
 

 

 

 

 

 

The EUnetHTA JA (2010-2012) has received funding 
from the European Union, in the framework of the Health 
Programme 

E U R O P E A N  N E T W O R K  F O R  H E A L T H  T E C H N O L O G Y  A S S E S S M E N T  

 
EUnetHTA 
 

INTERIM  
TECHNICAL 
REPORT – WP3 
 
Appendices 
 
YEAR 2010 



 1 

 
                 

     
 

Plenary Assembly 2010 Survey 
 

 

Survey Report  

This reports the results of the 2010 Plenary Assembly Survey and has been compiled 
by EUnetHTA WP3 (Evaluation) – NETSCC. The respondents were attendees of the 
Plenary Assembly held in Ljubljana in May 2010. 

 

 

 
 
 
Report prepared by Dr Eleanor Guegan, 2010. 
 
 
Disclaimer statements; 
 
This project was part-funded by the NIHR Health Technology Assessment 
programme (project number 05/52/03) and will be published in full in Health 
Technology Assessment in 2013. See the HTA programme website for further project 
information: http://www.hta.ac.uk/ 
 
The views and opinions expressed therein are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect those of the Department of Health. 
 
EUnetHTA project is supported by a grant from the European Commission. The sole 
responsibility for the content of this report lies with the authors and the European 
Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information 
contained therein. www.eunethta.net 
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Background 
 

• The first Plenary Assembly of the EUnetHTA JA was held 20-21 May 2010 in 
Ljubljana, Slovenia.  

• This was the first time that representatives from the organisations had met in 
the Joint Action. An invitation was issued to all Associate Partner 
organisations and the List of Participants is included in Appendix 3. 

•  The meeting was held in a U-shape formation, with the Secretariat at the 
centre.  

• Speakers sat at the table and a microphone was passed between them. 

• Participants stayed at the same hotel and a social event was organised on 
the intervening evening, a meal and social networking activity. This social 
networking activity ‘safari activity’ involved the group being split into teams of 
~5 people and completing a quiz about Ljubljana and taking photos of the 
team in various poses. 

• Meeting participants were emailed the following documents on 7 May (the 
documents were also made available online via the PA Workroom on May 10, 
2010 – informed by Secretariat); 

*  Agenda 
*  Participants List 
*  Elections 
*  Governance Structure 
*  3 year workplan 
*  SOP manual 
*  Stakeholder Involvement Policy (draft) 
*  SOP for Stakeholder Involvement (draft) 
*  Spreadsheet about HTA production 
*  Evaluation form 
A copy of the email is included in Appendix 5. 
 
The agenda for the meeting was split over 2 days and is included in Appendix 3. Key 
items were; 

• Governance structure  

• Work Plan 2010-12  

• Election of Plenary Assembly Chair and Vice-Chair and three elected partners 
in Executive Committee  

• Stakeholder involvement  

• Long term strategy  
 

Methods 
• The survey was composed of five evaluative questions about the meeting;  

• Participants received an agenda pack at the meeting, which consisted of all 
information that was sent to the members 2 weeks in advance of the meeting 
on May 7 (informed by Secretariat).  

• This also included a paper copy of the 1-page Evaluation form. They were 
reminded several times throughout the meeting to complete the form. In 
addition EG asked the majority of participants whether they had completed 
their form as they left the meeting. 

• A box was provided for respondents to put their completed, anonymous 
forms in. 

• A copy of the survey is included as Appendix 1. 
 
 
 



 4 

 
Response rate 

• A total of 29 out of 39 who were eligible to complete an evaluation form did so. 

• This gave a response rate of 74%.  

• All survey responses have been accurately transcribed and are the verbatim 
(‘word for word’ comments written by survey respondents). 
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Survey responses & interpretation 
 
 

1. Do you think the Plenary Assembly met its objectives? 
All 29 respondents answered this question (100%). 
 
No   n=0  Yes n=27  =93%    Don’t know  n=2  =   7% 

 
Please explain your answer; 
There were 11 comments about whether the Plenary met its objectives; 
 
2 comments came from those who answered ‘Don’t Know’ – to the effect that they 
didn’t know what the objectives of the meeting were. 
 
For those that answered Yes, several themes emerged; 

• All points on the agenda were covered (n=6) 

• Agreement on points / conclusions made (n=4) 

• Dicussing stakeholder engagement with the JA was emphasised by 3 
respondents (n=3). 2 of these highlighted that agreement on this had been 
reached (n=2) 

• Other agenda points highlighted were endorsement of the 3 year workplan 
and the holding of the elections (n=1). 

• Agenda points were covered according to the times set (n=1) 

• Difficulty of managing such a large group (n=1) 

• Organised agenda is appreciated (n=1) 

• Beneficial to collaboration efforts (n=1) 
 
Suggestions for next year’s Plenary Assembly; 

• Making the objectives of the Plenary Assembly explicit. There seemed to 
be a somewhat unclear opinion about what the objectives with 2 stating they 
didn’t know what they were. The majority of those that gave an explanation to 
the objectives having been met referred to the agenda points having been 
covered. Only 1 respondent referred directly to the objectives, “I think most of 
the objectives were met”. 

• Good meeting organisation. As with any meeting, it seemed important that 
the meeting was well organised, kept to times given & agreement / 
conclusions were made explicit to members. 
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2. Overall, how satisfied were you with the conference venue/facilities? 
  All 29 respondents answered this question (100%). 
Not satisfied  n=1    Satisfied  n=28  = 97%   Don’t know n=0 
 
Please explain your answer; 

There were 9 comments about satisfaction with the conference venue/facilities; 
 

• 1 comment came from the person who responded No that it was ‘not a very 
attractive place to go to’. 

 
For those 8 that answered Yes and provided a comment, several themes emerged 
– not all were positive; 

• Convenience of having accommodation and meeting in same place (n=2) 

• Good choice of hotel for meeting venue – including comfort, cleanliness, 
adequate air-conditioning (n= 

• Ease of getting to (n=1) 

• Appreciation of the social activity for team building (n=2)  

• No lunch provided on 1st day (n=1) 

• Difficulty of guests checking into hotel accommodation when they arrived 
(n=1) 

• Fast internet connection (n=1) 

• Excellent & beautiful location (n=1) 
 
 
Suggestions for next year’s Plenary Assembly; 

• Accommodation and meeting within the same hotel. Participants 
appeared to value convenience of one location. 

• Suitable venue choice. It is important to pay attention to logistics, such as 
participants being easily able to check into the hotel, ensuring it is 
comfortable & clean, providing meals. 

• Social teambuilding activity. The opportunity to spend time with colleagues 
in this activity was appreciated. 
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3. What did you like MOST about the Plenary Assembly? 
Please explain your answer; 

 
27 (93%) respondents provided a comment about what they had liked most about the 
meeting.1 respondent answered ‘not sure’. 
 
These themes emerged from the other 26 respondents; 

• Meeting people (n=10). This was seen as a good networking possibility of 
meeting those face-to-face already contacted. 

• Discussions (n=10). Members apparently saw this as a good opportunity for 
discussion. 

• Organisation of the meeting to allow time for discussion was also highlighted 
(n=2) 

• The outcomes of discussions as conclusions was also highlighted (n=2) 

• Leadership of the meeting was also key, to ensure a clear structured meeting 
that ran to time (n=5) and the topics on the agenda (n=1) and papers 
prepared well (n=1) 

• Understanding the key areas of the JA in the next year (n=1) 

• Social activity emphasised as enjoyable & good for increased networking 
(n=3) 

• A general ‘positive atmosphere’ for collaboration was recorded (n=2) 

• Pragmatic workable solutions (n=1) 

• Information sharing was valued (n=4), including ‘sharing own experiences 
and barriers’ and ‘listening to members with different perspectives and views’. 

• To be updated about the JA – workpackages, workplan etc (n=1) and 
endorsement of the workplans (n=1) 

 
 
Suggestions for next year’s Plenary Assembly; 

• Meeting people. It would still seem useful to provide adequate tea and lunch 
breaks & social activity to facilitate informal networking opportunities. 

• Discussions. Participants appreciated the meeting being structured in such a 
way as to enable active discussion between participations and learning from 
each other through active information sharing. It seems important that time is 
factored in for this. 

• Good leadership. Participants appreciated effective leadership of the 
meeting – through enabling a positive atmosphere, factoring in enough time 
for discussions and good time keeping. 
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4. What did you like LEAST about the Plenary Assembly? 
 
23 (79%) respondents provided a comment about what they liked least about the 
meeting. 

4 respondents answered ‘nothing’ or ‘not sure’. Other themes were; 

• Discussion; Not enough time for discussions (n=3) & long, bureaucratic 
discussions (n=1) 

• Format & location of meeting; Time inconvenience – the split meeting in 
morning & afternoon meant almost 3 days for some (n=1). Inconvenience of 
reaching Ljubljana (n=2) 

• Logistics; Technical difficulties with microphones (n=3) & too small a table 
(n=1), too many PowerPoint presentations (n=1) 

• Dinner (n=1) 

• Pre-preparation; There was indication from 5 respondents about the need to 
prepare well before the meeting. In relation to this, comments included ‘no 
preview of all material’. Of these 5 respondents, 3 highlighted pre-preparation 
about long-term strategy (n=3), comments included, ‘Long term strategy. No 
info before the meeting about what was expected to do/discuss.’ 

• More time for most important topics (eg stakeholder forum) 

• Group work; would have preferred more group work (n=2) 

• Clearer questions appreciated (n=1) 

• Too much focus on industry (n=1) 
 

Suggestions for next year’s Plenary Assembly; 

• Discussions. Following on from the previous section, it seems important that 
sufficient time is factored in for discussions, with some respondents indicating a 
wish for group-work. 

• Logistics. It is essential that well-functioning microphones are available, to help 
the smooth-running of the meeting and that the layout of the meeting helps to 
enable discussions. 

• Pre-preparation. Five respondents made comments which have been 
categorised as ‘pre-preparation’. Of these, one stated, ‘No preview of all material’ 
and one stated ‘We can not discuss hot topics without previous preparation 
because of the format of the PA’. Of these, three respondents indicated they 
would have appreciated more preparation about long-term strategy, ‘It had been 
good to be better prepared for the meeting to have a written summary in advance 
with the topics to discuss, the controversy, the questions about the long-term 
strategy,what decisions to make’. This enables participants to prepare an 
organisation response and in English, which is not their native language. It is 
suggested that the Secretariat considers this point for the next Plenary Assembly. 

The Secretariat informs that background material was sent 2 weeks before – on 7 
May & available on the workroom on the Members’ Only site on 10 May. It is not 
possible to probe the survey data received in any greater detail. Therefore it is 
possible that a) Respondents required more pre-preparation documents to be sent 
before the Plenary Assembly or b) Respondents required more time in which to 
review the pre-preparation documents before the meeting b) Respondents had 
received the prep-preparation material but had not reviewed it or c) The prep-
preparation material had been sent to another member of staff within the agency and 
not forwarded on appropriately, before the Plenary Assembly 20-21 May 2010. 
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5. How could next year’s Plenary Assembly be better? 
 
19 respondents provided a comment about how next year’s Plenary Assembly 
meeting could be improved. 
 
Of these, 3 respondents referred to not being able to suggest any improvement. 
 
Comments from the other 16 respondents could be categorised into the following 
themes; 

• Pre-preparation; Some respondents indicated the need to prepare more for 
the meeting beforehand by having questions to be discussed, the 
presentation slides, and more background information before the meeting 
(n=5). ‘Hot topics-send some presentations to members before the meeting in 
order to allow them to come with an outline of their positions.Send slides 
before if possible.’                                    

• Logistics; They would appreciate better location of the meeting (n=1), better 
PA/microphones (n=2), better food (n=1), shorter presentations (n=1) and 
fewer PowerPoint presentations (n=1) 

• Meeting Leadership; There was 1 comment that the leadership of the 
meeting could have been stronger, especially about the Stakeholder Forum. 

• Group work; More group work would be appreciated (n=2) 
• Greater participant involvement; both in the meeting itself (n=1) and in 

preparing the agenda and content of the meeting (n=1) (The Secretariat notes 
that the draft agenda for the Plenary Assembly was sent on April 7 and 
requested to send additional items by April 26 – no additional items were 
received). 

• Discussion time; greater discussion time for strategic elements (n=1) 
 
Suggestions for next year’s Plenary Assembly; 
Responses to this question echoed the opinions expressed to the previous question, 
ie that important factors are sufficient time for discussions, well-functioning logistics 
and pre-preparation. 

• Greater participant involvement. An indication of involvement of 
participants before the meeting. 
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Summary of suggestions for next year’s Plenary Assembly 
 
 

• Pre-preparation. Several respondents emphasised a preference to have a 
preview of more preparatory information in advance to the meeting than what 
was sent – such as the presentation slides and questions for ‘hot topics’ – to 
be ‘better prepared’ when required to participate in discussions. This enables 
participants to prepare an organisational response and in English, which is 
not their native language. The Secretariat informs that background 
documents were emailed May 7 and available in the Members’ Only site 
workroom on May 10 before the Plenary Assembly was held May 20-21 2010. 
It is suggested that for preparation before the Plenary Assembly, as many 
documents as possible are sent to attendees beforehand, and that they are 
sent in the greatest advance possible.  

• Clear objectives. There seemed to be a somewhat unclear opinion about the 
objectives of the Plenary Assembly, with 2 stating they didn’t know what they 
were. The majority of those that gave an explanation to the objectives having 
been met referred to the agenda points having been covered. Only 1 
respondent referred directly to the objectives, “I think most of the objectives 
were met”. 

• Logistics. It is essential that well-functioning microphones are available, to 
help the smooth-running of the meeting and that the layout of the meeting 
helps to enable discussions. 

• Good meeting organisation. As with any meeting, it seemed important that 
the meeting was well organised, kept to times given & agreement / 
conclusions were made explicit to members. 

• Good leadership. Participants appreciated effective leadership of the 
meeting – through enabling a positive atmosphere, factoring in enough time 
for discussions and good time keeping. 

• Discussions. Participants appreciated the meeting being structured in such a 
way as to enable active discussion between participations and learning from 
each other through active information sharing. It seems important that time is 
factored in for this and suggestion of greater group-working. 

• Accommodation and meeting within the same hotel. Participants 
appeared to value convenience of bein based in one location. 

• Suitable venue choice. It is important to pay attention to logistics, such as 
participants being easily able to check into the hotel, ensuring it is 
comfortable & clean, providing meals. 

• Social teambuilding activity. The opportunity to spend time with colleagues 
in this activity was much appreciated. It was seen as a good networking and 
team-building opportunity. 

• Greater participant involvement. There was an indication of appreciation of 
involvement of participants before the meeting – ie in designing the agenda. 
(It should be noted that the draft agenda was emailed to participants on April 
7 and no changes requested before the deadline of April 26). 
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Appendix 1; Survey 

 

       
      
     Plenary Assembly  20th-21st May 2010 

 
 
1. Do you think the Plenary Assembly met its objectives? 

O No    O  Yes   O  Don’t know 
Please explain your answer; 

 
 

 

  
2. Overall, how satisfied were you with the conference venue/facilities? 

O  Not satisfied  O  Satisfied   O  Don’t know  

Please explain your answer; 

 

 

 

  
3. What did you like MOST about the Plenary Assembly? 
 

 

 

  
4. What did you like LEAST about the Plenary Assembly? 
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5. How could next year’s Plenary Assembly be better? 
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Appendix 2: Raw data of respondents’ open-ended verbatim comments 
 
1. Do you think the Plenary Assembly met its objectives? 
 Please explain your answer; 

 

• Because the points of the agenda to be approach, they have been all 
received & performed on time too  

•  It is difficult to manage such a big group  

•  Participants presented with 3yr WP and was endorsed,elections 
held,stakeholders involvement discussed and solution reached & agreed 
upon 

•  Stakeholder platform agreed on - important  

•  I think most of the objectives were met                                                                                                                                                                 

•  All points according to agenda with conclusions                                                                                       

•  Organised agenda.Dealt with issues   

•  Fruitful discussions on stakeholder involvement & (illegible) needed   

•   Plenary meeting at beginning of an action is important to better the 
collaboration.Result were totally met in my opinion. 

•   I'm unsure what they were 

•   Don't know what the objectives were                                                                                                                                                  
 
 
2. Overall, how satisfied were you with the conference venue/facilities? 
Please explain your answer; 
 

• Because everything was in the same place, so it was very comfortable 

• Not a very attractive place to go to                                                                                                                                                                    

• Convenient, comfortable & service was good    

• Clean, modern, good hotel. Good air 

• Most guest could not check in when arrived-lunch was not organised and 
most partners had not lunch but everything connected to the meeting was fine 

• Meeting venue & accommodation same place is very good done, also social 
activity have been very funny and good for team building. 

• Everything was ok, no problem 

• Very good organisation of he conference.Excellent & beautiful location and 
venue.Fast internet connection.The urban safari was great fun.Good 
teambuilding activity.     

•  Easy to get to,Adequate for meeting                                                                                                  
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3. What did you like MOST about the Plenary Assembly? 
Please explain your answer; 
 

• Meeting all the different organisations                                                                                                                                                                 

• The friendship of everybody                                                                                                                                                                             

• Meeting the people I have already had contact with                                                                                                                            

• The organisation and the possibility to discuss the different views                                                     

• The amount of time dedicated to discussion                                                                                       

• Discussion                                                                                                                                                                                              

• 'Consecutio Logica' of leading the meeting                                                                                                

• Real discussion of topics                                                                                                                                                                        

• The opportunity to meet and better know each other.Better understanding the 
most important topics eunethta ja is focussing on for the next year.The social 
activity was fun!  

• Collaborative positive atmosphere,focus on pragmatic workable 
solutions,focus on outcomes of discussions  

•  The discussions and agreeing on conclusion 

•  Everything in time.Good management 

•  To share information with other countries  

•  Good topics                                                                                                                                                                                             

•  The opportunity to meet partners and have fruitful discussion  

•  To be updated with the latest information about workpackages,workplan & 
latest developments/background information.Papers are very well 
prepared.Networking,informal information exchange 

•  Good schedule,good atmosphere                                                                                                                                 

•  Time scheduled                                                                                                                                                                                          

•  Very fruitful discussion about problems and sharing own experiences and 
barriers.Social activity 

•  Not sure 

•    Clear structure.Social event very well to support discussion and 
collaboration 

•    Social event,good discussions  

•       Endorsement of the workplans by all parties.Discussion about (illegible) of 
the Joint Action  

•      Many good discussions and active members.Always interesting to listen to 
members with different perspectives and views. 

•    Meet the people.Discuss issues 

•     Meeting people                                                                                                                                                                                          

•    Meeting others involved & interesting discussions.Collaboration is easier 
when you can'put a face to a name'                                                                                                    
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4. What did you like LEAST about the Plenary Assembly? 
Please explain your answer; 
 

• Nothing 

• Long - beaurocratic discussions                                                                                                                                                                

• The split of the meeting in afternoon and morning - for some implies 
almost 3 days  

• The only thing I can state is that microphones did not work well all the 
time                                                                                                                                             

• Few time for discussions                                                                                                               

• The dinner                                                                                                                                                                              

• Some discussions were less prepared.We can not discuss hot topics 
without previous preparation because of the format of PA (big number of 
members) 

•  For some people it was not easy reaching Ljubljana.Some more time 
could have been put on most important topics (stakeholdrer forum)  

•    Could be helpful to have a group work,but it could have been a logistics 
issue not having been able to provide for it 

•    Not enough time for discussions 

•   We are a lot of people in a small table  

• Too little time for discussion                                                                                                          

• The questions relating to the long term strategy could have been sent in 
advance,so that we were prepared in advance.Group work helpful,more 
time needed,clearer questions needed 

•   Long term strategy.No info before the meeting about what was expected 
to do/discuss  

•   Not very convenient meeting place.Difficult to find direct flights (a lot of 
time in conversions) 

•   Microphones!                                                                                                                               

•   Not sure                                                                                                                                                                            

•   No preview of all material                                                                                                            

•  Nothing                                                                                                                                        

•  It had been good to be better prepared for the meeting to have a written 
summary in advance with the topics to discuss,the controversy,the 
questions about the  long-term strategy,what decisions to make 
etc.Preparation for the stakeholder forum discussion had also been 
appreciated.Too imuch industry focus for the meeting.         

