelpaciente.es/index.php/lang-en/informacion/eventos/international-conferences-patient-safety/vi-conference/presentations.html
Oral sessions 
B4 Methods for preparing reviews (non statistical) 
B401 (page 21 Cochrane Library Abstract Book)
· The proposed Cochrane agenda and priority setting methods group: establishing a research program 

B402 (page 21 Cochrane Library Abstract Book)

· Evaluating priority setting approaches: tools for a Cochrane Methodology Review 

C4 Editorial processes and supporting review authors 
C403 (page 39 Cochrane Library Abstract Book)

· Impact, accountability and sustainability of the Cochrane prioritisation project – Eyes and Visio Group experience 

Poster Sessions
P1A65 (page 66 Cochrane Library Abstract Book)

· UK prioritisation methods for Cochrane Reviews 

P2A139 (page 98 Cochrane Library Abstract Book) 

· Prioritising whether and when to update Cochrane reviews 
P3A299 (page 160)

· Setting priorities for comparative effectiveness research on the management of primary angle closure (PAC): a survey of Asia-Pacific clinicians
Plenary Oral Session for Cochrane Colloquium 

Saturday 29th October 2011 – 09.30 – 1100 

· Patient centred prioritisation of research 

