Cochrane Collaboration 

Statistical Methods Group (SMG)

Draft minutes of meeting held on 25 October, 2005 in Melbourne

Present: Jon Deeks (chair), Steff Lewis (minutes), Ralf Bender, Michael Borenstein, Mike Bracken, Deborah Caldwell, Roberto D’Amico, Piergiorgio Duca, Sue Duval, Giovanni Filardo, Christian Gluud, Roger Harbord, Jill Hayden, Peter Herbison, Julian Higgins, Jørgen Hilden, Ashley Jones, Mike Jones, Anne Lethaby, Petra Macaskill, Jo McKenzie, Vivienne Moore, Dianne O’Connell, Barney Reeves, Georgia Salanti, Ian Shrier, Jonathan Sterne, Alex Sutton, Kristian Thorlund, Swaroop Vedula, George Wells, Helen Worthington.

Business meeting

1.  Updated membership list

Steff explained that she had tidied up SMGlist, making sure that everyone who was on it wished to remain on it, and had added the members of the cleaned up SMGlist into Archie.  She now needs to let everyone know who their primary entity is, so that they can update their details on Archie.

Action: Steff
2.  Handbook

Jon explained that the sections on crossover trials and cluster-randomised trials have now been added.  There are still a few sections of Chapter 8 to complete.

Action: Jon
Steff said that some readers were becoming confused by the section in Chapter 8 on heterogeneity.  Some were now using a combination of I-squared and chi-squared to define ‘significant’ heterogeneity.  Julian said people should not use I-squared to define ‘significant’ heterogeneity.

Action: Julian to rewrite to make this clearer
3.  Wiley

Jon explained that Wiley have now reverse engineered Metaview for their version of the Cochrane Library and thanked all those involved in testing Wiley’s version.  There are still a couple of minor unresolved issues that Wiley are dealing with.  He asked everyone to get in touch if they discover any errors in the meta-analysis calculations or presentation within the Cochrane Library.  Wiley are currently researching how people use the Cochrane Library interface, and during testing, no user found the forest plots.  We should campaign to have the forest plots brought forward.

Action: All to campaign at every opportunity for more accessible graphs.  ?Someone to raise with the New Interface Working Party?
4.  Quality improvement projects - non-standard designs.

Julian asked for volunteers to take on this project to write tutorials and algorithms, as there was money available for it, but as yet nobody had agreed to take the lead.

Action: Julian to email SMGlist again if nobody was forthcoming after the meeting.
5.  Meta-analysis and medical statistics courses.

This issue had been raised during the bi-annual monitoring of CRGs.  One of the CRGs had suggested that we should be actively trying to recruit statisticians to the Collaboration from MSc courses around the world.  Jonathan Sterne said we should be careful, as this is an enormous task and we all already have enough to do.  Barney Reeves suggested that we could put together a set of lectures to fire up biostatisticians to get involved with Cochrane.  Alex Sutton said that we could use the short projects that MSc students do at the end of their courses to get some work done.  It was suggested that we could put all the statistics talks that we have developed onto our website, along with any ideas we have for Cochrane-related student projects.  It was suggested that although this is a big project, we should start with smaller items now and work forward from there.

Action: Investigate what could be put on our website?  Jo??
6.  Summary of findings tables.

Julian said we need to deal with continuous outcomes.  We need to evaluate dichotomising continuous outcome measures.  About 50% of those present thought this was a dreadful idea.  Jonathan Sterne said it is up to those in favour of the method to show an example where it would actually be helpful.  This is a potential project for a graduate student.  Julian would be keen to hear from people who are willing to do work on this.  

Action: Julian to circulate document on continuous outcomes to SMGlist.
Julian also reported that confidence intervals have now been included in the current version of the summary of findings table.

7.  Bias susceptibility meeting.

Julian explained that this was the biggest and most important of the topics so far.  He gave a few details of the assessment tool that had been developed, and reported that there would be a special session on this topic the following day.

Action: Julian to circulate document on this when it is complete.
8.  Website

Jo McKenzie offered to work on this, perhaps using the Collaboration’s website tool

Action: Steff to contact Jo
9. AOB

The Menstrual Disorders and Subfertility Group stated that they needed a new statistician to work with them.  Julian suggested they should send an email to one of the SMG Co-Convenors, who would send it to SMGlist.

Research meeting

1. IDP meta-analysis

Lesley Stewart and Jayne Tierney made a presentation on this topic.  Afterwards, Jonathan Sterne asked whether we were using O-E for historic reasons when we should really be using a likelihood-based approach (Cox, Weibull or something else).  Lesley Stewart said that O-E is simple and gives the same answer as likelihood approaches.  Alex Sutton raised the issue of what to do when you only have partial IPD.

2. Multiplicity

Ralph Bender asked what we were doing about multiplicity.  Julian said there was nothing been doing that he knew of at the moment.  Jon suggested that Ralph should set up a Topic Action Group on this subject, and come to the Dublin Colloquium to present the work done by this group.

Action: Ralph to email the SMG Co-Convenors
3. Sequential approaches to meta-analysis (Devereux paper)

Christian Thorlund presented a method of using formal monitoring boundaries in cumulative meta-analysis.  Ian Shrier asked why one would need to do sequential analysis when you have the data at the end.  Jon suggested that this method fits in with the Cochrane Collaboration’s methods of updating meta-analyses.  Christian said that the entire length of the boundary changes at every look.  Jon asked what the Optimal Information Size was based on.  It was calculated from the observed treatment effect among trials with adequate allocation concealment.  Julian said that he is developing a truly prospective sequential method using Bayesian methods.