•   Too many power point presentations                                                                                                                                              

•    No bad point stood out 

•   Microphone system                                                                                                                     
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5. How could next year’s Plenary Assembly be better? 
Please explain your answer; 
 

• It is difficult to suggest                                                                                                                                                                              

• Somewhere where it is 'green' or 'sunny'                                                                                                                        

• Can it!!! Perhaps ensure PA system & mike are better                                                                       

• Presentation slides before meeting for preparation                                                                             

• I don't know                                                                                                                                                                                            

• Hot topics-send some presentations to members before the meeting in order 
to allow them to come with an outline of their positions.Send slides before if 
possible.  

•  With stakeholder part,it would probably be necessary with an even stricter 
leading of the meeting 

•    Maybe some group work to listen to everyone's opininion on topics 

• More advanced involvement of partners in preparing the content/input to the 
agenda/discussions  

•  More active involvement of all partners 

• More time for strategic elements to discuss                                                                                                                            

• Shorter presentations                                                                                                                                                                                   

•  Showing the questions and background information would be fine before the 
meeting.Small group discussion with flip for strategic/political issues before 
going in plenary                                

•   Conference room for PA should be provided in equipment with microphones 
for all participants (the discussions will go smoothly)  

•   To prepare in advance some answers and views on some topics for Plenary 
Assembly   

•   Not sure                                                                                                                                                                                                

•  Clear introduction of discussion topics beforehand with clear indication for 
providing input/opinions etc at the meeting 

•      Less power point presentations                                                                                                      

•  Better food                                                                                                                                          
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 Appendix 3; Participants’ List 

 
Participants List 

 
As of May 21, 2010  

 
 
Guest speakers:  

 
Ivan Eržen, State Secretary for Health, Slovenia 
Marija Seljak, Director, NIPH, Slovenia 
Anders Lamark-Tysse, DG SANCO, European Commission 

 
 
EUnetHTA Partners: 

 

Member E-mail Organisation Country 

Eva Turk 
 
Marjetka Jelenc 
 
Urskâ Kaloper 

eva.turk@ivz-rs.si 
 
marjetka.jelenc@ivz-rs.si 
 
Urska.kaloper@ivz-rs.si 

 
NIPH-RS, National Institute 
of Public Health of Republic 
of Slovenia 
 
NIPH-RS, National Institute 
of Public Health of Republic 
of Slovenia 
 

Slovenia 
 
 
 
Slovenia 

Ingrid Rosian-
Schikuta 

Ingrid.rosian@goeg.at 

 
GÖG-Gesundheit 
Österreich 
GmbH/Geschäftsbereich 
BIQG-Bundesinstitut für 
Qualität im 
Gesundheitswesen 
 

Austria 

Gottfried Endel gottfried.endel@hvb.sozvers.at 

 
HVB, Hauptverband der 
Österreichischen  
Sozialversicherungsträger 
(Association of Austrian 
Social Insurance 
Institutions) 
 

Austria 

 
Claudia Wild 
 

claudia.wild@hta.lbg.ac.at 

 
LBI-HTA (Ludwig 
Boltzmann  
Institute of Health 
Technology Assessment) 
 

Austria 

Chris De Laet chris.delaet@kce.fgov.be 

 
KCE, Belgian Health  
Care Knowledge Centre 
 

Belgium 

 
Mirjana Huic 

 
mirjana.huic@aaz.hr 

 
Agency for Quality and 
Accreditation in Health 
Care, Department for 
Development, Research 

 
Croatia 
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and Health Technology 
Assessment  
 

 
Finn Børlum 
Kristensen 

 
fbk@sst.dk 

 
EUnetHTA Secretariat, 
National Board of Health 

 
Denmark 

 
Julia Chamova 
 
 
Inge M. Skov 

 
juch@sst.dk 
 
 
ins@sst.dk 

 
EUnetHTA Secretariat, 
National Board of Health 
 
EUnetHTA Secretariat, 
National Board of Health 

 
Denmark 
 
 
Denmark 

Hindrik Vondeling h.vondeling@utwente.nl 

 
SDU, Centre for Applied 
Health Services  Research 
and Technology 
Assessment, University of 
Southern Denmark 
 

Denmark 

Raul Kiivet raul.kiivet@ut.ee 

 
UTA, Department of Public 
Health, University of Tartu 
 

Estonia 

 
Kristian Lampe 
 

kristian.lampe@thl.fi 

 
THL, National Institute for 
Health and Welfare 
 

Finland 

Sun Hae Lee Robin s.robin@has-sante.fr 

 
HAS, Haute Autorité  
de Santé 
 

France 

Dietrich Kaiser Dietrich.kaiser@dimdi.de 

 
DIMDI, Deutsches Institut 
für Medizinische 
Dokumentation und 
Information 
 

Germany 

Alric Ruether alric.ruether@iqwig.de 

 
IQWIG, Institute for Quality  
and Efficiency in Health 
Care 
 

Germany 

Elpida Pavi epavi@esdy.edu.gr 

 
NSPH, National School of 
Public Health 
 

Greece 

Lajos Kovacs Kovacs.lajos@emki.hu 

 
EMKI, Institute for 
Healthcare Quality 
Improvement and Hospital 
Engineering 
 

Hungary 

Bence Nagy Nagy.bence@eski.hu 

 
ESKI, National Institute for 
Strategic Health Research 
 

Hungary 

 
Martin Flattery 

 
mflattery@hiqa.ie; 

 
HIQA, Health Information  
and Quality Authority 
 

 
Ireland 
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Marina Cerbo cerbo@agenas.it 

 
Age.na.s (Agenzia 
Nazionale per i Servizi 
Sanitari Regionali) 
 

Italy 

Luisa Muscolo l.muscolo@aifa.gov.it 
 
AIFA, Italian Medicines 
Agency 

Italy 

Luca Vignatelli 
lvignatelli@regione.emilia
-romagna.it 

 
ASSR, Agenzia Sanitaria e 
Sociale Regionale. Regione 
Emilia Romagna 
 

Italy 

Teresa Gasparetto 
teresa.gasparetto@regio
ne.veneto.it 

 
Regione del Veneto 
 

Italy 

Marco Marchetti mmarchetti@rm.unicatt.it 

 
University Hospital “A. 
Gemelli” 
 

Italy 

 
Juozas Galdikas 

 
juozas.galdikas@vaspvt.
gov.lt 

 
VASPVT, State Health Care 
Accreditation Agency 
 

 
Lithuania 

Renzo Pace Asciak 
renzo.pace-
asciak@gov.mt 

 
SSD/MoH, Ministry for 
Social Policy, Strategy and 
Sustainability Division 
 

Malta 

Gro Jamtvedt 
 

Gro.Jamtvedt@kunnskap
ssenteret.no 

 
NOKC (Norwegian 
Knowledge Centre for the 
Health Services) 
 

Norway 

Iga Lipska i.lipska@aotm.gov.pl 

 
AHTAPol (Agency for 
Health Technology 
Assessment) 
 

Poland 

Helder Mota Filipe 
 
 
 
 
Isaura Viera 

 
 
 
 
 
isaura.viera@infarmed.pt 

 
INFARMED, National 
Authority  
of Medicines and Health 
Products 
 
INFARMED, National 
Authority  
of Medicines and Health 
Products 
 
 

Portugal 
 
 
 
 
 
Portugal 
 

Setefilla Luengo sluengo@isciii.es 

 
ISC lll (Instituto De Salud 
Carlos lll)  
 

 
Spain 

Isabel Peña-Rey ipenarey@msps.es 

 
Ministry of Health and 
Social Policies 
 

Spain 
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Susanna Allgurin 
Neikter 

allgurin@sbu.se SBU, Swedish Council on 
Technology Assessment in 
Health Care 
 

Sweden 

 
Urs Bruegger  
 

 
urs.bruegger@zhwin.ch  

 
SNHTA (Swiss Network for 
Health Technology 
Assessment) 
 
 

 
Switzerland 

 
Wim Goettsch 
 

 
wgoettsch@cvz.nl 

 
CVZ (College voor 
zorgverzekeringen) 
 

 
The 
Netherlands 

Andrew Cook andrewc@soton.ac.uk 

 
NETSCC, NIHR Evaluation, 
Trials and Studies 
Coordinating Centre 

United 
Kingdom 

Eleanor Guegan e.guegan@soton.ac.uk 

 
NETSCC, NIHR Evaluation, 
Trials and Studies 
Coordinating Centre 
 

United 
Kingdom 

 
 
EU Institutions 
 

Guy Dargent 
 

Guy.DARGENT@ec.eur
opa.eu 

 
EAHC, European 
Commission 
 

EU 

 
Anders Lamark-Tysse 
 

Anders-
Lamark.TYSSE@ec.europa.eu 

 
DG SANCO, European 
Commission 
 

EU 

 
 
Apologies: 
 
OSTEBA, Spain; CAHTAR, Spain; NCPHP, Bulgaria; MoH Spain, Centre of Health 
Economics, Latvia, AETSA, Spain; Avalia-t, Spain; UETS, Spain; NICE, United Kingdom 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 21 

Appendix 4; Agenda for the Plenary Assembly meeting 

 
EUnetHTA Joint Action Plenary Assembly meeting 
Ljubljana, Slovenia 
May 20, 2010 13:00 – 17:00  
May 21, 2010 09:00 – 15:00  
 
Organised by: EUnetHTA Secretariat, NBoH, National Board of Health of Denmark and National 
Institute of Public Health of Republic of Slovenia 
Address of the meeting venue: City Hotel, Dalmatinova 15, 1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia 
tel. +386 1 239 00 00 
Mobile +45 40 629357 (Julia Chamova, EUnetHTA Secretariat/ NBoH) 

 

 

 

Agenda 
  

May 20, 2010 
 

1. Opening  
 
Address by State Secretary, Slovenia, by Director of the National 
Institute of Public Health, Slovenia, and by representative of DG 
SANCO, European Commission 
 

13:00 – 13:20 
 

2. EUnetHTA Joint Action Governance Structure 
 

13:20 – 13:40 

3. EUnetHTA Joint Action 3-year Work Plan – presentation and 
endorsement 
 

13:40 – 15:10 

4. EUnetHTA Elections 2010 – presentation of candidates and 
procedure 

15:10 – 15:30  

 
Coffee break 

 

 
15:30 – 16:00 

5. EUnetHTA Joint Action Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) 
Manual – presentation and adoption  

 

16:00 – 16:25 
 

6. Announcement of Election results 
 

16:25 – 16:35 

7. EUnetHTA Evaluation   16:35 – 17:00 
 
May 21, 2010 
 

1. Stakeholder involvement in the EUnetHTA Joint Action 9:00 – 10:30 
 

 
Coffee break 

 

 
10:30 – 11:00 

2. European collaboration on HTA – long-term strategy (I) 
 

11:00 – 12:00 

 
Lunch 

 

 
12:00 – 13:00 

3. European collaboration on HTA – long-term strategy (II) 
 

13:00 – 14:30 

4. Other issues and conclusion 
 

14:30 – 15:00 
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Appendix 5 – Email before Plenary Assembly 
 

 

From: EUnetHTA [eunethta@SST.DK] 

Sent: 07 May 2010 14:30 

To: EUnetHTA 

Subject: EUnetHTA Plenary Assembly meeting (May 20-21, 2010, Ljubljana) - 

Agenda and background documents 

 

Importance: High 

 

Attachments: 20100507 AGENDA - EUnetHTA PA meeting May20_21 2010.pdf; 

20100507 Participants List - EUnetHTA JA Plenary Assembly May 20-21 

2010_FINAL.pdf; 20100507EUnetHTAElections2010.pdf; 

EUnetHTAOrgGovStructure_Sept292009.pdf; 20100507 EUnetHTA JA 3-year Work 

Plan_Final.pdf; 20100507EUnetHTA JA SOP Manual_FINAL.pdf; 20100308 

EUnetHTAStakeholder Involvement Policy_DRAFT.pdf; 20100407 Draft SOP 

EUnetHTA Stakeholder Involvement_1 3.pdf; Data on HTA production.xls; Plenary 

Assembly meeting Evaluation form.pdf 

 

Dear EUnetHTA Plenary Assembly members, 

 

  

Please find attached all the documents for the Plenary Assembly meeting on May 20 -

21 in Ljubljana, Slovenia. Documents will also be made available online in the 

EUnetHTA MO Library (under Plenary Assembly) on Monday, May 10, 2010. 

 

  

The Plenary Assembly in its current composition is meeting for the first time, where 

new partners together with the Founding Partners of the EUnetHTA Collaboration are 

joining their efforts in the EUnetHTA Joint Action. The Plenary Assembly agenda 

will focus on strategy and relations to European stakeholders and policy processes. 

The key items on the agenda are 

 

  a.. Governance structure  

  b.. Work Plan 2010-12  

  c.. Election of Plenary Assembly Chair and Vice-Chair and three elected partners in 

Executive Committee  

  d.. Stakeholder involvement  

  e.. Long term strategy  

  

The EUnetHTA Plenary Assembly decides on strategic matters, supervises the 

progress of the network, approves strategic/work plans and advises on future 

developments of EUnetHTA. 
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Several months into the Joint Action all the Work Packages are well into their work 

and they progress according to plans. The EUnetHTA Executive Committee is 

dependent on a strong input from the EUnetHTA Plenary Assembly in its 

management of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. 

 

  

 

During the meeting, we will also focus on response rate in the first evaluation survey 

which is now out with individual EUnetHTA participants and have a chance to enjoy 

a fine social programme by our Slovenian hosts. 

 

  

 

We look forward to meeting all the partners in Slovenia and discussing the 

development of HTA collaboration in Europe. 

 

  

 

On behalf of the Executive Committee, 

 

  

 

Kind Regards, 

 

  

 

  

 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Professor Finn Børlum Kristensen MD, PhD 

 

Director, Coordinating Secretariat, EUnetHTA 

 

Chairman of the EUnetHTA Executive Committee 

 

 National Board of Health 

 

Islands Brygge 67 

 

DK-2300 Copenhagen S 

 

  

 

Phone  +45 7222 7727 

 

Mobile  +45 2075 9647 

E-mail  fbk@sst.dk 

 



EUnetHTA JA on HTA – WP 3 1/1 

2011-02-28 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Joint Action on HTA 2010-2012 

Work Package 3 - Evaluation 

Interim Technical Report 

2010 

 

APPENDIX WP3.1  

Report of the ‘Plenary Assembly 2010 Survey’ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    
 
 

EUnetHTA JA Participants’ 2010 Baseline Survey 
 
 
 
 
Survey Report 
This reports the results of the Baseline 2010 Survey and has been compiled 
by EUnetHTA WP3 (Evaluation) – NETSCC. The survey respondents were 
participants from EUnetHTA JA partner organisations and they were surveyed 
in Summer 2010. 
 

 
 
 
Report prepared by Dr Eleanor Guegan, 2010. 
 
 
 
Disclaimer statements; 
 
This project was part-funded by the NIHR Health Technology Assessment 
programme (project number 05/52/03) and will be published in full in Health 
Technology Assessment in 2013. See the HTA programme website for further project 
information: http://www.hta.ac.uk/ 
 
The views and opinions expressed therein are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect those of the Department of Health. 
 
EUnetHTA project is supported by a grant from the European Commission. The sole 
responsibility for the content of this report lies with the authors and the European 
Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information 
contained therein. www.eunethta.net 
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Report Summary 
 
 
Methods 
 
This baseline survey was sent to all registered participants of EUnetHTA JA partner 
organisations. The survey was designed in 7 sections; demographics, specific 
organisational and HTA information, setting-up process, administration & 
communication, information technology, EUnetHTA tools and specific workpackages. 
Collaboration and work was undertaken by WP3 to incorporate the questions from 
WP2, WP6 and WP8 into the baseline survey. The survey included both closed 
(allowing selection of a pre-defined response) and free-text, ‘open’ (allowing 
respondents to provide their own response) questions. The survey was designed as 
a web-based survey and was hosted by surveymonkey.com.  The draft survey was 
piloted by staff from NETSCC, KCE and DIMDI (co-lead partner of WP6) and ISC-III 
(activity lead from WP8). The full survey was piloted by non-native English language 
speakers for clarity and content from both NETSCC, some WP6 participants an the 
EUnetHTA JA Secretariat, members of the EUnetHTA JA Executive Committee and 
a representative from the EU Commission DG-Sanco. 
 
The overall response rate was 88%. 175 recipients were surveyed and 154 
responded. All those who completed the survey were awarded survey completion 
certificates. The responses were analysed with the help of the computer packages; 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (version 16) for the quantitative questions 
and NVivo (version 8) for the qualitative components. The qualitative results were 
analysed into themes according to iterative grounded theory1. The results of the 
survey pertaining to WP2, WP6 and WP8 questions were reported at the WP6 face-
to-face meeting in October 2010. Individual reports were compiled for the 
workpackage leads; 2, 6 and 8 and for the developers of the EUnetHTA JA tools.  
 
Throughout the report, verbatim comments from respondents have been included – 
these are an exact copy of their responses, ‘word for word’. To maintain 
confidentiality, certain words have been edited and replaced by square brackets; [  ]. 
 
 
Results 
 
Demographics 

• Respondents were from 50 organisations. 62% (n=95) were female and 
38% (n=59) were male.  

• The age distribution was; 20-29 (11%), 30-39 (34%), 40-49 (32%), 50-
59  (20%), 60-69  (2%) and 70+ (1%) 

• Respondents were; medical doctors (24%), ‘other healthcare professionals’ 
(17%), economists (16%) and project managers (13%). 

 
 
Specific organisational and HTA information 
 

• Application to join the EUnetHTA JA. 8% said their organisation had 
experienced a problem in applying to join the EUnetHTA JA, 63% had not and 
29% did not know. Open comments were categorised as; logistical problems 
(lack of time, inconveniently situated meetings, difficulty setting up agency 
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etc), communication problems, problems within the process and funding 
issues. 

• Organisation funding. 20% said their organisation did not have sufficient 
funding to fulfil its EUnetHTA JA commitments, 48% think they have sufficient 
funding and 32% did not know. Open comments were categorised as; not 
enough funding received, no funding received, increased workload compared 
to that budgeted, uncertainty for the future, problems with the process of 
funding, organisational & self-subsidy and inequality. 

• Organisation staffing. 16% said their organisation did not have sufficient 
staff to fulfil its EUnetHTA JA commitments, 65% thought they had sufficient 
staff and 19% did not know. Free-text comments were categorised as; 
limitations, not enough staff, optimism about the situation, plans to use 
outside expertise and planned organisational expansion. 

• Succession planning. 37% said that their organisation did not have a 
succession plan, 42% thought they did and 20% did not know. Free-text 
comments were categorised as; manageable and problems (eg no plan etc). 

• Raw data. 40% of respondents indicated this was produced by their 
organisation and at least one respondent from 56% of the organisations 
reported this. An English summary was produced; always (25%), often (16%), 
sometimes (29%) and never (22%). A full English document was produced; 
always (16%), often (8%), sometimes (24%) and never (41%). The 
confidentiality level was; public (39%), specific EUnetHTA subgroups (4%), 
EUnetHTA partners (4%) and confidential (37%). 

• Planned projects. 60% of respondents indicated this was produced by their 
organisation and at least one respondent from 66% of the organisations 
reported this. An English summary was produced; always (28%), often (18%), 
sometimes (18%) and never (28%). A full English document was produced; 
always (25%), often (4%), sometimes (25%) and never (42%). The 
confidentiality level was; public (47%), specific EUnetHTA subgroups (12%), 
EUnetHTA partners (17%) and confidential (12%). 

• Ongoing projects. 78% of respondents indicated this was produced by their 
organisation and at least one respondent from 78% of the organisations 
reported this. An English summary was produced; always (35%), often (17%), 
sometimes (17%) and never (24%). A full English document was produced; 
always (28%), often (8%), sometimes (20%) and never (38%). The 
confidentiality level was; public (60%), specific EUnetHTA subgroups (10%), 
EUnetHTA partners (15%) and confidential (3%). 

• Preliminary report. 64% of respondents indicated this was produced by their 
organisation and at least one respondent from 78% of the organisations 
reported this. An English summary was produced; always (21%), often (7%), 
sometimes (27%) and never (38%). A full English document was produced; 
always (18%), often (4%), sometimes (21%) and never (53%). The 
confidentiality level was; public (16%), specific EUnetHTA subgroups (3%), 
EUnetHTA partners (7%) and confidential (66%). 

• Final published report. 84% of respondents indicated this was produced by 
their organisation and at least one respondent from 82% of the organisations 
reported this. An English summary was produced; always (46%), often (24%), 
sometimes (25%) and never (3%). A full English document was produced; 
always (16%), often (9%), sometimes (46%) and never (27%). The 
confidentiality level was; public (88%), specific EUnetHTA subgroups (0%), 
EUnetHTA partners (2%) and confidential (4%). 

• Impact record. 24% of respondents indicated this was produced by their 
organisation and at least one respondent from 60% of the organisations 
reported this. An English summary was produced; always (13%), often (9%), 
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The setting-up process 
 
• Achievement of objectives.  Free-text comments included threats to 

achieving the EUnetHTA JA objectives (including different levels of expertise 
of the HTA agencies involved, different health-systems within Europe etc), 
requirements necessary to achieve the objectives (including a need for hard 
work and trust within the network etc), general negative aspects (including the 
need to explore practical rather than theoretical issues etc) and general 
positive aspects (the project being well-structured). 

 
1. Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 

European collaboration on HTA; 3% thought this would not be achieved, 70% 
thought it would be achieved and 27% did not know if this would be achieved . 
Free-text comments included the impact of different health systems and the 
need for the business model to demonstrate gains for individual agencies. 

2. Development of HTA tools & methods. 1% thought this would not be achieved, 
92% thought it would be achieved and 6% didn’t know if this would be 
achieved. Free-text comments included the complexity of some of the tools, 
need for updating, improvement & training and requirements before tools can 
be shared. 

3. Application & field testing of developed tools & methods. 1% thought this 
would not be achieved, 77% thought it would be achieved and 21% did not 
know if this would be achieved. Free-text comments included concern about 
application of tools in individual agencies and whether there would be enough 
time in the project to enable field testing of the tools. 

 
• EUnetHTA setting-up process. 1% were not satisfied with the way the 

EUnetHTA JA was set up, 18% thought it could have been better, 59% were 
satisfied and 22% did not know. Free-text comments were categorized into; 
need for greater transparency & communication, confusion about the 
‘Foundation year’, bureaucracy, positive comments, limited inclusion of 
regional units, the JA Secretariat, the EU Commission, rushed process and 
changing personnel. 

• EUnetHTA JA organisation. 0% thought that organisation in 8 
workpackages would have a negative effect, 23% thought it would be both 
negative & positive, 58% thought it would have a positive effect. Free-text 
comments were categorised; need for workpackages, need for effective 
communication between the workpackages and about them, concern about 
overlap of work. Suggestions for improvement include holding ‘aim 
workshops’ and participating organisations having members in many 
workpackages. 

• Aims of the EUnetHTA JA WPs. Respondents indicated their understanding 
about the aims of the WPs; WP1 (96%), WP2 (87%), WP3 (89%), WP4 (94%), 
WP5 (85%), WP6 (85%), WP7 (85%) and WP8 (77%). 

• Concerns about the EUnetHTA JA WPs. Respondents indicated their 
concern about the WPs; 

WP1; 5% had concerns about WP1. Free-text comments included the view that 
this is the most important WP and the lynchpin of the project. 
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WP2; 8% had concerns. Free-text comments included the importance of 
dissemination and that they were not aware of WP2’s aims. 
WP3; 2% had concerns. Free-text comments included not understanding the aim. 
WP4; 9% had concerns. Free-text comments included unclear aims, concerns 
about local application of results, too ambitious aims and difficulty selecting the 
pilots. 
WP5; 15% had concerns. Free-text comments included an overburdened WP, 
concerns about applications of results, unclear goals, inappropriate influence of 
others etc. 
WP6: 9% had concerns. Free-text comments included limited effectiveness of 
tools, tools too technical and limited resource for the online infrastructure. 
WP7; 14% had concerns. Free-text comments included unclear tasks & aims, co-
ordination of the 2 streams, collaborative relationships etc 
WP8; 20% had concerns. Free-text comments included lack of a clear protocol to 
reach endpoints, complexity with the two strands, mix of different activities; 
training and business model development, difficulty in perspective, difficulty in 
business model due to different health systems, need to involve governments in 
business model development, general confusion, lack of time to read material, 
difficult tasks, should involved all partner organisations. 
• EUnetHTA JA as a foundation for a sustainable European HTA 

collaboration. 1% did not think EUnetHTA JA would serve as a foundation 
for a sustainable European HTA collaboration, 80% thought it would and 18% 
did not know if it would. Free-text comments included about inherent 
challenges (including the need to prevent beaucracy, difficulties posed by 
heterogenous members etc), the value of working relationships formed, a 
hope that this would happen, need for funding, key participants are engaged, 
defined methods and tools created. 

 
 

Administration & communication 
 

• Secretariat leadership. 1% thought the leadership from the Secretariat had 
not been effective, 8% thought it could have been better, 63% thought it had 
been effective and 29% did not know. Free-text comments included positive 
comments (about the complexity of the task and the tact shown) and that it 
could have been done in a friendlier manner. 

• Secretariat administrative support. 0% thought the administrative support 
had not been effective, 7% thought it could have been better, 63% thought it 
had been effective and 30% did not know. Free-text comments were negative 
(including the need to be proactive, too short deadlines and poorly structured 
information and positive (including effective communication and support) and 
the need to clarify the difference between Collaborative and Associate 
partners. 

• Other tasks for the Secretariat. 13% thought there were other things the 
Secretariat could be doing to support the success of the project, 31% did not 
think there was anything else they could do and 56% did not know. Free-text 
comments included facilitating relationships, providing greater feedback, 
providing advice about monthly budgeting and could be more ‘customer 
orientated.’  

• Understanding information for the Secretariat. 1. Before the JA started; 
3% did not understand, 23% had mixed understanding, 40% understood and 
11% did not know. 2. During the JA; 2% did not understand, 15% had mixed 
understanding, 62% understood and 7% did not know. Free-text comments 
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• Secretariat emails. 1. Frequency; 13% found Secretariat emails too frequent, 
3% found too infrequent, 72% thought it was acceptable and 13% did not 
know. 2. 13% found Secretariat emails too frequent, 4% found too infrequent, 
69% thought it was acceptable and 15% did not know. Free-text comments 
included about clarity, frequency & length, that emails had improved from the 
previous EUnetHTA project, tone, importance of ensuring relevant addressee 
and suggestions for improvement (to use a standard template and include the 
WP number and deadline in the subject line). 

• Members’ Only EUnetHTA JA website. 19% had not logged on to the 
website and 87% had logged on. Free-text comments were negative 
(including poor layout & structure and problems downloading documents, 
problems with browsers, passwords and workrooms) and positive (clear, well 
structured layout and access to information). 

• EUnetHTA JA e-meetings. 10% found participating in an e-meeting difficult, 
27% had experienced some problems and 63% found it easy. Free-text 
comments were negative (including technical problems, and request to 
replace it with telephone conferencing etc) and positive (including provision of 
clear instructions etc). 

• Language communication problems. 13% had experienced problems with 
both spoken and written language, 12% with spoken and 72% had not 
experienced any problems. Free-text comments included recognition of the 
inherent nature of communication problems, difficulty with English text, 
difficulty with audio, difficulty with speech, need for greater time, and personal 
difficulties. 

• Main challenges of involvement in EUnetHTA JA. Respondents cited the 
challenges; difficulty working together, time conflict, the large scale of the 
project, insufficient funding, national & organisational conflict, difficulty 
incorporating the routine use of deliverables in practice, new experience, 
requirements of workpackages and inappropriate influence of stakeholders. 

• Main benefits of involvement in EUnetHTA JA. Respondents cited the 
benefits; information sharing, collaborative working practices, being part of a 
European HTA network, streamlining of HTA efforts, development of HTA 
methods and products, networking with colleagues, capacity building and 
keeping up-to-date with HTA developments. 

 
 
 
Information technology 
 

• Operating system. 97% at work routinely use Microsoft Windows® and 2% 
use Mac OSX®. 

• Browser. 68% at work routinely use Microsoft Internet Explorer®, 21% use 
Mozilla Firefox®, 5% use Google Chrome® and 2% use Safari®. 

• IT software packages. Respondents at work on average routinely use 
Gradepro® (daily; 1%, at least once a week; 1%, monthly; 2%, seldom; 5%, 
never; 90%) 
Microsoft office® (daily; 99% and at least once a week; 1%) 
OpenOffice® (daily; 4%, at least once a week; 2%, monthly; 2%, seldom; 
10% and never; 82%) 
RevMan® (daily; 1%, at least once a week; 1%, monthly; 8%, seldom; 23% 
and never; 67%) 
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Reference management software (daily; 9%, at least once a week; 12%, 
monthly; 12%, seldom; 22% and never; 44%). 

• Communication systems. Respondents at work on average use 
Document management system (daily; 11%, at least once a week; 11%, 
monthly; 9%, seldom; 15%, never; 54%) 
Mailing list (daily; 41%, at least once a week; 17%, monthly; 15%, seldom; 
14%, never; 13%) 
RSS feed reader (daily; 5%, at least once a week; 12%, monthly; 4%, seldom; 
13%, never; 66%) 
Video calling (daily; 5%, at least once a week; 10%, monthly; 12%, seldom; 
23%, never; 50%) 
Web-based discussion forum (daily; 2%, at least once a week; 8%, monthly; 
11%, seldom; 37%, never; 41%) 
Wiki (daily; 7%, at least once a week; 14%, monthly; 11%, seldom; 12%, 
never; 56%) 

• Social networking accounts. Respondents indicated personal account 
De.lici.ious (no; 94%, yes-kept private; 3%, yes-would post link; 3%) 
Facebook (no; 51%, yes-kept private; 32%, yes-would post link; 17%) 
LinkedIn (no; 67%, yes-kept private; 9%, yes-would post link; 24%) 
Slideshare (no; 95%, yes-kept private; 2%, yes-would post link; 3%) 
Twitter (no; 90%, yes-kept private; 4%, yes-would post link; 6%) 
YouTube (no; 87%, yes-kept private; 9%, yes-would post link; 5%) 

 
 
Tools 
 

• Use/awareness. Respondents were asked about their use/awareness of 
EUnetHTA tool; both HTA tools and EUnetHTA JA communication tools. The 
most frequently used HTA tool was the core model and the most frequently 
used HTA tool was the HTA Core Model. The results are summarised below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tool Have used 
it  (%) 

Aware of it 
& might 
use in 
future  (%) 

Aware of it 
but 
unlikely to 
use in 
future  (%) 

Not aware 
of it  (%) 

N 

Adaptation 
Glossary 

21 41 8 30 132 

Adaptation Toolkit 10 46 11 33 131 
Contact Database 33 39 3 25 132 
Core HTA model 30 56 8 5 133 
EIFFEL 15 41 12 33 130 
E-meetings 55 32 5 8 131 
EunetHTA toolbar 22 31 15 33 129 
Mailing list 34 38 5 22 130 
MO website 76 15 2 6 130 
MO workrooms 57 34 4 5 129 
News aggregator 11 28 8 54 127 
POP workroom 26 38 6 29 129 
Workroom 
Bulletin Board 

10 38 4 48 130 

• Training priority. Respondents were asked what priority they would give to 
training in the tools (both HTA tools and EUnetHTA JA communication tools). 

 7



The most frequently cited ‘top priority’ tool was the HTA Core Model. The 
results are summarised below. 

 

 

Tool Top 
priority 
(%) 

High 
priority 
(%) 

Low 
priority 
(%) 

No 
importance 
(%) 

N 

      
Adaptation Glossary 7 30 44 19 98 
Adaptation Toolkit 11 43 29 17 93 
Contact database 2 26 43 29 93 
Core HTA model 51 36 9 5 104 
EIFFEL 10 44 37 9 90 
E-meetings 11 33 36 20 100 
EunetHTA toolbar 6 24 38 32 90 
Mailing list 2 19 53 26 93 
MO website 11 26 38 25 95 
MO workrooms 10 34 38 18 97 
News aggregator 1 24 53 22 87 
POP Workroom 9 43 38 10 87 
Workroom Bulletin Board 0 19 62 19 89 

• Barriers to tools. Respondents were asked what barriers may affect their 
use of tools; organisational, training, tool and IT. The results are summarised 
below. 

 

Tool  Organisational 
(%) 

Training (%) Tool (%) IT (%) N 

      
Adaptation Glossary 17 15 10 4 119 
Adaptation Toolkit 16 28 13 9 123 
Contact database 14 12 8 13 119 
Core HTA model 24 41 19 16 134 
EIFFEL 16 23 13 18 122 
E-meetings 22 17 6 30 127 
EunetHTA toolbar 10 17 10 16 125 
Mailing list 16 8 4 14 125 
MO website 14 5 13 15 95 
MO workrooms 17 20 15 17 41 
News aggregator 8 11 7 10 124 
POP Workroom 16 20 15 17 123 
Workroom Bulletin Board 9 14 9 8 122 

 
Workpackages 
 

• WP1. 27 respondents indicated that they were personally a member of WP1. 
They were asked if they agreed that WP attributes were effective; the 
responses are summarised below. Free-text comments about concerns 
included high dependency on the WP lead, continuity, too frequent face-to-
face meetings and communication problems. 
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 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 1 16 10 0 27 
Communication 0 0 19 6 2 27 
Objectives 0 0 17 8 2 27 
Deliverables 0 2 18 7 0 27 
Planning 0 0 16 10 1 27 
E-meetings 0 0 17 8 2 27 
F-f meetings 0 1 17 6 2 27 
 

• WP2. 11 respondents indicated they were personally a member of WP2 (not 
from the lead partner or co-lead partner). The responses about WP2 
attributes are shown below. Free-text comments about concerns included too 
large scope of the WP2 tasks. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 0 8 2 1 11 
Communication 0 1 6 3 1 11 
Objectives 0 0 7 4 0 11 
Deliverables 0 0 5 6 0 11 
Planning 0 0 6 5 0 11 
E-meetings 0 1 3 3 4 11 
F-f meetings 0 1 7 2 1 11 
 

• WP4. 47 respondents indicated they were personally a member of WP4 (not 
from the lead partner or co-lead partner). The responses about WP4 are 
summarised below. Concerns about WP4 included; a desire to have more 
meetings, co-ordination between strand A and strand B, implementation of 
the core model in routine practice, poor communication, concern about 
recruitment of experts, unclear objectives and problems with strand B. 

 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 1 22 19 2 44 
Communication 0 2 31 10 1 44 
Objectives 0 2 27 16 0 45 
Deliverables 0 2 24 17 2 45 
Planning 0 2 27 13 3 45 
E-meetings 0 5 15 2 23 45 
F-f meetings 0 4 24 6 11 45 
 

• WP5. 39 respondents indicated they were personally a member of WP5 (not 
from the lead partner or co-lead partner). The responses about WP5 are 
summarised below. Concerns about WP5 included; challenges to the work 
(including controversies, methodological challenges, managing political 
interest, more input of expert knowledge required and ability to apply the 
model in real life circumstances, need for more meetings, too high volume of 
work, too short timelines, confusion about the nature of the work and the role 
of the lead partner. 
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 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 2 22 14 1 39 
Communication 1 5 21 9 2 38 
Objectives 0 3 21 13 2 39 
Deliverables 0 1 28 7 3 39 
Planning 0 1 27 11 0 39 
E-meetings 0 2 26 7 4 39 
F-f meetings 0 6 20 7 5 38 

 
• WP6. 23 respondents indicated they were personally a member of WP6 (not 

from the lead partner or co-lead partner). The responses about WP6 are 
summarised below. Concerns about WP6 included technical problems and 
the desire for more meetings. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
agree 

Don’t 
know 

N 

Leadership 0 1 12 8 2 23 
Communication 0 1 16 3 3 23 
Objectives 0 1 16 4 2 23 
Deliverables 0 2 16 3 2 23 
Planning 0 1 17 2 3 23 
E-meetings 1 0 11 2 9 23 
F-f meetings 0 0 14 2 7 23 
 

• WP7. 34 respondents indicated they were personally a member of WP7 (not 
from the lead partner or co-lead partner). The responses about WP7 are 
summarised below. Concerns about WP7 included lack of clarity (about 
methods, tasks, involvement of partners), disappointing leadership, 
collaboration between strand A and strand B, confusion about meetings. 

 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 2 3 16 4 8 33 
Communication 0 8 16 3 7 34 
Objectives 1 6 15 7 5 34 
Deliverables 1 5 15 7 6 34 
Planning 0 4 17 7 6 34 
E-meetings 1 3 11 2 17 34 
F-f meetings 0 2 13 5 14 34 

 
• WP8. 42 respondents indicated they were personally a member of WP8 (not 

from the lead partner or co-lead partner). The responses about WP8 are 
summarised below. Concerns about WP8 included concerns about the 
business model development, confusion about the formation of WP8, its 
constitution, membership, objectives and deliverables, limited workshops and 
concerns about loss of capacity building. 
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 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 5 22 6 7 40 
Communication 0 10 20 5 6 41 
Objectives 0 9 21 4 7 41 
Deliverables 1 8 21 5 6 41 
Planning 0 3 24 5 7 39 
E-meetings 1 3 19 2 16 41 
F-f meetings 0 4 21 3 13 41 
 

 
Additional comments 
 
• Additional comments about the EUnetHTA JA. These included suggestion 

for an extra workpackage about networking, having a ‘welcome orientation 
meeting’ for new members, the importance of social events in aiding 
collaboration, satisfaction with WP4, dissatisfaction with the leadership and a 
need to update WP contact lists. 

• Additional comments about the survey. These included expressions of 
thanks, that the survey was well-structured and that it took too long to 
complete. 

 
 
Reference 
1. Pope C et al, Qualitative research in health care; Analysing qualitative data,  
BMJ 2000; 320: 114-116 
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Chapter 1  Methods 
 
 
 

1.1  Survey Design 
• This baseline survey was sent to all registered participants of the EUnetHTA 

JA from partner member organisations.  
• The survey was designed in 7 sections; demographics, specific organisational 

and HTA information, setting-up process, administration & communication, 
information technology, EUnetHTA tools and specific workpackages. 

• The survey included both closed (allowing selection of a pre-defined response) 
and free-text, ‘open’ (allowing respondents to provide their own response) 
questions. 

• The survey was designed as a web-based survey and was hosted by 
surveymonkey.com 

• It was designed by the NETSCC WP3 evaluation team (Dr Eleanor Guegan 
and Dr Andrew Cook). 

• Collaboration and work was undertaken by WP3 to incorporate the questions 
from WP2, WP6 and WP8 into the baseline survey. 

• Liaison occurred with WP6 & WP8 to incorporate their questions; The WP6 
lead partner drafted a mindmap of WP6 topics for inclusion in the WP3 
baseline survey for participants of EUnetHTA JA organisations. This was 
discussed at an e-meeting between the lead partner of WP6 and WP3 on 1 
February 2010. An e-meeting between WP3 & WP6 was held on 1 March 
2010. A telephone meeting between WP3 & WP6 was held on 17 March 2010. 

• A copy of the survey is included in Appendix 1. 
 

1.2  Survey Piloting 
• The draft survey was piloted by staff from NETSCC, KCE and DIMDI (co-lead 

partner of WP6) and ISC-III (activity lead from WP8). 
• The revised draft of questions pertaining to WP2,  WP6 and WP8 were piloted 

at the WP6 face-to-face meeting 15-16 April 2010.  
• The full survey was piloted by non-native English language speakers for 

clarity and content from both NETSCC and some WP6 participants. 
• The survey was piloted by the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat, members of the 

EUnetHTA JA Executive Committee and a representative from the EU 
Commission DG-Sanco (Anders-LamarkTysse). 

 
 

1.3  Survey Delivery 
• The distribution list of all participants registered with the EUnetHTA JA was 

obtained from the EUnetHTA Secretariat. 
• A notification email was sent to survey recipients on 19 April 2010 notifying 

them that they would receive the survey on 3 May 2010. 
• The survey invitation email containing the survey weblink was sent from 

surveymonkey on 3 May 2010 with a return date of 17 May.  
• As of 27 May 2010 there were 124 responses and a follow-up email was sent 

to the non-respondents, with a return date of 14 June.  
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• By 15 June 2010 there were 145 responses and a further follow-up email was 
sent to the non-respondents, with a return date of 2 July. 

• A presentation about the response rate was given at the 2010 Plenary 
Assembly (20-21 May) in Ljubljana and non-respondents urged to complete 
the survey. 

• All those who completed the survey were awarded survey completion 
certificates. These were awarded to each organisation’s representative at the 
Plenary Assembly and posted to those who were not represented there or 
completed the survey afterwards. A copy of the survey completion certificate 
is included in Appendix 2. 

 
 

1.4  Response Rate 
The overall response rate was 88%. 175 recipients were surveyed and 154 
responded. 
 
 

1.5 Analysis 
The responses were analysed using the computer packages; Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (version 16) for the quantitative components and NVivo (version 
8) for the qualitative responses. The qualitative components were analysed into 
themes according to iterative grounded theory. 
 
 

1.6 Reporting 
The results of the survey pertaining to WP2, WP6 and WP8 questions were reported 
at the WP6 face-to-face meeting in October 2010. Individual reports were compiled 
for the workpackage leads; 2, 6 and 8 and for the developers of the EUnetHTA JA 
tools. 
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Chapter 2 Demographics 
 
 

2.1  HTA organisations 
Although not a specific question, it was possible to identify what organisation the 
respondents were from. Respondents were from 50 organisations.  
 
 

2.2  Main professional expertise within HTA   
Q.  Please indicate your MAIN professional expertise within HTA; 

• Economist 
• Information scientist 
• Medical doctor (eg physician) 
• Other healthcare professional (eg pharmacist) 
• Project manager 
• Statistician 
• Other - please specify; 

 
All 154 respondents answered this question (100%).  
 
24% (n=37) were medical doctors, 17% (n=26) were other healthcare professionals, 
16% (n=24) were economists, 13% (n=20) were project managers, 5% (n=8) were 
information scientists, 1% (n=1) was a statistician and 25% (n=38) classified 
themselves as ‘other’. 
 
38 classified their main professional as ‘other’. These can mostly be categorised as; 

• Administration (n=6), biologist (n=2), communication (n=3), dentist (n=1), 
epidemiologist (n=3), health economist (n=3), health services research (n=4), 
information (n=5), management (n=5) and public health specialist (n=3). 

 
Main professional HTA expertise Frequency  (%) 
Medical Doctor 37  (24%) 
Other healthcare professional/scientist 30  (20%) 
Economist 27  (18%) 
Project manager 20  (13%) 
Information scientist/IT 13  (9%) 
Administration 6    (4%) 
Management 5    (3%) 
Health services researcher 4    (3%) 
Public health specialist 3    (2%) 
Epidemiologist 3    (2%) 
Communication 3    (2%) 
Other 2    (2%) 
Statistician 1    (1%) 
Main professional HTA expertise of survey respondents (n=154) 
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2.3  Gender 
 
Q. Please indicate your gender 
 
All 154 respondents answered this question. 62% (n=95) were female and 
38% (n=59) were male. 
 
 

2.4  Age  
 
Q. Please indicate your age group 
 
Answer options; 

• 20-29   
• 30-39   
• 40-49   
• 50-59   
• 60-69   
• 70+      

 
All 154 respondents answered this question. Of these, the modal group was 30-39 
(34%, n=53). 
 
Age group Frequency % 
20-29 17 11 
30-39 53 34 
40-49 49 32 
50-59 31 20 
60-69 3 2 
70+ 1 1 
Age group for survey respondents (n=154) 
 

11%

34% 32%

20%

2% 1%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+

Age group
 

Age groups of survey respondents  (n=154) 
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2.5  Length of time working in HTA 
 
Q. Please indicate the number of FULL years you have worked in HTA. 
If you have worked in HTA for less than 1 year please enter 0. 
 
This free text response question was answered by 152 (99%) of the 154 respondents. 
 
No. of years Frequency (%) 
0 31  (20%) 
1 11  (7%) 
2 19  (13%) 
3 11  (7%) 
4 16  (11%) 
5 9   (6%) 
6 5  (3%) 
7 8  (5%) 
8 6  (4%) 
9 2  (1%) 
10 12  (8%) 
11 2  (1%)  
12 5  (3%) 
13 3  (2%) 
14 1  (1%) 
15 6  (4%) 
16 2  (1%) 
20 2  (1%) 
22 1  (1%) 
 Length of time worked in HTA by survey respondents  (n=152) 
 
 
 

2.6  Membership of other international HTA networks 
 
Q. Are you/your organisation a member of any other international HTA 
organisations? 
Please tick ALL that apply. 
 
Answer options; 

• EUROSCAN 
• HTAi 
• INAHTA 
• None 
• Don't Know 
• Other - please specify; 
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International HTA networks Frequency  
EUROSCAN 51 
HTAi 108 
INAHTA 91 
None 23 
Don’t Know 13 
Other  
                AUnETS 1 
                Cochrane Collaboration 1 
                Campbell Collaboration 1 
                EUSANAH 2 
                GIN 3 
                Health Economics 
Portuguese 

1 

                ISPOR 7 
                SNHTA 2 
Membership of international HTA networks by survey respondents’ 
organisations   
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Chapter 3 Specific organisational and HTA 
information 

 
 
 

3.1  Application to join EUnetHTA JA  
 
Q. Did your organisation experience any difficulties in applying to join 
the EUnetHTA JA? 
 

• No  (63%) 
• Don’t Know – I was not involved  (29%) 
• Yes  (8%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 150 (97%) answered whether their organisation had 
experienced difficulties in joining the EUnetHTA JA. Of these, 43 (29%) did not know 
because they were not involved, 95 (63%) had not experienced a problem, whilst 12 
(8%) had experienced a problem. 
 
Of the 107 respondents who knew whether their organisation had experienced a 
problem in joining the EUnetHTA JA, 12 (11%) had experienced a problem, whilst 95 
(89%) had not. 
 
Please explain any difficulties & how these could have been avoided; 
A free-text comment was provided by 13 respondents. One respondent’s comment 
was not applicable to the question (they addressed why their organization had 
joined).  
 
Comments from the other 12 respondents were categorised into the following 
themes; 
 

• Logistics (n=6) 
Lack of time was highlighted by two respondents; to get ready and communicate with 
others from other countries – exacerbated by too short a timescale during the set-up. 
Other respondents cited difficulty in setting up their HTA agency (n=1) and 
inconveniently situated set-up meetings (n=1) and a ‘frame contract’ (n=1) eg, ‘“The 
timescales involved in preparation of bids for the JA were remarkably short, making it 
very difficult to work with a multicountry team to put the bid together.’ 
 

• Communication (n=5) 
Three types of problems in communication were experienced; from the EUnetHTA JA 
(n=2), between the European representative and the national level (n=2) and 
between the national and regional level (n=1). 
 

• Process (n=3) 
Three respondents experienced problems with the ‘joining process’; that it was 
‘ardorous and buracratic’, they didn’t know what to do and that templates were 
missing, eg ‘“It is just hard to get an overview over the full process and that makes it 
hard to deliver.” 
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• Funding (n=3) 
Three respondents experienced problems with funding; a lack of funding, “painful” 
budget adjustment and that they missed the frame contract, eg “The application 
preparation procedure was quite arduous and bureacratic.” 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “Difficulties as a consequence of being Regional Agency.  We would like to 
highlight that the problems were encountered at [detail hidden to maintain 
confidentiality] coordination level, not on the side of the EUnetHTA project.” 

• “It is just hard to get an overview over the full process and that makes it hard 
to deliver.” 

• “The application preparation procedure was quite arduous and bureacratic.” 
• “It was not always easy to know what to do, templates were missing, budget 

adjustment was painfull” 
• “Too limited funding because  [we are]  not a EU member state” 
• “Currently having a "stand-by" position in the project.” 
• “Emails from work package responsible persons sometimes seem to be 

addressed to a general list in the way, that individuals not affected by the 
content also receive the mail.  Problem: It costs time, to carry out if oneself is 
addressed or not.  Solution: Mails should only be sent to the ones, that are 
affected by the content.    Problem: Long travels to meeting locations  
Solution: Conferences/meetings should be located by (travel-)practical 
considerations.” 

• “[We]  could not apply because it did not sign the frame contract.” 
• “There was some difficulty because the communication to Ministry of Health 

had been delayed by the european representative in Brussels and only with 
the parallel information from EUnetHTA secretariat we have been able to 
formalize the application.” 

• “When some additional questions and clarification about appointment of our 
Agency as EUnetHTA Partner asked by EUnetHTA Secretariat to  [our] 
Ministry of Health (after the first appointment letter from Ministry of Health) 
our Agency [], responsible for establishment HTA process in  []) should call 
and expedite responsible person from Ministry of Health for this clarification 
(they don’t enough recognize importance of this and worried about travel and 
accommodation expenses needed for activities in WP; after my explanations 
that the Ministry of Health will not be involved in any expenses and expertise 
they send new letter with all required clarifications).” 

• “The timescales involved in preparation of bids for the JA were remarkably 
short, making it very difficult to work with a multicountry team to put the bid 
together. This was especially problematical when most people involved in 
contructing the bid had full time real life jobs to do. If significant problems 
develop later in the JA, it seems likely that they were seeded between April 
and September 2009, when there was far too much rapid work required, and 
no thinking time to do it in.” 

• “We are a research organization that was originally part of the Ministry of 
Health, but in 2008 our organization became part of  []  During 2009 a 
process had to be established to guarantee the appropriate dialogue between 
both Ministries. This process was slower than we would like.” 

• “We don't have experience in doing HTA. So the main purpose is to gain 
experience.” 
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3.2  Organisation Funding  
 
Q. Do you think your organisation has sufficient FUNDING to be able to 
do what it said it will for the entire EUnetHTA JA? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (20%) 
• Don’t Know  (32%) 
• Yes  (48%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 149 (97%) answered whether their organisation had 
sufficient funding to fulfil its obligations to the EUnetHTA JA. Of these, 47 (32%) did 
not know whether their organisation had enough funding. 
 
Of the 102 respondents who knew whether their organisation had enough funding to 
fulfil its obligations to the EUnetHTA JA, 72 (71%) had enough funding, whilst 30 
(29%) did not. 
 
Please explain any funding concerns; 
A free-text comment was provided by 34 respondents. These were categorized into 
the following themes; 
 

• Not enough funding received (n=12) 
Generally (n=3). Specifically; requiring on average an increase of 50% of time 
compared to that available in the budget (n=2), specifically for a developing HTA 
agency (n=1), specifically as a WP lead partner (n=1), more work required than days 
allocated (n=1), requiring greater human resources (n=2), limited time meaning that 
work has to be focused down to basics (n=2), eg “I think that in practice we will need 
50% extra days compared to the budget”. 
 

• No funding received  (n=7) 
No funding was received for various circumstances; for regional, collaborative 
partners (n=3), ‘no funding’ (n=2), funding not received from the Ministry (n=1) and 
no funding available for additional experts (n=1). One respondent emphasized that 
they worried that the consequence of not receiving funding will have a negative effect 
on their participation, whilst another felt they would receive a good balance between 
benefits and costs. 
 

• Increased workload (n=7) 
Six respondents said that the workload was greater than budgeted for; generally 
(n=2), especially for WP4 & WP5 (n=1), extreme tasks (n=1), high stakeholder 
expectations (n=1), to get ‘up to speed” into the project and answering 
questionnaires (n=1), preparing for meetings (n=1) eg “amount of work rises 
especially WP5 and 4”. 
 

• Uncertainty for the future (n=7) 
Six respondents were unsure about whether they would have enough funding in the 
future; due to political cuts (n=3), requiring monitoring (n=1), temporary funding (n=1) 
and general uncertainty due to uncertainty of development of the agency and role in 
the project (n=1). One indicated that the funding was ok at the present time (n=1). 
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• Organisational / self subsidy (n=5) 

One respondent indicated that they were personally  having to subsidize their travel 
& accommodation costs to meetings, and three indicated their agency was having to 
provide more than the 50% funding requirement (n=3). One respondent highlighted 
the fact that only one organizational representative would be covered for travel costs 
(n=1). 
 

• Inequality  (n=1) 
One respondent felt that the funding had been allocated in an unequal distribution – 
with larger HTA agencies allocated more than smaller ones (n=1). 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “We are a regional HTA Agency, so we dont have direct funding” 
• “As founder partner  [we] has full rights in the JA, however, as a consequence 

of the issue mentioned above, we have not received any funding from the 
National Ministry to cover EUnetHTA activities.” 

• “I think that in practice we will need 50% extra days compared to the budget” 
• “We know we need to provide more work than the agreement lists in order to 

get the work done, but we're happy to do so as the methodological 
development is important” 

•  “I don't think that the funding available will be sufficient to cover 50% of the 
time we will spend on the EUnetHTA work.It is also challenging for us to 
cover the remaining 50% through our existing resources as we have already 
an extremely high workload, and with the potential cut back in the new budget, 
this may get worse.” 

• “yes but probably we will expent more human ressources than what was 
allocated” 

• “HTA are on the begining phase in  []. Much investments are necessary, so 
resourses are not enough” 

• “As always in a Ministry of Health, it depends on the politican priorities. This 
year seems ok but one cannot guarantee it dies not change in the future, near 
or distant!” 

• “amount of work rises espially WP5 and 4” 
• “The funding puts strong limitations on what our institution can do, so there is 

a need to focus the work on the things that are in the grant agreement text” 
• “Limited time” 
• “The cuts in governmental spending may endanger co-financing next year” 
• “We try to fund our "own contribution" as it was required from us.” 
• “The work that needs to be done as Lead of a work package is far more 

extensive than was expected on forehand. We hope that there will be 
additional sources for funding” 

• “Our problems are related with the fact that the funding is not budgetary and 
permanent right now.” 

• “It is not clear what the role would be depending on the HTA development in 
the MS and the JA HTA development. [detail hidden to maintain 
confidentiality] is the state  regulatory competent body (medicines agency) 
with competence in pricing.” 

• “The tasks are quite extensive as with most EU co-funded projects especially 
given the high expectations of stakeholders.” 

• “We are a collaborating partner and have no funding for the project. We are 
volunteering our own time as we feel it is important to be involved.” 
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• “the worload is more than expected and there is no funding to hire additional 
experts.” 

• “Whole Funding from EU and also our part (in this case the ministry of health) 
is not sufficient for the work to be done. Only reading all papers and 
information and preparing for the meetings takes more time than calculated 
and funded. But we are very interested and motivated.” 

• “we are publicly funded - future budged will decrease” 
• “I do not feel we have sufficient wte staff to fulfil all activities in the work 

packages as well as organisational commitments.” 
• “For me its the first time, to participate in an workpackage and at the 

beginning I had to inform myself a lot to be able to follow what my tasks in the 
work-package are or will be in the future.   Additionally, you have to answer a 
lot of questionnaires - more than expected at the beginning.” 

• “My salary for the hours comitted to the work in EUnetHTA JA is only partly 
funded. The remaining must be funded through ohter grants obtained by the 
organisation” 

• “there is an unequal distribution between big agencies, such as HAS and 
smaller, such as ours” 

• “From the first few months of work it is clear that the amount of work that 
needs to be done to meet the plan is far in excess of the number of days 
allocated.  I beleive that we will have to monitor this very carefully to ensure 
that we are not contibuting significantly more than 50% of the costs of the 
project.” 

• “We will have to evaluate this after the first year of activities for the JA.” 
• “Despite the fact that our Agency has limited funds (about  [] annually for 

whole Agency which consist of three departments ([]), and this global financial 
and local crisis, I decided [] if the Agency could not be possible to finance 
travel and accommodation expenses needed for activities in WP8 which I 
recognize as most important in this moment, I will pay by myself” 

• “Contingent on the work required not growing from what was set out in the 
bid” 

• “my organisation receives no funding from EUnetHTA JA” 
• “Of course, funding is always limited, but in this case not only my organization 

but I assume that most of those participating in EUnetHTA JA are seriously 
under-financed. Why then are we here? Because it's obvious that we cann't 
not be here.  And those who finance this project know it.” 

• [We] will act as a collaborative partner in support of national agencies  [] for 
WP4 and WP5 activities, respectively. Our activities will be managed and 
performed locally. Since there is no funding CP, I fear we will not participate 
to conferences and face-to-face meetings. We will contribute to e-meetings. I 
do have some concern that my organisation's committment may experience 
some on-off periods.” 

• “It is not applicable because my organisation does not receive funds in this 
project. Nevertheless, I think we can find a good balnce between benefits 
(capacity building, establishing a network, visibility) and sustained costs (work, 
travels)” 

• “Only one organization representative is entitled to be reimbursed for travel 
expenses.” 

 

 24



3.3  Organisation Staffing  
 
Q. Do you think your organisation has sufficient STAFF to be able to do 
what it said it will for the entire EUnetHTA JA? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (16%) 
• Don’t Know  (19%) 
• Yes  (65%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 149 (97%) answered whether their organisation had 
sufficient staff to fulfil its obligations to the EUnetHTA JA. Of these, 28 (19%) did not 
know whether their organisation had enough staff. 
 
Of the 121 who knew whether their organisation had enough staff or not, 97 (80%) 
had enough staff whilst 24 (20%) did not. 
 
Please explain any staffing concerns; 
31 respondents provided a free-text comment about staffing concerns- these were 
categorised into the following themes; 
 

• Limitations (n=12) 
Twelve respondents indicated that their organisation experienced limitations; no 
funds for recruiting more staff (n=2), limited (n=1), small team therefore limited in how 
they can participate in the JA (n=4), additional, non priority task (n=2), variable team 
size (n=2), steep learning curve for a new HTA agency (n=1). 
 

• Not enough staff (n=8) 
Eight respondents did not feel that their organisation had sufficient staff; already 
using more than planned (n=1), not enough funds (n=1), not enough staff for tasks 
required for commitment (n=3), ‘overloaded’ (n=1), increased work for the same team 
(n=1), ‘need half a person more’ (n=1). 
 

• Optimistic (n=3) 
Three respondents were not able to completely state at the present time, but were 
optimistic they had sufficient staff to complete their EUnetHTA JA work (n=3). 
 

• Recruitment of outside expertise (n=2) 
Two respondents said they do, or plan to, recruit outside expertise (n=2) and 1 could 
draw on expertise from a ‘virtual network’ of national network (n=1). 
 

• Planned organisational expansion (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that their organisation had plans to recruit extra staff 
(n=2). 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “At this early stage of the Joint Access, one can hardly be completely sure of 
the amount of work load and the adequate resources to achieve a real 
success of the project ! I think, however, that we'll be able to allocate the 
adequate ressources to the tast performed.” 

• “Plus we recruit some outside expertise” 
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• “However, we are a relatively new agency with a small team [] of mostly new-
to-HTA staff, so there is going to be a steep learning curve for some” 

• “In [our agency] we have very few persons working on this area.  We have 
difficulties in contracting staff with limitations made by the Government.” 

• “Same answer as in 2. above. With the budget provided we cannot employ 
additional staff.” 

• “we are already using more staff than planned” 
• “We are planing to double our staff for HTA from the begining of 2011” 
• “We are involved in EUnetHTA JA as well as in other JA. Our work is more 

complex than HTA as not be an HTAgency, but to work with all of agencies at 
national level” 

• “I hope we have enough staff to do the work but I am not sure” 
• “half a person more for the time would be fine” 
• “See above. The staff for participating in the HTA work content development 

in EUnetHTA is very limited.” 
• “The team is very small and we have to be careful in taking responsibilities” 
• “If we would limit ourselves to the minimal requirements we will probably 

succeed but if we want to be involved more actively the available staff will not 
be sufficient” 

• “Because we lack the funding” 
• “We are still developing the[]department of our organization, so right now we 

are quite few for quite a number of tasks.” 
• “the answer should be provided by the management depending on the 

strategic decision on the involvement of [our agency] in HTA activities” 
• “Because of budget cuts the current staff of the organisation is overloaded 

with work. It is difficult to make time free for EUnetHTA activities” 
• “I suppose there is enough stuff (planned), but I'm not quite sure what 

happens, if more than one is needed in other projects” 
• “I do not feel we have sufficient wte staff to fulfil all activities in the work 

packages as well as organisational commitments.” 
• “In our country we are organizing a network (we call it [detail hidden to 

maintain confidentiality])  between different units (regional agencies, 
universities, regional authorities ) to share expertise on different aspects of 
HTA, so perspectively we can count on a virtual team.” 

• “Depending on the actual workload and timelines the amount of staff wich can 
be allocated to the EUNetHTA work can vary and are sometimes limited” 

• “We may need to contract extra techncial resource to complete some of the 
tasks” 

• “Because the fact that I am only one at this moment in Department for HTA I 
recognize that I will be able to participate only in [] “Core business of staff is 
support for Commission for Reimbursement for Medicines in Belgium.  
EUnetHTA engagements require reallocation of (human) resources.” 

• “EUnetHTA is an additional duty apart from my normal work so sometimes I 
have a lot of work” 

• “The Directorate is made up of just a few persons so although we will try our 
best, we may not be able to deliver all that is expexted of us in a timely 
manner.” 

• “HTA's activity is growing at the  moment” 
• “Directly related with the previous answer.” 
• “[our agency’s] staff for EUNETHA JA is limited, as it is for regional HTA 

activities, because [our agency] will have a managing role within HTA in []. 
Specific activities, now staring, will be attached to named committees (Priority 
setting and conflict of interests assessment; Appraisal committee) and to 
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• “This is a chronic problem in our agency, the workload for HTA increases but 
the people involved are always the same.” 

• “I am not sure, but we are optimistic.” 
 
 

3.4  Succession Planning  
 
Q. Does your organisation have a plan in case staff members suddenly 
become ill or leave, to allow its EUnetHTA JA work to continue? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (37%) 
• Don’t Know  (20%) 
• Yes  (42%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 147 (95%) answered whether their organisation had a plan 
in case staff members suddenly become ill or leave, to allow EUnetHTA JA work to 
continue. Of these, 30 (20%) did not know whether their organisation had any such 
plans in place, 62 (42%) had a plan in place whilst 55 (37%) did not. 
 
Of the 117 who knew whether their organisation had such a plan in place, 55 (47%) 
did not, whilst 62 (53%) did. 
 
Please explain any concerns. 
A free-text comment was provided by 28 respondents. One did not answer the 
question and this was therefore Not Applicable and one indicated that this was a 
‘good point’. The main themes for the other responses were classified into the 
following categories; 
 

• Manageable situation  (n=13) 
Possible recruitment (n=1), work can be redistributed within the large 
team/Department (n=3), planned ahead by restricting commitment to ensure they 
could fulfill requirements (n=1), internal resources for replacement (n=1), could be 
replaced from others in region/network (n=2), sufficient staff (n=2), yes-but others 
would have to work harder (n=1), easier for other colleagues to cover role because 
their organization is not a Lead Partner (n=1) and because it is deemed high priority 
by the organization (n=1). 
 

• Problems (n=12) 
Not for me (n=1), loss of senior/key staff would lead to repercussions (n=2), limited 
substitutes for each activity (n=2), there would be a lack of continuity (n=1), not 
enough resource to provide knowledge twice (n=1),no/insufficiently formalized plan 
(n=5). 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “There is no plan specific to EUnetHTA, however, we have possiblities to 
recruit nexw people at any time of the project, if it appears necessary.” 

• “Good remark!” 
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• “There is no one to take over my work if something unexpected happens to 
me. 

• “We have a fairly large team where work can be redistributed if needed” 
• “We deliberately restricted our commitment to the project, to ensure that we 

can deliver on all our requirements, however, it is a small team of mostly new 
staff, so the loss of any senior staff member will have significant 
repercussions for all of our work.” 

• “We have substitutes for each activity but it is limited by the concerns 
exposed in 3.”. 

• “No explicit plan. Our organisation have undergone a fusion last year and we 
had some changes in our staff” 

• “we have internal ressources to replace people that would not continue to 
work on the JA” 

• “We have manu Units in our Region working in HTA” 
• “However public health trainees can be involved and help out. However this 

would lead to a lack in continuity of work given that some rotate after 3 
months time.” 

• “more than one department is involved” 
• “very difficult because not much resources to provide knowledge twice” 
• “Not for all tasks” 
• “Tasks will be assumed by other member of the staff” 
• “I find these questions and the especially the question 5 difficult to answer. 

For question 1-4 I have assumed that you are talking of the collaboration HTA 
organisations but question 5 is something I would have to answer from the 
point of view of my institute and/or from the point of view of the HTA-
organization we produce the reports for. Assuming that you actually want 
information about the collaborating HTA organisation which consists of 
members involved in HTA but for which I wouldn't be producing HTAs I have 
left question 5 open.” 

• “We do not have a specific plan for each case but people could be replaced 
within the network []” 

• “I'm not sure about this but I assume there will be difficulties if any of the key 
persons should leave.” 

• “we have access to staff from other departments.” 
• “No explicit plan exits. However, there are sufficient staff members who could 

- in case - continue EUnetHTA work of staff members which are suddenly no 
longer available.” 

• “No more than our tandard resource management plans to deal with these 
types of circumstances” 

• “but perhaps insufficiently formalised. E.g. we are lead partner for one of the 
WP's. One person in our intitution is responsible for almost all the tasks 
related to that WP, there is no close internal back-up (i.e. others are aware of 
what is going on in the WP but nobody is continuously involved in all the WPs 
activities). There is a back-up lead-person at another co-leading agency.” 

• “It is of high importance and priority for this participation, because Agency 
needs international support and collaboration for establishment transparent, 
evidence-based, independence HTA process in [] (and fact that Agency is 
established by Act in 2007 and actually began with activities on HTA in 
October 2009)” 

• “We have sufficient fall back possibilities, unless a bomb drops.” 
• “No contingencies have currently been put in place for these eventualities, 

although we assume that the work would continue should such a situation 
arise.” 
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• “It actually has happened and the "plan" is for other staff to work harder, the 
only alternative we have.” 

• “Please note that [our agency’s]  activities in the HTA area just started in 2008 
with a targeted policy, and just now are entering in a working phase” 

• “We do not have an explicit plan, but think it will work out fine by involving 
others in case of leave” 

• “As we aren't the Leader of WP, it will be more easier to hand over the 
respossibility to colleague involved in this project.” 

3.5  HTA information produced  
 
Q. Please use the drop-down menus to indicate HTA information 
produced by your organisation. 
If your organisation does not produce a certain information type (or 
you don't know) please indicate this in the 1st column and leave the 
other columns blank. 
 
Recipients were asked about the HTA information produced by their organisation. 
This information will inform tool development. 
This was a matrix question, which asked 4 questions with discrete possible answer 
options for each of the 6 information types considered. It should be remembered that 
recipients were providing an INDIVIDUAL response, not on behalf of their 
organisation. Therefore, it is possible that individuals within an organisation didn’t 
provide the same response. 
 
Types of information; 

• Raw data 
• Planned projects list 
• Ongoing projects list 
• Preliminary report 
• Final Published report 
• Impact record 

 
Questions 

1. Is it produced by your organisation? 
Answer options: Yes, No, Don’t Know 
 

2. Is an English summary available? 
Answer options: Not applicable, Always, Often, Sometimes, Never, 
Don’t know 
 

3. Is the full document available in English? 
Answer options: Not applicable, Always, Often, Sometimes, Never, 
Don’t know 
 

4. What is the confidentiality level for this? 
Answer options: Public, EUnetHTA partners, specific EUnetHTA sub-
groups, confidential (not for sharing), Don’t Know 
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i. Raw Data 
 
At least 1 respondent from 28 (56%) of the 50 organisations indicated this was 
produced. 54 (40%) respondents indicated this was produced by their organisation 
 
 

• Is this produced?  (n=136 respondents) 
 
This question was answered by 136 (88%) of the 154 respondents.  
Of these, 54 (40%) respondents indicated this was produced by their organisation, 54 
(40%) said it was not, whilst 28 (20%) did not know. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20%

40%
40%

Raw data
produced
Not produced

Not known

Production of Raw Data by HTA organisations, as reported by survey 
respondents  (n=136) 
 
 

• Is an English summary available?  (n=51 respondents) 
 
Of the 54 respondents who answered that their organisation produced this 
information, 51 (94%) answered about whether an English summary was available. 
These respondents answered that it was produced; Always =13 (25%), Often = 8 
(16%), Sometimes = 15 (29%), Never = 11 (22%) Don’t Know = 4 (8%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8%
22%

29%

16%

25%
Always
Often
Sometimes
Never
Not known

Raw Data available as an English summary in HTA organisations, as reported 
by survey respondents  (n=51) 
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• Is the full document available in English?  (n=51) 

 
Of the 54 respondents who answered that their organisation produced this 
information, 51 (94%) answered about whether an English summary was available. 
These respondents answered that a full English document was available; Always = 8 
(16%), Often = 4 (8%), Sometimes = 12 (24%), Never = 21 (41%), Don’t know = 5 
(10%).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10%

41%

24%
8%

16%
Always
Often
Sometimes
Never
Not known

Raw data available as a full English document by HTA organisations, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=51) 

 
 
 
 
• What is the confidentiality level for this?  (n=51) 

 
Of the 54 respondents who answered that their organisation produced this 
information, 51 (94%) answered about whether an English summary was available. 
These answered that the confidentiality level was; Public = 20 (39%), Specific 
EUnetHTA subgroups = 2 (4%), EUnetHTA partners=2 (4%), Confidential = 19 (37%), 
Don’t Know = 8 (16%). 
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Not known

Confidentiality level of Raw Data produced by HTA organisations, as reported 
by survey respondents  (n=51) 
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ii. Planned Projects 
 
At least 1 respondent from 33 (66%) of the 50 organisations indicated this was 
produced. 81 (60%) of respondents indicated that this was produced by their 
organisation. 
 

• Is this produced?  (n=134) 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 134 (87%) answered about whether their organisation 
produced information about planned projects. It is produced by 81 (60%), not 
produced by 40 (30%) whilst 13 (10%) did not know. 
 

10%
30% 60%

Produced
Not produced
Not known

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Production of information about Planned Projects by HTA organisations, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=134) 
 

 
 
• Is an English summary available?  (n= 78) 

 
From the 81 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 78 (96%) answered about whether an English summary is available. 
These respondents answered that an English summary is available; Always = 22 
(28%), Often = 14 (18%), Sometimes = 14 (18%), Never = 22 (28%), Don’t Know = 6 
(8%). 
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Never
Not known

Information about planned projects available as an English summary in HTA 
organisations, as reported by survey respondents  (n=78) 
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• Is the full document available in English?  (n=73) 
 
From the 81 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 73 (90%) answered about whether an English summary is available. 
These respondents answered that a full English document was available; Always = 
18 (25%), Often = 3 (4%), Sometimes = 18 (25%), Never = 31 (42%), Don’t Know = 3 
(4%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4%

42%

25%
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25%

Always

Often

Sometimes

Never

Not known

Information about Planned Projects available as a full English document in 
HTA organisations, as reported by survey respondents  (n=73) 

 
 
 
 
• What is the confidentiality level for this?  (n=77) 

 
Of the 81 respondents who answered that their organisation produced this 
information, 77 (95%) answered about whether an English summary was available. 
These respondents answered that the confidentiality was; Public = 36 (47%), All 
EUnetHTA partners = 13 (17%), Specific subgroups = 9 (12%), Confidential = 9 
(12%), Don’t Know = 10 (13%). 
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Confidentiality level of Planned Projects in HTA organisations, as reported by 
survey respondents  (n=77) 
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iii.  Ongoing projects 
 
At least 1 respondent from 39 (78%) of the 50 organisations indicated this was 
produced. 105 (78%) of respondents indicated this was produced by their 
organisation. 
 

 
• Is this produced?  (n=135) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 135 (88%) answered about whether their organisation 
produced information about ongoing projects. Of these, it is produced by 105 (78%), 
not produced by 22 (16%) with the remaining 8 (6%) not knowing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16%
78%

6%
Produced
Not produced
Not known

Production of information about Ongoing Projects in HTA organisations, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=135) 

 
 
• Is an English summary available?  (n=103) 

 
Of the 105 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 103 (98%) answered about whether an English summary is produced. Of 
these, an English summary was available; Always = 36 (35%), Often = 17 (17%), 
Sometimes = 18 (17%), Never / Not applicable = 25 (24%), Don’t Know = 7 (7%). 
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Information about Ongoing Projects available as an English summary in HTA 
organisations, as reported by survey respondents  (n=103) 
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• Is the full document available in English?  (n=98) 
 
Of the 105 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 98 (93%) answered about whether the full document was available in 
English. These respondents answered that a full English document was available; 
Always = 27 (28%), Often = 8 (8%), Sometimes = 20 (20%), Never / Not applicable = 
37 (38%), Don’t Know = 6 (6%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6%

38%

20%
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28%
Always
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Never
Not known

Information about Ongoing Projects available as a full English document in 
HTA organisations, as reported by survey respondents  (n=98) 

 
 
 
• What is the confidentiality level for this?  (n=99) 

 
Of the 105 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 99 (94%) answered about whether the full document was available in 
English. These respondents answered that the confidentiality level of this was; Public 
= 59 (60%), All EUnetHTA = 15 (15%), Specific sub-groups = 10 (10%), Confidential 
= 3 (3%), Don’t Know = 12 (12%). 
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Confidentiality level for Ongoing Projects in HTA organisations, as reported by 
survey respondents  (n=99) 
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iv.  Preliminary Report 
 
At least 1 respondent from 39 (78%) of the 50 organisations indicated this was 
produced. 89 (64% of respondents) indicated that their organisation produced a 
preliminary report. 
 
 

• Is this information produced?  (n=138) 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 138 (90%) answered about whether their organisation 
produced information about ongoing projects. These respondents answered that the 
information was; Produced = 89 (64%), Not produced = 34 (25%), not known = 15 
(11%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

25% 64%
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Produced
Not produced
Not known

Production of a Preliminary Report by HTA organisations, as reported by 
survey respondents  (n=138) 
 
 

• Is an English summary available?  (n=85) 
 
Of the 89 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this information, 
85 (96%) answered about whether an English summary is produced. These 
answered that an English summary was available; Always = 18 (21%), Often = 6 
(7%), Sometimes = 23 (27%), Never / Not applicable = 32 (38%), Don’t Know = 6 
(7%). 
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Preliminary Report available as an English summary in HTA organisations, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=85)
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Is the full document available in English?  (n=78) 
 
Of the 89 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this information, 
78 (88%) answered about whether the full document was available in English. These 
answered that a full English document was produced; Always = 14 (18%), Often = 3 
(4%), Sometimes = 16 (21%), Never / not applicable = 41 (53%), Don’t know = 4 
(5%). 
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Preliminary Report available as a full English document, as reported by 
survey respondents  (n=78)  
 
 
 
 
 

• What is the confidentiality level for this?  (n=76) 
 
Of the 89 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this information, 
76 (85%) answered about whether the full document was available in English. These 
answered that the confidentiality level is; Public = 12 (16%), All EunetHTA partners = 
5 (7%), Specific subgroups = 2 (3%), Confidential = 50 (66%), Don’t know = 7 (8%). 
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Confidentiality level of Preliminary Reports, as reported by survey 
respondents  (n=76) 
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v.  Final published report 
 
At least 1 respondent from 41 (82%) of the 50 organisations indicated this was 
produce. 116 (84%) of respondents indicated this was produced by their organisation. 
 
 

• Is this information produced?  (n=138) 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 138 (90%) answered about whether their organisation 
produced information about final report. Of these it was produced by 116 (84%), not 
produced by 13 (9%) and not known by 9 (7%). 
 

84%
7%9% Produced

Not produced
Not known

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Production of Final Published Reports by HTA organisations, as reported by 
survey respondents  (n=138) 
 
 
 

• Is an English summary available?  (n=115) 
 
Of the 116 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 115 (99%) answered about whether an English summary was produced. 
These respondents answered that an English summary is available; Always = 53 
(46%), Often = 28 (24%), Sometimes = 29 (25%), Never  = 4 (3%), Don’t Know = 1 
(1%). 
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Final Published Reports available as an English summary, as reported by 
survey respondents  (n=115) 
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• Is the full document available in English?  (n=111) 

 
Of the 116 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 111 (96%) answered about whether a document in English was 
produced. These respondents answered that a full English document was available; 
Always = 18 (16%), Often = 10 (9%), Sometimes = 51 (46%), Never = 30 (27%), 
Don’t Know = 2 (2%). 
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Final Published Report available as full English documents in HTA 
organisations, as reported by survey respondents  (n=111) 
 

 
 
 
• What is the confidentiality level for this? 

 
Of the 116 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this 
information, 111 (96%) answered about the confidentiality level. These respondents 
answered that the confidentiality level is; Public = 93 (88%), All EUnetHTA partners = 
2 (2%), Subgroups = 0, Confidential = 4 (4%), Don’t Know = 7 (7%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7%
4%0%2%

88%

Public

EUnetHTA
partners
Specific sub-
groups
Confidential

Not known

Confidentiality level for Final Published Reports by HTA organisations, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=111) 
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vi.  Impact Record 
 
At least 1 respondent from 30 (60%) of the 50 organisations indicated this was 
produced. 33(24%) of respondents indicated this was produced by their organisation. 

 
 
• Is this information produced?  (n=136) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 136 (88%) answered about whether their organisation 
produced information about final report. Of these, it was produced by 33 
organisations (24%), not by 69 (51%) and not known by 34 (25%). 
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Production of an Impact Record by HTA organisations, as reported by survey 
respondents  (n=136). 

 
 
• Is an English summary available?  (n=32) 
 

Of the 33 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this information, 
32 (97%) answered about whether an English summary was produced. These 
respondents answered that an English summary is available; Always = 4 (13%), 
Often = 3 (9%), Sometimes = 8 (25%), Never/Not applicable = 11 (34%), Don’t Know 
= 6 (19%). 
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Impact Record available as an English summary in HTA organisations, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=32)
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 Is the full document available in English?  (n=30) 
 
Of the 33 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this information, 
30 (91%) answered about whether a full document in English was produced. These 
respondents answered that a full English document was available; Always = 2 (7%), 
Often = 1 (3%), Sometimes = 11 (37%), Never / not applicable = 11 (37%), Don’t 
Know = 5 (17%). 
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Impact Record available as a full English document in HTA organisations, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=30) 

 
 
 
• What is the confidentiality level for this? 

 
Of the 33 respondents who indicated that their organisation produced this information, 
31 (94%) answered about the confidentiality level. These respondents answered that 
the confidentiality level for this is; Public = 20 (65%), All EUnetHTA = 1 (3%), Sub 
groups = 0, Confidential = 3 (10%), Don’t Know = 7 (23%). 
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Confidentiality level for Impact Record in HTA organisations, as reported by 
survey respondents  (n=31) 
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Chapter 4 Setting-up process 
 

 
 

4.1 Achievement of objectives  
 
Q.Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA will be successful in achieving its 
objectives? 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 
Objectives; 

• Development of a general strategy & business model for 
sustainable European collaboration on HTA. 

• Development of HTA tools & methods. 
• Application and field testing of developed tools & methods. 

 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 
• Don’t Know 

 
 No Yes Don’t know n 
General 
strategy & 
business 
mode 

3% 70% 27% 145 

HTA tools & 
methods 

1% 92% 6% 146 

Application & 
field testing 

1% 77% 21% 145 

Views of the survey respondents about the likelihood of achievement of the 
EUnetHTA JA objectives (n=154 total survey respondents 
 
 
1.Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 
European collaboration on HTA 
This question was answered by 145 respondents; Don’t Know = 39 (27%), No = 4 
(3%), Yes = 102 (70%). 
Of the 106 who said they knew, 102 (96%) said that they thought the EUnetHTA JA 
would be successful in achieving its objectives. 
 
2.  Development of HTA tools & methodsn
This question was answered by 146 respondents; Don’t Know = 9 (6%), No = 2 (1%), 
Yes = 135 (92%). 
Of the 137 who knew, 135 (99%) thought the JA would be successful in developing 
HTA tools & methods. 

 42



3.Application and field testing of developed tools & methods. 
This question was answered by 145 respondents; Don’t Know = 31 (21%), No = 2 
(1%), Yes = 112 (77%). 
Of the 114 who knew, 112 (98%) thought the JA would be successful in applying & 
testing the developed tools & methods. 
 
 
Please describe any concerns about EUnetHTA JA meeting its 
objectives/ 
 
A free-text comment was provided by 28 respondents. Two respondents indicated 
that they didn’t have enough experience in the JA to comment. The other responses 
were categorised; 
 

• Threats to achieving the EUnetHTA JA objectives (n=7) 
One concern was the different levels of development of HTA agencies taking part in 
the project (n=1), the different healthcare systems within Europe impacting upon 
implementing methods & strategy (n=1), the need of the objectives to impact on EU 
health care systems (n=1), “The problem is not so much in achieving these 
objectives. The problem is what impact are going to have those objectives in the long 
term on EU health care systems”, failing to deal with potential threats including 
leadership over-confidence, structure confusion and 
underinvestment/underdevelopment (n=1) and lack of capacity training (n=1), non 
inclusion of economic method manual (n=1). A concern about stakeholder 
involvement was also expressed (n=1), “Stakeholder involvement will be a major 
area of concern, for political pressures and for lack of clarity in health care policy 
making in this area”. 
 

• Requirements necessary to achieve the EUnetHTA JA objectives  (n=5) 
Several respondents indicated what was required to meet the objectives; that 
everyone had to work hard (n=1), that the JA “actions and results must be concrete, 
simple and relevant” (n=1), that agencies needed to trust each other (n=1) and share 
the same language (n=1), dependent upon solid project management (n=1) and 
requiring the commitment of participants (n=1). 
 

• General negative aspects (n=2) 
One respondent highlighted that there was a need to explore practical issues rather 
than theoretical (n=1), “It’s time to explore practical issues for EU and avoid more 
theoretical methods”, one emphasized that the beginning of the JA had been too 
slow (n=1). 
 

• General positive aspects (n=1) 
One respondent thought the project was well structured and was hopeful for its 
progress (n=1), “The project is well set up. As long it builds on the expertise already 
present in institutions and academic filed in Europe, it can produce good output at a 
reasonable investment cost”. 
 

• Concerns about “Development of a general strategy & business model 
for sustainable European collaboration on HTA” (objective 1)  (n=6) 

A concern was the feasibility of developing the strategy and business model in light 
of different HTA and healthcare contexts (n=3), “Health care systems, roles of HTA’s 
and organizational background of HTA organizations may differ too much for a 
“general” business model”. One respondent emphasized the need for including this 
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as a specific objective (n=1). One respondent gave a general comment doubting the 
success in practice of the business model (n=1) and one highlighted that the success 
of the business model depends on the benefit seen by individual agencies (n=1), 
“The model for sustainable EU collaboration depends on what the Agency will get 
back from this project”. 
 

• Concerns about “Development of HTA tools & methods” (objective 2) 
(n=6) 

One respondent indicated a concern that a lot of attention was required on some 
tools before they could be applied & field-tested (n=1), another emphasized the 
difficulty in developing shared tools (n=1), “The harmonization of HTA tools and 
methods is a huge work as work’s methods seem totally different at this stage”. 
Concern was also expressed about the complexity of some tools (particularly 
EIFFEL) (n=1), that tool development would over-run (n=1) and that comprehensive 
training about tools was required (n=1). One indicated the need for diffusion, 
updating & improvement (n=1), “The future use of the tools will depend on how we 
will be able to diffuse them, updating and, particularly for the software, continuous 
improvement”. 
 

• Concerns about Application & field testing of developed tools and 
methods (objective 3)  (n=6) 

A concern about application of the developed tools in individual agencies and 
countries was expressed by 5 respondents (n=5), “I am not sure to which extent 
national organizations are willing to use international tools and methods”. 
One respondent had a specific worry that there would not be enough time within the 
project to enable appropriate field testing of the developed tools (n=1), “Previous 
experience has suggested that tool development will overrun, hence there may not 
be sufficient time on the JA for robust field testing”. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “It is time to explore practical issues for EU and avoid more theoretical 
methods.” 

• “some tools and methods still require considerable attention before 
application and field testing takes place.” 

• “There are different levels of HTA utilisation by each participant and different 
levels of development.” 

• “The harmonisation of HTA tools and methods is a huge work as work's 
methods seem totally different at this stage. All members do not have the 
same language , culture.” 

• “actions and results must be concrete, simple and relevant” 
• “The begining of EUnetHTA JA are too slow.” 
• “I have no experience in HTA but I will be resposnible for non-pharmaceutical 

HTAs. Pharmaceutical HTAs are already ongoing so all my answers concern 
just my particular section ONLY. I will certainly need HTA training including 
the useagae of all the tools available and the databases that have been 
construced e.g. pop database” 

• “will work if all do work!!” 
• “Many procedures, frameworks, structures; too little collab. in th field.” 
• “Will it be possible to implement locally what has been developed at 

EUnetHTA level?” 
• “While it seems feasible to me to develop those tools&methods I wonder how 

well they will be accepted by the different HTA organizations in Europe as 
values and preferences strongly play a strong role in every aspect of a HTA 
assessment.” 
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• “I am not sure to which extent national organisations are willing to use 
international tools and methods” 

• “The project is well set up. As long it builds on the expertise already present 
in institutions and academic filed in Europ, it van produce good output at a 
reasonable invesstment cost.” 

• “Health care systems, role of HTA's and organisational background of HTA 
organisations may differ too much for a 'general' business model” 

• “The main concern is the uptake of the developed tools by the individual 
organisations” 

• “there a huge differences in health care systems structure and "cultures" in 
Europe. Therefore it will be difficult to implement a general strategy and also it 
will take a long time to implement same methods. Missing is also an 
economic method manual (e.g. base line case).” 

• “Busness model depends on the setting of so many different institutions - its 
realy tricky” 

• “I don't have experience enough in EUnetHTA to assess its achievements.” 
• “General statement: As I'm involved in EUnetHTA no more than two weeks 

ago, it's not possible to proviede well-founded feedback.” 
• “some of the tools developed are too detailed/ complex (EIFFEL)” 
• “If there is enough trust in the other agencies, and if other agencies engage in 

using the same language (English).” 
• “There may be problems in the future due to the fundamental differences that 

exist between health systems, their needs and priorities - core models and 
data information systems are a very useful tools for agencies individually , but 
it remains to be seen how well different systems will work with each other in 
the conduct of specific projects” 

• “It's good that the strategy and business model is an explicit objective of the 
JA. It should have been in the original project but seems to have been an 
afterthought, hence the failure of the original project to establish a robust 
ongoing collaboration (though we wouldn't be where we are now without it).  I 
have no doubt that the tools will be developed. Previous experience would 
suggest that tool development will overrun, hence there may not be sufficient 
time on the JA for robust field testing. Solid project managment and 
commitment of partners will be essential for successful tool testing.” 

• “The problem is not so much in achieving those objectives. The problem is 
what impact are going to have those objectives in the long term on EU health 
care systems.” 

• “My concerns with the Eunethta JA are: a) failing to identify potential threats 
to its core, and b) overlooking capacity building activities. Potential threats are 
leadership overconfidence, confusion of the structure, and 
underinvestment/underdevelopment of systems. I recommend an excellent 
read from Paul C. Light: The spiral of sustainable excellence.” 

• “Stakeholder involvement will be a mayor area of concern, for political 
pressures and for lack of clarity in health care policy making in this area. The 
EPAR (European Public Assessment Report) is an example of an unclarified 
and underdeveloped stakeholder involvement, and the request adressed from 
DG SANCO to EMA to explore a relative effectiveness component for the 
EPAR can be a mayor step.   Another concern is the limited reusability of 
HTA efforts due to cultural distances in EU countries.” 

• “The future use of the tools will epend on how we will be able to diffuse them, 
updating and, particularly for the software, continous improvement.  The 
model for sustainable EU collaboration depends on what the Agency will get 
back from this project.” 

• “I am not sure, that developed business model will be seccessful in practice.” 
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4.2 EUnetHTA setting-up process 
 

 
Q. Are you satisfied with the way the EUnetHTA JA was set up (between 
the European Union, the EUnetHTA JA partners & the Secretariat)? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (1%) 
• Yes, but could have been better  (18%) 
• Yes  (59%) 
• Don’t know  (22%) 

 
This question was answered by 146 respondents. Of these, 32 (22%) did not know 
whether they were satisfied with the set-up, 1 (1%) were not satisfied with the set-up 
of the JA, 86 (59%) were satisfied with the set-up, 27 (18%) were satisfied but 
thought it could have been better. 
Of the 114 who knew, 1 (1%) were not satisfied, 86 (75%) were satisfied and 27 
(24%) were satisfied but thought it could have been better. 
 
Please explain how this could have been better; 
19 respondents provided a free-text response. Of these, 2 commented that they had 
not been involved in the process. The other comments can be categorized into the 
following themes; 
 

• Transparency (n=5) 
There was a feeling of a lack of transparency about the setting-up process; 
information flow and planning (n=1), and an expression that this only became clear 
after the Plenary Assembly (n=1). Would have appreciated increased communication 
about the structure & responsibilities (n=3). “information flow especially on activities 
between EU and leading should be more transparent. Plan/ideas of leading for 
dealing with EU should be more transparent”. 
 

• Founding  (n=3) 
There was some feeling about confusion about the “old” and “new” EUnetHTA 
projects, and in the “Foundation year”, between the Associate Partners and Founding 
Partners. There was also an impression that some Founding partners were then left 
out of the EUnetHTA JA. problems with some of the founding partners risking to be 
left out (and not getting financing in the end). 
 

• Bureaucracy (n=3) 
There was some feeling that the set-up process had been bureaucratic, including 
involving many meetings, “Meetings tend to be cumbersome and too long.” 
 

• Positive comments (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated praise for the setting-up process (although it 
should be noted that this was combined with more negative sentiments), “It 
was a nice effort, but everything can be better.” 

• Regional  (n=2) 
There was a feeling that regional units had been left-out of the setting-up process, 
which had mostly centred around national co-ordination. These respondents would 
have favoured increased involvement of regional units and Universities “There could 
have been more explicit involvement of regional bodies and academic and research 
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institutions still keeping the structure of the government nominated bodies as 
Associate Partners” 
 

• Secretariat  (n=1) 
One respondent commented that the Secretariat had a sometimes unpleasant 
attitude during the setting-up process. 
 

• Speed (n=1) 
One respondent expressed a feeling that the set-up process had been rushed 
through, “The bidding and setup phase was forced to run ridiculously quickly, due to 
the EU imposed timetable and bidding process for the JA. Particularly between April 
and September 2009 there was little time to reflect on what was going on - and it is 
likely that any errors which come out later were forced on us in this time period due 
to the imposed timetable.”  
 

• Personnel  (n=1) 
One respondent indicated difficulties posed by staff changes during the setting-up, “A 
main worry is the frequent change of personel, sometimes things have to be 
explained over and over again because new people are not aware of the history of 
the project. So a cry for keeping the same people in place over the years as far as 
possible.” 
 

• WP5 (n=1) 
One respondent expressed a concern that WP5 was limited in sphere to drugs alone 
and its limited scope precluded comparison of drugs with other technologies, “the 
limitation to drugs was EU imposed, and doesn't make sense in the context of HTA 
where there is little special about drugs compared to other technologies. Indeed, 
comparison of drugs vs other interventions (eg surgery, psychotherapy) is an 
important activity” 
 

• EU Commission (n=1) 
One respondent expressed that they would have appreciated greater information 
from the EU, particularly about the relevance of joining the EUnetHTA JA. “It could 
have been more information from the European Commission toward National 
Authorities about the relevance of initiative.” 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “There was lack of coordination at national level [] level. As Regional Agency 
we felt misrepresented in the JA. 

• Too bureaucratic, sometimes unpleasant attitude from secretariat 
• Became clear only after Ljublijana meeting 
• We need an European equivalent of the NIH in the US, a real intitution with 

funding and not just a network 
• information flow especially on activities between EU and leading should be 

more transparent. Plan/ideas of leading for dealing with EU should be more 
transparent 

• There could have been more explicit involvement of regional bodies and 
academic and research institutions still keeping the structure of the 
government nominated bodies as Associate Partners 

• see difficulties 
• Difficulties to find the balance in degree of colaboration and final involvement 

in decisions about funding 
• The separation of "founding partners" and all other partners is confusing 

 47



• It could have been more information from the European Commission toward 
National Authorities about the relevance of initiative. 

• It was extremely difficult to understand the precise relationship between the 
'old' EUnetHTA and the Joint Action under the auspices of EUnetHTA.  I think 
that this could have been thought through more thoroughly and explained 
more clearly 

• I have not been involved in setting up the EUnetHTA JA. 
• It was a nice effort, but everything can be better. Meetings tend to be 

cumbersome and too long. A main worry is the frequent change of personel, 
sometimes things have to be explained over and over again because new 
people are not aware of the history of the project. So a cry for keeping the 
same people in place over the years as far as possible. 

• Communication of structure/responsabilities could have been clearer 
• The bidding and setup phase was forced to run ridiculously quickly, due to the 

EU imposed timetable and bidding process for the JA. Particularly between 
April and September 2009 there was little time to reflect on what was going 
on - and it is likely that any errors which come out later were forced on us in 
this time period due to the imposed timetable.  I suspect the largest error may 
be the remit for WP5: Relative Effectiveness of Drugs - the limitation to drugs 
was EU imposed, and doesn't make sense in the context of HTA where there 
is little special about drugs compared to other technologies. Indeed, 
comparison of drugs vs other interventions (eg surgery, psychotherapy) is an 
important activity, but outside the strict remit of this work package. 

• problems with some of the founding partners risking to be left out (and not 
getting financing in the end) 

• A process formally very structured has, nevertheless, certain amount of "black 
box". 

• I do not have experience to judge this better. Is seems to have been a clear 
and wise process. 

• I was not involved in the first project. 
 
 

4.3  EUnetHTA JA organisation in 8 WPS  
 
Q.What effect do you think organising the EUnetHTA JA work in 8 
workpackages will have? 
 
Answer options; 

• Negative  (0%) 
• Mixed (both negative & positive)  (23%) 
• Positive  (58%) 
• Don’t Know  (19%) 

 
This question was answered by 146 respondents. Of these, 28 (19%) did not know 
what effect this would have, 0 thought it would have a negative effect, 34 (23%) 
thought it would have a mixed effect (both negative & positive) and 84 (58%) thought 
it would have a positive effect. 
 
Of the 118 who knew, 34 (29%) thought it would have a mixed effect (both negative 
and positive) and 84 (71%) thought it would have a positive effect. 
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Please explain any concerns & how the EUnetHTA JA could have been 
better organised; 
A free-text comment was provided by 25 respondents. These comments were 
categorized into the following themes; 
 

• Need for workpackages (n=9) 
There was some recognition of the necessity for splitting the work into individual 
workpackages to make them manageable, increase efficiency and have set groups 
for set tasks and deliverables. 
 

• Co-ordination  (n=8) 
There was recognition of the importance of effective communication in the EUnetHTA 
JA –to aid co-ordination and to mitigate the risk of the work separated into distinct 
workpackages, “We should be aware of each other and avoid coordination problems 
between WPs. In the previous years the EUnetHTA project suffered from strict 
divisions between WPs and used different terminology in different WPs.”  
Particular concern was expressed about the overlap between WP4 and WP5. 
 

• Overlap  (n=7) 
A frequent concern was an overlap of work between the different workpackages and 
concern that some work could be duplicated, with the risk of redundancy, I think it is 
a big challenge, to coordinate work between WPs in the way, that activities don't be 
doubled (and the wheel is reinvented in parallel)” 
There was one suggestion that the structure was ‘artificial’. However, there was the 
opinion by one respondent that overlap is better than gaps in work appearing. 
 

• Communication (n=2) 
There is also a need to inform about the individual workpackages. There is a need to 
provide easily understood information for partners because the aims and work of 
some are unclear and last-minute modifications have been difficult to understand. In 
this respect one respondent appreciated the Members’ Update website. 
 

• Focus of EUnetHTA JA (n=2) 
One respondent indicate a concern that the focus was more centred on improving 
HTA methodology than training & capacity building. Another expressed displeasure 
in the structure, “It’s a pity there were alterations in the original work division”. 
 

• Controversy (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that interest should be stimulated though controversial 
discussion. 
 

• Suggestions for improvement (n=1); 
Whilst identifying possible problems, only 1 respondent provided (2) suggestions 
about how the risks could be mitigated. 

• Holding “aim workshops” for key participants, to re-evaluate aims and overall 
synergy. (n=1) 

• Participating organisations having members in many workpackages (n=1) 
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Verbatim comments; 
•  “Generally happy with how the work is divided. I think there will be some 

overlap between the work, however this is better than gaps arising” 
• “If one has not been involved from the first beginning it may be quite hard to 

figure out what is happening between WPs, and sometimes information and 
questions come from many WPs” 

• “It's a pity there were alterations in the original work division” 
• “There are some overlappings that have to be managed” 
• “Training and capacity building usually suffer at the cost for developing further 

HTA methodology, etc. Whilst both are beneficial it must be understood that 
in the EU, there exists a big HTA divide - those that know it all and those that 
know little or nothing at all!!!” 

• “The aims or tasks of some WP or strands are confusing” 
• “Positive: allows to concentrate on tasks and deliverable, allows to involve 

several partners  Negative: risk for communication, risk of redundancy” 
• “I think having WPs focused on specific topics and aimed to specific 

objectives is a good way to make the objectives actually reachable; 
nevertheless it could be hard to get the highest level of synergy among the 
different WPs activities” 

• “Separating the tasks in different work packages makes them more 
manageable but might limit how well the solutions are adapted to what was 
developed in other work packages.” 

• “This question depends on - how collaboration between the work packages 
will take place.  I think it is a big challenge, to coordinate work between WPs 
in the way, that activities don't be doubled (and the wheel is reinvented in 
parallel)    Solution: Aims of each WPs should be re-evaluated and maybe 
some "aim"-workshops should take place for key participants     Solution: I 
think it's good, when a participating organisation have members in different 
work packages.” 

• “Last Minute' modifications of WPs were difficult to follow (and understend)” 
• “It could be tricky to avoid dublications and to really make best use of each 

partners "strenghts", actually I don't think that I will ever manage to know 
each participant from face to face (unlike to all other EU project I was involved 
until now).” 

• “there are a lot of intersections between the workpackages, to handle these 
will be a major challenge.” 

• “Hopefully interaction between respective WPs is efficient. currently i can't 
provide suggestions for improvement.” 

• “positive: devided groups for diffrent tasks  negative: could be problem with 
communication between workpackages” 

• “I do not understand this question: one alwys have to break down complex 
work into pieces ??” 

• “I hope for a good controversial discussion, because that would lead to 
adequate interest” 

• “The division is sometimes artificial: e.g. between WP4 and WP5. Perhaps it 
is more efficient to work on each of these topics in separate WPs, but the final 
outcome crucially depends on intense communication between these WPs. I 
have some doubts about the extent to which this currently occurs.” 

• “We should be aware of each other and avoid coordination problems between 
WPs. In the previous years the EUnetHTA project suffered from strict 
divisions between WPs and used different terminology in different WPs.” 

• “I think the knowledge about activities of all WPs is very important so the 
EUnetHTA Members Update is an excellent idea.” 
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• “It's a sensible way to arrange the work - and hopefully the extensive cross-
WP membership will serve to reduce a silo mentality developing within the 
WPs. It seems to have worked last time.” 

• “It's not so much the number of WPs, but the interaction between WPs.” 
• “The big ones are WP4 and WP5, specially the former. I do not expect too 

much negative effects. I am too new to the EUNETHA to better appreciate 
problems or strenghts of the EUNEHTA JA structure.” 

• “I cannot immagine an organization without different WPs.  The risk, is the 
lack of coordination.” 

• “I think both negative and positive effects will be indentified. It depends on 
what are expectations of each organization.” 
 

4.4  Aims of the EUnetHTA JA WPs 
 
Q. Do you think you understand the aims of the EUnetHTA JA 
workpackages? 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 
EUnetHTA JA WPs; 

• WP1: Coordination 
• WP2:  Dissemination 
• WP3: Evaluation 
• WP4: Core HTA 
• WP5: Relative Effectiveness Assessment of Pharmaceuticals 
• WP6: Information Management System 
• WP7: New Technologies 
• WP8: Strategy & Business Model Development 

 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 

 
 
 No Yes n 
WP1 4%  (n=5) 96%  (n=136) 141  (92% 
WP2 13% (n=18) 87%  (n=123) 141  (92%) 
WP3 11% (n=15) 89%  (n=126) 141  (92%) 
WP4 6%  (n=9) 94%  (n=132) 141  (92%) 
WP5 15%  (n=21) 85%  (n=121) 142  (92%) 
WP6 15%  (n=21) 85%  (n=119) 140  (91%) 
WP7 15%  (n=21) 85%  (n=118) 139  (90%) 
WP8 23%  (n=32) 77%  (n=107) 139  (90%) 
Views about whether survey respondents understood the aims of the 8 
workpackages (n=154 total survey respondents) 
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4.5  Concerns about the EUnetHTA JA WPs 
 
Q. Do you have any concerns at this time about the EUnetHTA JA 
workpackages? 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 
EUnetHTA JA WPs; 

• WP1: Coordination 
• WP2:  Dissemination 
• WP3: Evaluation 
• WP4: Core HTA 
• WP5: Relative Effectiveness Assessment of Pharmaceuticals 
• WP6: Information Management System 
• WP7: New Technologies 
• WP8: Strategy & Business Model Development 

 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 

 
 
 No Yes n 
WP1 95%  (n=126) 5%  (n=7) 133  (86%) 
WP2 92%  (n=122) 8%  (n=11) 133  (86%) 
WP3 98%  (n=128) 2%  (n=3) 131  (85%) 
WP4 91%  (n=124) 9%  (n=12) 136  (88%) 
WP5 85%  (n=115) 15%(n=21) 136  (88%) 
WP6 91%  (n=120) 9%  (n=12) 132  (86%) 
WP7 86%  (n=116) 14%(n=19) 135  (88%) 
WP8 80%  (n=103) 20% (n=26) 129  (84%) 
 
Please explain any concerns about any of the workpackages; 
37 respondents provided a free-text comment about concerns about the 
workpackages. These could be categorized into the following themes; 
 

• WP1  (n=2) 
Two respondents expressed concerns about WP1. One respondent saw this as the 
most important WP and thought co-ordination of all the WPs aims posed the greatest 
challenge, “WP1: I think the coordination of WPs aims is the greatest challenge and 
therefore a main part of activities should be spent on this task” and 1 apparently saw 
WP1 as an important ‘project lynchpin’; “WP1: lack of coordination may produce 
duplication of work and inconsistent solutions”. 
 

• WP2  (n=4) 
Four respondents expressed concerns about WP2. One stated that the role of WP2 
was not clear, especially in relation to WP1, WP3 and WP6 (n=1). One was 
concerned that dissemination was always within the same HTA circle (n=1), “the 
dissemination happen within the same ‘circle’ – HTA community – we have to break 
through the borders”. Because one respondent was not aware of WP2’s aims and 
tasks, it considered that its dissemination of itself had already failed (n=1), “As I don’t 
know what is exact aims and tasks of dissemination WP it means there are some 
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problems with dissemination even inside EUnetHTA members”, whilst one felt 
dissemination of tools was fundamental (n=1). 
 

• WP3  (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that they did not understand the aim of WP3. 
 

• WP4  (n=8) 
Aims unclear (n=2), practicality of results (n=2), applicability of results to agency 
(n=2), that the goals were too high and ambitious for a 3-year project (n=1), relies on 
effective dissemination of the tool (n=1), difficulty in selecting 2 areas of interest for 
policy makers (n=1), “WP4; the difficulty to select two assessment area of real 
interest for policy makers (relevancy).” 
 

• WP5  (n=12) 
Overburdened (n=1), crucial to handle links to other projects with similar aims (n=1), 
concern about practicality of results to individual agencies (n=1), concern about 
applicability of results to individual agencies (n=1), negative impact associated with 
concerned with pharmaceuticals, “REA is strongly connected to approval of 
pharmaceuticals (=regulatory function), which gives it somewhat different starting 
point compared with HTA (usually not regulatory). This may have a negative impact 
on processes and perceptions”, critical importance on good linking with participating 
HTA bodies, regulatory medicines agencies and pricing & reimbursement (n=1). 
Goals unclear (n=2), “wp5; I do not understand if the wp is merely epistemological or 
if it wants to establish regulative pathways”, goals too high & ambitious for a 3-year 
project (n=1), influence of others (the Commission (n=1) & pharmaceutical industry) 
(n=3), “about WP5, a concern that this will be too much governed and influenced by 
the Commission and pharma forum agenda”, addressing the wrong question (due to 
Commission influence) (n=1). 
 

• WP6  (n=4) 
Effectiveness of tools limited by poor connectivity (operating system and browser) 
(n=1), becoming too technical (n=1), “WP6: The is some risk, that it becomes too 
technical, so that potential users are disatisified and don’t want to use it”, limited 
resources for a good online infrastructure (n=1) and requires effective dissemination 
and also will of agencies to input data (n=1), “…but also the problem is to incentivate 
the agencies to put data in these systems”. 
 

• WP7  (n=8) 
Unclear tasks (n=1), unclear aims (n=1), crucial to handle links with other projects 
with similar aims (n=1), how the two streams will be co-ordinated (n=1), how there 
will be collaboration between the two streams (n=1), standardization of methods in 
the WP (n=1), collaborative relationships (n=1), focused on methodology rather than 
application (n=1), possible overlap with Euroscan (n=1), “I have some concerns 
about the possible overlap between WP7 and EUROSCAN, but believe that those 
two parties can sort this out”, focus (n=1), “I do not understand if the wp is merely 
episetimiological or if it wants to establish regulatory pathways”.  
 

• WP8  (n=12) 
Lack of a clear protocol to reach endpoints (n=1), complexity with the two strands, 
mix of different activities; training and business model development (n=4), difficulty in 
perspective,  ‘perspective (Business model implies EUnetHTA as corporate body) is 
maybe not enough grounded. The reason is, that EUnetHTA has maybe not enough 
inducements / stimuli, that participating HTA-Institutions are able to reorganise their 
work flows, so that additional values (in the meaning of the ideals of the EUnetHTA of 
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sharing learning form each other) could be added. There should be clear incentives 
for every partner, to make his contribution valuable.’, difficulty in business model due 
to different health systems (n=2), need to involve governments in business model 
development, general confusion (n=1), lack of time to read material (n=1), difficult 
tasks (n=2), should involved all partner organisations (n=1),  
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “Aim of this WP is not clear for this step of JA”  (Correlated to WP4) 
• “wp5 seems overburdened” 
• “For WPs 5 and 7, thelinks to other projects with similar aims are crucial to 

handle well” 
• “I am not sufficiently familiar with WP1, 2,3, 7 and 8 to comment on these. My 

concerns with WP4 and  WP5 relate more to the extent to which they will be 
practical and applicable to routine agency business once they have been 
developed.” 

• “it is too early to have an idea about that” 
• “Some concern in the role of Industry”  (Correlated to WP5) 
• “I hope that training opportunities will suffice as I do not believe that just 2 

days in the Prague will be sufficient. Though funds are limited, further funds 
should be made available to allow the training course to be 4 - 5 days long!!! “  

• “Lots of work to be done and maybe not enough resources” 
• “WP4:practicability; WP 7 organisation” 
• “The aims and/or tasks of the WP7 are not clear.  WP8: I noticed the absence 

of a clear protocol (ie. scientific hypothesis driven) to reach the desired 
endpoints” 

• “Its a concern to which extent the institutions will move into taking the tools 
and facilities into their own practice.  WP8 is a bit complex with its two specific 
lines of activities” 

• “Some of the No were actually don't know, but this was not an option” 
• “That the time set to do all the work is not sufficient” 
• “REA is strongly connected to approval of pharmaceuticals (=regulatory 

function), which gives it somewhat different starting point compared with HTA 
(usually not regulatory). This may have a negative impact on processes and 
perceptions.” 

• “I am too new to the project to be able to judge yet. 
• It is not clear to me what the role is of the dissemination workpackage in 

relation to the coordination, evaluation and information management WPs  2. 
The information management system WP works with tools that only support 
limit Operation Systems and Internet Browser. This certainly limits the 
effectiveness of WP6.  3. It is not totally clear to me how the two different 
streams within WP7 are coordinated and collaborate.  4. WP8 seems a mix of 
different goals, HTA education on one hand and business model on other 
hand. I am sure whether this is quite effective.” 

• “To be honest I can only judge WP 5 I am involved in and to a limited extent 
WP4.” 

• “It is an important development area. Good linking between the participating 
HTA bodies, the regulatory medicines agencies and the pricing and 
reimbursement would be of critical importance.”  (Correlated to WP5). 

• “WP1: I think that the coordination of WPs aims is the greatest challenge and 
therefore a main part of activities should be spent on this task  WP6: The is 
some risk, that it becomes too technical, so that potential user are dissatisfied 
and don't want to use it  WP8: This perspective (Business model implies 
EUnetHTA as corporate body) is maybe not enough grounded. The reason is, 
that EUnetHTA has maybe not enough inducements / stimuli, that 
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participating HTA-Institutions are able to reorganise their work flows, so that 
additional values (in the meaning of the ideals of the EUnetHTA of sharing 
learning form each other) could be added. There should be clear incentives 
for every partner, to make his contribution valuable.” 

• “WP8: Health care systems, role of HTA's and organisational background of 
HTA organisations may differ too much for a 'general' business model” 

• “WP4: very ambitous project, high goals, difficult to reacht in 3 years  WP5: 
goals a bit unclear (maybe just to me...)  WP8: heteregenous interests of 
different partners” 

• “WP5: A lot of work to be done withing 3 years   WP6: the resources for a 
good online infrastucture are limited” 

• “Actually, I shouldn't answer these questions at all since I don't know enough 
about the organisations involved and how they work together.” 

• “Had not time to look at WP8” 
• “I am not sure about the functions of WP8 and how these are split between 

developing a business case & investigating training needs.” 
• “WP5: my concern is about the capacity to avoid the influence on the 

scientific work by the  strong and subtle pressure of big pharma,  WP7: my 
concerns are about the standardisation of methods and collaborative 
relationships  WP8: my concern is mainly about the development of a strategy 
to involve Governments” 

• “As I dont know what is exact aim and tasks of dissemination WP it means 
there are some problems in dissemination even inside EUnetHTA members!” 

• “WP 3dissemination: the dissemination happen within the same "circle" - HTA 
community - we have to break through the borders  WP 4core model: willit 
ever be used ?  WP 7/a: Evidence generation: too much focused on 
methodoogy rather than application  WP 8: ???” 

• “I think all JA partners should be members of WP8 as this WP has a strategic 
aim which all partners are interested in.” 

• “I do not have information about workpackages I am not involved in.” 
• “about WP5, a concern that this will be too much governed and influenced by 

the Commission and pharma forum agenda   about WP8: this WP was 
assembled last minute, and strategy and business model development seems 
to be difficult. I hope for the best.” 

• “I have a good knowledge about one of WPs so it's difficult to express my 
opinion about other WPs” 

• “I think that WP5 is addressing the wrong question, due to an EU requirement 
- I have made my view on this available before.  I have some concerns about 
the possible overlap between WP7 and EUROSCAN, but believe that those 
two parties can sort this out.  I think that deliver of the WP8 objectives 
represents a huge challenge - but it's good it's a fundamental part of the JA 
from day 1.” 

• “Staffing issues (i.e. roles, expectations, workload and performance):   Clearly 
defining roles and assigning tasks (internally) as they relate to Eunethta and 
effectively integrating the workload with regular day-to-day responsabilities 
unrelated to Eunethta activities.” 

• “WP4: the difficulty to select two assessment area of real interest for policy 
makers (relevancy). The difficulty to address the stakeholder's involvement.” 

• “interrelationship among different partner and division of responsability and 
contributions” 

• “wp1: lack of coordination may produce duplication of work and inconsistent 
solutions  wp2: the dissemination of tools is fundamental, but if the software is 
not continuosly updated and improved (as usually do private software houses) 
these tool will be neglected  wp3: i do not understand the aim of the WP  wp4: 
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same as wp2  wp5: i do not understand if the wp is merely epistemological or 
if it wants to establish regulative pathways.  wp6: same as wp2, but also the 
problem is to incentivate the agencies to put data in these system  wp7: as 
wp5  wp8: it is a mix of different things, most of which should be coordinating 
actions. The sustainability of such a network will depends on the benefits that 
the net itself will be able to give to its participants.” 

 

4.6  Foundation for a European Collaboration  
 
Q. Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA could serve as a foundation for a 
sustainable European collaboration at the end of the project? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (1%) 
• Don’t Know  (18%) 
• Yes  (80%) 

 
This question was answered by 146 respondents. Of these, 27 (18%) did not know if 
the EUnetHTA JA would serve as a foundation, 2 (1%) did not think it would and 117 
(80%) thought it would. 
 
A free text comment was provided by 40 respondents. Comments were categorised; 
 

• Challenges  (n=11) 
One respondent highlighted that this would only happen if the JA does not become 
overly bureaucratic and irrelevant to partner agencies (n=1), suggestion that an 
international funded organisation is needed (n=1), that a lot of work is required before 
the network will reduce HTA duplications (n=1), difficulties inherent in heterogeneous 
partners participating for different reasons (n=1), making sure it doesn’t create 
additional work (n=1), that the answer is not yet known and is the job of the current 
JA (n=1), that many international organisations already exist (n=1), depends on JA’s 
progress (n=1) and members’ participation (n=1), depends on WP8 (n=1) and 
challenge posed by different agencies’ staff, funding and organisation (n=1). 
 

• Working relationships  (n=10) 
Ten respondents indicated the added value of HTA agencies working together, and 
that this would be important in future European collaboration. 
 

•  “Hope so”  (n=8) 
Eight respondents indicated that they hoped this would be the case. One identified 
that the only alternative would be no collaboration at all.  
 

• “No reason not to”  (n=2) 
 

• Funding  (n=7) 
One identified the funding as being a challenge (n=1), funding from the EU (n=2), 
contributing agencies (n=1) and universities (n=1), stakeholders (n=1), 2 suggested 
selling tools (n=2). It was seen as depending on international long-term funding (n=3). 
The output of the business model produced by WP8 was seen as important in this 
respect  (n=2). 
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• Defined methods  (n=5) 
Five respondents highlighted the benefits of already having defined methods, to help 
in a sustainable European collaboration (n=4). The fact that these are already 
commonly accepted, one added that the added value of EUnetHTA JA is represented 
through methods to decrease duplication. However, one respondent also highlighted 
the need to see how the methods can be adapted locally (n=1). 
 

• Creation of tools  (n=3) 
The creation of tools for doing HTA were highlighted as benefits of EUnetHTA JA, in 
relation to preventing duplication and adding value. One respondent specified the 
tools as the core model and databases. 
 

• Key participants  (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated that the important ‘actors’ were included in the project 
and the wide spectrum of agencies and countries involved. 
 

• Requirements  (n=3) 
Requirements were seen as support from the EU (n=1), depends on results of JA 
(n=1) and work is progressing in this direction (n=1). 
 

• Structure  (n=2) 
Two respondents identified the added value of the EUnetHTA JA as defined working 
groups, governance structure and inherent knowledge. These were seen as building 
blocks for a future European collaboration. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “having produced appropriate deliverables, being used to work together, I see 
no reason not to continue” 

• “Organisatio has defined workgroups and methods that may be useful for 
applying in EU HTA Policy next year (new EU HTA Coordinating Office or 
networking for HTA Agencies).” 

• “The knolewdge/tools/methods/strategies/policies that have been generated 
in the past plus what will be generaterd during the JA should serve as a 
valuable platform for a future sustainable collaboration on the field of HTA” 

• “having standard, commonly accepted methods used in several European 
countires is a foundation for reliable European collaboration”. 

• “funding could be provided by the European Union, the contributing HTA 
Agencies and universities, and tools etc could be sold to make a profit.” 

• “Because it is a way of sharing problems and overcoming them faster” 
• “All importnat actors are there and the policy climate is positive. Funding 

structure is a challenge of course” 
• “As the  EUnetHTA JA incorporates such a wide spectrum of agencies and 

countries it is ideally positioned to act as a sustainable cooperation. The 
networking through EUnetHTA is helpful ad has a practical appliation for the 
individual agencies involved in terms of being efficient in our work and 
synergising where possible on different projects. There is always the danger 
however of the organisation becoming overly bureaucratic and not sufficiently 
relevant to the work of the partner agencies to be of any use.” 

• “My concerns are linked with my answer in 1. it depends how each participant 
will develop this methodologies in their own countries.” 

• “Without support from EC it is not possible” 
• “THis JA will deliver clear governance structure and a scientific functional 

network. The Business model will probably show how financial sustainability 
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can be achieved through EU funds, membership fees for EUnetHTA 
members PLUS Stakeholders, not-for-profit selling of some of our products...” 

• “We need an European equivalent of the NIH in the US, a real intitution with 
funding and not just a network. This could have a better leading role.” 

• “There is no alternative - it's now or never for a very long time” 
• “Don't know but really hope” 
• “it has been the aim of the orgs that form EUnetHTA JA - what is the 

alternative except for no collaboration at all?” 
• “I think that EUnetHTA JA could be useful in order to establishe a stable 

network of collaborative relations among the european 
institutions/organisations that perform HTA activities and it could support the 
ones that are going to implement HTA in their countries. Moreover in my 
opinion the added value of EUnetHTA JA is the production of shared and 
common methods and tools to perform HTA activities so as to avoid the 
duplications and let HTA results transferable. For the above reasons I think 
that JA could serve as a foundation for a sustainable European collaboration 
on HTA” 

• “I suspect that it will still be a long way to go though before the collaboration 
will allow to truly reduce the duplication of work by the different European 
HTA organizations.” 

• “Depending on long term funding possibilities.” 
• “I believe that now the most important national organisations are in and willing 

to cooperate. There is sufficient structure to found this European 
collaboration” 

• “As JA HTA builds on the EUNEtHTA and the Pharma FOrum, there has a lot 
of work been done in that direction.” 

• “The established structures and personal relations are strong. The need (of 
HTA) is given and the will of collaboration is there. EUnetHTA is the most 
advanced platform to address this demands.” 

• “if concerns in 5 do not materialize..”. 
• “I think that the participants have different interests and reasons for 

participating, so the group is very heterogenous.” 
• “I realy hope so, but it's hard to know.” 
• “EUnetHTA could be good base for cooperation” 
• “I strongly hope so” 
• “I am hopeful for this and will wait to see as the project progresses” 
• “It depends on the results of the JA.” 
• “I think this is great idea of working together and exchanging views, learning 

from each other but it will work in the future only if it makes our work easier 
not create additional work” 

• “In my opinion, the founding members are very interested in continuing their 
collaboration. I also believe that organisations from countries that do not yet 
have formal HTA should be facilitated to be able to be part of this 
collaboration.” 

• “That's the reason for undertaking the JA - to come to a conclusion on this 
very question.  If we already knew the answer we would not need to do the 
work!!!!” 

• “The European collaboration is useful and valuable but there are already 
several HTA organisations (eg. INAHTA, HTAi) and I'm not sure if another 
one is necessary.” 

• “I think the development of the variious core models, and databases of 
projects that are underway in the member states are very useful tools for 
agencies in the future.” 
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• “Depending on the outputs of WP8, and suitable international funding.” 
• “But first we need to recognize Eunethta JA's phase of development so that 

we may ask the right questions. Again, I recommend an excellent read from 
Paul C. Light: The spiral of sustainable excellence.” 

• “There is no viable alternative. The only concern is that any European 
collaboration will have to do with Member State's responsibility, HTA is not a 
strong bridge between EU and MS istitutions nor a substitute for political 
workings.” 

• “It will help the collaborative climate between EU organizations with different 
interests in HTA.” 

• “see answer for wp8” 
• “I hope it will be. I hope we will achieve informal relationship between different 

organizations, although there are large differences in organizations staff 
members, funding opportunity and expectations.” 

• “Yes as it has a comprehensive representative membership who are building 
experience working together. This experience provides to opportunity to 
analyse what works well collaboratively and to identify the best approaches” 
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Chapter 5  Administration & Communication 
 
 
 

 5.1 Secretariat Leadership  
 
Q.  Do you think the Secretariat has shown effective LEADERSHIP during 
the setting up of the EUnetHTA JA? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (1%) 
• Yes, but could have been better  (8%) 
• Yes  (63%) 
• Don’t know  (29%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 146 responded to this question. Of these, 42 (29%) did not 
know whether the Secretariat had shown effective leadership or not, 1 (1%) thought 
the Secretariat had not shown good leadership, 11 (8%) thought that they had, but it 
could have been better and 92 (63%) thought they had shown effective leadership. 
 
Of the 104 respondents who said they knew, 1 thought the Secretariat had not shown 
good leadership, 11 (11%) thought they had, but it could have been better and 92 
(88%) thought they had shown effective leadership. 
 
Please explain any concerns & how this could have been better; 
A free-text comment was provided by 14 respondents. Of these, 9 indicated that they 
had not been involved in this process and were unable to comment. The other 
comments were categorized into the following themes; 
 

• Positive comments (n=3) 
One respondent indicated that they had no concerns (n=1), another provided a 
recognition that the task for the Secretariat was difficult (n=1), “…..It is a difficult 
show to manage” and one acknowledged the difficult task and appreciated the tact 
shown by the Secretariat (n=1), “They are delivering the difficult task of coordinating 
the JA with great tact”. 
 

• Negative comment (n=1) 
One respondent suggested that the manner of the Secretariat could have been better 
(n=1), “Could have been done in a slightly friendlier manner”. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “Large diverse organisation that is reliant on the timely effective contribution 
of a myriad of agencies, each with their own competing workloads and 
deadlines. It is a difficult show to manage.” 

• “secretariat was effective and was very supportive to partners” 
• “Could have been done in a slightly friendlier manner” 
• “NONE” 
• “I was involved in EunetHTA JA when it was already started” 
• “I have not been involved in the EUnetHTA work for very long time.” 
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• “I was not involved yet” 
• “I was not really involved at the beginning of the setting-up of the EUnetHTA 

JA.” 
• “my involvment in EUnetHTA is to short for founded feedback.” 
• “I am not involved from the beginning” 
• “The are delivering the difficult task of coordinating the JA with great tact.” 
• “I have not been involved in setting-up the EUnetHTA JA.” 
• “I haven't participated in this process and I keeping the contact with 

Secretariat isn't my task” 
• “I was not involved in the first project” 

 
 

5.2 Secretariat Administrative Support  
 
Q. Do you think the Secretariat has provided effective ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT during the setting-up of the EUnetHTA JA? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (0%) 
• Yes, but could have been better (7%) 
• Yes (63%) 
• Don’t know (30%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 145 (94%) answered about whether they thought the 
Secretariat had shown effective ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT. Of these, 0% thought 
it was not effective, 43 (30%) did not know, 10 (7%) thought it could have been better, 
91 (63%) thought they had shown good support.  
 
Of the 101 who knew whether the Secretariat had shown effective administrative 
support, 10 (10%) thought they had, but it could have been better and 91 (90%) 
thought they had shown good support. 
 
Please explain any concerns & how this could have been better; 
A free text comment was provided by 12 respondents. Of these, 4 indicated that this 
question was not applicable to them. The comments from the other 8 respondents 
were categorised into the following themes; 
 

• Negative comments about communication (n=5) 
One respondent indicated one had to be proactive to receive information (n=1), “I got 
the feeling that you had to request information and then you got it but not in advance”. 
Others recorded problems with passwords (n=1), too short deadlines (n=1) and two 
would have appreciated better-structured information; for documents (n=1) and for 
emails (n=1), “I think that it might be useful to develop standard templates for the 
provision of information from the secretariat to the partners.that way, over time, we 
will get used to receiving information in a particular format”. 

 
• Positive comments about communication  (n=4) 

One respondent indicated that their regional agency had been strongly supported by 
the Secretariat (n=1) and another indicated that the Secretariat had responded well 
to admin requests (n=1). Respondents found the MO workrooms helpful in enabling 
communication (n=1) and that communication had gone well (n=1), “Considering the 
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diversity of the countries involved, the communication is on the whole very effective 
with minimal difficulties because of language barriers” [* cross-correlate to 
communication section]. 
 

• Relationships (n=2) 
Some confusion about involvement of partner organisations was apparent; about 
associate and collaborative partners (n=1), “We need better understand relationship 
among AP and CP. There is the necessity to set up for a formal collaboration from an 
administrative point of view” and within workpackages (n=1), “…Who belongs to what 
WPs has been confusing”. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “As Regional Agency we have been strongly supported by the Secretariat 
providing help when facing any administrative inconvenience during the JA 
set up.” 

• “The availability of the workrooms on the website is helfpul. The Secretariat is 
always extremely responsive to any administrative requests. Considering the 
diversity of the countries involved, the communication is on whole very 
effective with minimal difficulties becuase of language barriers.” 

• “Considering they have asked us for a lot of administrative support” 
• “Better structure on information and documents  Setting up passwords   Who 

belongs to what WPs has been confusing  Too short deadlines” 
• “see difficulties” 
• “I was involved in EunetHTA JA when it was already started” 
• “I got the feeling that you had to request information and then you got it but 

not in advance.” 
• “I was not involved yet” 
• “as mentioned” 
• “Sometimes the e-mails from the secretariate are very complex and, therefore, 

difficult to interpret.  I think that it might be useful to develop standard 
templates for the provision of information from the secreatariat to the partners.  
that way, over time, we will get used to receiving information in a particular 
format” 

• “I have not been involved in setting-up the EUnetHTA JA”. 
• “We need to better understand relationship among AP and CP. There is the 

necessity to set up for a formal collaboration from an administrative point if 
view” 

 
 

5.3  Other tasks for Secretariat 
 
Q. Do you think the Secretariat could be doing anything else to support 
the success of the project? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (31%) 
• Don’t Know  (56%) 
• Yes  (13%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 144 answered about whether there is anything else the 
Secretariat could do to support the project. Of these, 81 (56%) did not know, 44 (31%) 

 62



thought there was not anything else that could be done and 19 (13%) thought there 
was something else the Secretariat could do. 
Of the 63 who knew whether there was anything else the Secretariat could be doing, 
44 (70%) thought there was not, whilst 19 (30%) thought there was. 
 
Please specify anything else you think the Secretariat could be doing; 
17 respondents provided a free-text comment. Of these, 1 was Not Applicable.  
The other comments were categorized into the following themes; 
 

• Relationships  (n=6) 
Two respondents thought they should facilitate interactions, and fill the gaps, 
between the different workpackages of the project (n=2), “more active liaison 
between the different workpackages” and one thought they should facilitate greater 
dialogue (n=1), “The main problem is the lack of dialogue within the organization”. 
One respondent thought the Secretariat could be more involved in promoting 
collaboration between agencies within the same country (n=1), one thought they 
should explain the roles of different WPs to enable the answering of the surveys 
(n=1), and 1 thought they should explain the involvement of APs cf CPs (n=1), “clarify 
and formalize relationship among AP and CP”. 
 

• Feedback  (n=6) 
Five respondents wished for greater feedback; specifically positive feedback by 2 
respondents. These respondents wished to be kept updated and proactive informing 
of members, “dessiminate in a regular basis the achievements of different working 
groups”. Another one wished for greater transparency, “transparency of ideas more”. 
 

• Customer services (n=2) 
One respondent thought the Secretariat could give more welcoming information, 
“More welcoming information to the JA project” and one thought they could be 
generally more customer-orientated. 
 

• None specified  (n=2) 
One respondent couldn’t suggest anything else that could be done whilst another 
recognized that the Secretariat’s tasks were focused on set tasks (n=1), “There could 
be a long list – resources are focused on the tasks that are part of the JA 
agreement.” 
 

• Budgeting assistance (n=1) 
One respondent wished for a monthly budgeting, to assist the yearly budgeting 
process, “I think that it should be easier to close annual budget report every year if 
we set up a monthly follow up budget, according to European commission template”. 
 

• Set up and focus (n=1) 
One respondent expressed some dissatisfaction at the set-up and the focus of the 
JA, “Preparation of the project was too short in time and not enough meetings to 
make decisions. Mostly the project reflects the needs pf experienced in HTA 
countries but not new EU countries with less or no experience in this field”. [*cross-
correlation with set-up]. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “To promote collaboration in Countries with more than 1 agency in order to 
organize and financing workgroups participation” 
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• “Preparation of the project was too short in time and not enough meetings to 
make decissions.  Mostly the project reflects the needs of experienced in HTA  
countries, but not new EU countries with less or no experience in this field.” 

• “To explain all members the relationship between WP members in order to 
answer surveys.” 

• “transparency of ideas more” 
• “I think that it should be easier to close annual budget report every year if we 

set up a monthly follow up budget, according to European commission 
template.” 

• “There could be a long list - resources are focused on the tasks that are part 
of the JA agreement.” 

• “Dessiminate in a regular basis the achivements of different working groups.” 
• “More welcoming information to the JA project  Give more positive feedback” 
• “more customer oriented and proactive in informing members.” 
• “Send out a monthly brief up-date in addition to website?? However, the 

website is very useful!! Thanks for that” 
• “matching the intersections between workpackages,” 
• “More active liaison between the different work packages.” 
• “provide regular update for all member what has been done recently in all 

WP” 
• “they are doing a perfect job !” 
• “The main problem is the lack of dialogue within the organization.” 
• “Please consider [we] joined the EUNEHTA JA at request of [] and [detail 

hidden to maintain confidentiality]  
• “clarify and formalize relationship among AO and CP” 

 

5.4  Understanding information for Secretariat  
 
Q. Have you understood what information the Secretariat has wanted 
from you? 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 

• Before the EUnetHTA JA started 
• Contributing to the EUnetHTA JA 

 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Mixed  (No & Yes) 
• Yes 
• Don’t Know 
• Not Applicable 

 
 
 No Mixed Yes Don’t 

Know 
Not 
Applicable 

N 

Before 3% 23% 40% 11% 24% 141 
Contributing 2% 15% 62% 7% 14% 136 
Comprehension by survey respondents about the information required by the 
Secretariat (n=154 total survey respondents) 
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1. BEFORE the EUnetHTA JA started 
Of the 154 respondents, 13 did not answer the question and a further 34 indicated it 
was Not Applicable to them. 
Of the remaining 107, 15 did not know. Of the other 92, 4 (4%) indicated No, 32 
(35%)indicated a mixed response – both No & Yes and 45 (49%) indicated that they 
did understand the information required. 
 
2.  DURING the EUnetHTA JA  
Of the 154 respondents, 18 did not answer the question and a further 19 indicated it 
was Not Applicable to them. 
Of the remaining 117, 10 did not know. Of the other 107, 3 (3%) indicated No, 20 
(19%) indicated a mixed response – both No & Yes and 84 (79%) indicated that they 
did understand the information required. 
 
Please explain any difficulties; 
A free-text comment was provided by 7 respondents. One of these was Not 
Applicable. Responses from the other 6 respondents were categorized into 
the following themes; 
 

• Not always clear  (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated that it had not always been clear what information was 
required from them. However, they had ‘muddled through’ (n=1) and there was a 
recognition that the project was complex to administer (n=1), “Sometimes we have 
had to go back for clarification. However, I think thi is partly because the project is a 
very complex one to administer”. One highlighted that emails had sometimes gone 
into their spam box (n=1) and one offered suggestion to improve the clarity of email 
titles (n=1), “More structured and clear email headings, so you can’t miss if you 
should do something”. [*cross-correlate with Secretariat emails]. 
 

• Complex project (n=3) 
It seems important that the complexity of the project is bourne in mind about this 
point. One respondent (above) recognized the project was complex to administer, 
whilst two indicated that ‘getting to grips with the project’ was a gradual process, 
“When I was new at this I needed a bit more time/more information what was wanted 
from me – but the information was too specific for my knowledge at the time”. 
 

• Logistics (n=1) 
One respondent indicated difficulty in entering the teleconference [*cross-correlate 
with problems with e-meetings]. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “Perhaps things were not always clear from the start but we somehow made 
it. Emails sometimes end up in the junk mail..” 

• “More structured and clear email headings, so you cant´t miss if you should 
do something” 

• “this is the firts time the secretariat asks me for information” 
• “had problems connecting to the teleconferencing service” 
• “When I was new at this I needed a bit more time/more information what was 

wanted from me - but the information they gave was too specific for my 
knowledge at that time” 

• “Soemtimes we have had to go back for clarification.  However, I think this is 
partly because the project is a very complicated one to administer!” 

• “I am discovering the WP actions step by step.” 
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5.5 Secretariat emails  
 
Q. How have you found emails from the SECRETARIAT? 
 
This was a matrix question; 

• Frequency 
• Content 

 
Answer options; 

• Too much 
• About right 
• Too little 
• Don’t Know 

 
 Too 

much 
About 
right 

Too 
little 

Don’t 
Know 

N 

Frequency 13% 72% 3% 13% 143 
Content 13% 69% 4% 15% 136 
Views of survey respondents about emails from the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat 
(n=154 total survey respondents). 
 

1. Frequency 
Of the 154 respondents, 143 answered this question.  Of these, 18 did not know 
whether the email frequency from the Secretariat was right. Of the remaining 125, 
103 (82%) thought it was about right, 4 (4%) thought it was too little and 18 (14%) 
thought it was too much. 
 

2. Content 
Of the 154 respondents, 136 answered this question.  Of these, 20 did not know 
whether the email frequency from the Secretariat was right. Of the remaining 116, 94 
(81%) thought it was about right, 5 (4%) thought it was too little and 17 (15%) thought 
it was too much. 
 
Please provide any comments; 
A free-text comment was provided by 14 respondents. One was Not 
Applicable. Comments from the other respondents were categorised into the 
following themes; 
 

• Clarity (n=4) 
Clarity was a theme from five respondents; two indicated the clarity was good (n=2), 
being ‘clearer’, straightforward’ and ‘less crowded’. However, two indicated the clarity 
could be improved (n=2); ‘should be more structured’, complex’.  
 

• Length  (n=4) 
Four respondents commented on the length of emails received; three indicated they 
should be shorter (n=3), “the emails are generally much to long. They do not invite to 
be read very carefully, while this is what is expected. It would be better to reduce the 
length of the emails”, whilst one indicated they shouldn’t contain so much information 
(n=1) 
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• Frequency  (n=2) 
Whilst one respondent indicated that the emails were ‘timely’ (n=1), another said they 
were too frequent-especially if you are in several workpackages (n=1), “if you are 
involved in a number of workpackages and particularly a number of areas within each 
WP, there tends to be a lot of email traffic”. 
 

• Improvement from the previous EUnetHTA project (n=2) 
Two respondents suggested that communication was better than in the previous 
EUnetHTA project (n=2), “Clearer and less crowded messages than during the 
previous action, or maybe I just have less time to read them”, whilst one emphasised 
the beneficial role of the MO website, “I[t] has been much worse in previous years; 
nowadays we use the MO website, making it much easier to access information the 
moment you want to work on it”. 
 

• Communications from WPs (n=2) 
One indicated that this increased the volume and the confusion, whilst one 
commented on the high frequency and poor clarity (n=1), “problem is not e-mail from 
secretariat but e-mail coming from different WP coordinators that often they are too 
much and not so clear”. 
 

• Addressee  (n=2) 
One respondent indicated that email was not always sent to the appropriate recipient, 
“Group emails are sent to the wrong people”. Another indicated that they sometimes 
ended up in the junk folder. [* cross-reference to ease of understanding information 
required by Secretariat]. 
 

• Suggestions for improvement  (n=2) 
Two respondents provided suggestions for improvement; to include the WP number 
and deadline in the topic line (n=1), and to implement a standard ‘information 
template’ (n=1); “I think it might be useful to develop standard templates for the 
provision of information from the secretariat to the partners. That way, over time, we 
will get used to receiving information in a particular format”. 
 

• Tone  (n=1) 
One respondent said that the tone could be better (n=1), “The email could be more 
positive and selling”. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “Timely and straightforward” 
• “Clearer and less crowded messages than during the previous action, or 

maybe I just have less time to read them ;-)” 
• “if you are involved in a number of workpackages and particularly a number of 

areas within each WP, there tends to be a lot of email traffic. I don't know if 
this can be helped. It would be helpful to include the WP number and any 
deadline into the 'topic title' for any email as it would help to streamline the 
work as it comes through. Often it is necessary to read down through a 
lengthy email to get a sense of what is required and when” 

• “could help if shorter e-mails 
• “Sometimes they end up in the junk mail..”. 
• “The emails should be more structured and shorter  The email could be more 

positive and selling  Group emails are sent to the wrong people” 
• “emails are sometimes confusing (several different topics in the same email); 

so difficult to archive / follow, and sometimes parts are missed” 
• “I am too new to the project to judge” 
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• “a bit less information e-mails would be better” 
• “Secretariat together with information from workpackage leaders in sum are 

very frequent the last time and sometimes it is confusing.” 
• “Sometimes the e-mails from the secretariate are very complex and, therefore, 

difficult to interpret.  I think that it might be useful to develop standard 
templates for the provision of information from the secreatariat to the partners.  
that way, over time, we will get used to receiving information in a particular 
format” 

• “the e-mails are generally much to long. They do not invite to be read very 
carefully, while this is what is expected. It would be better to reduce the length 
of the e-mails.” 

• “I has been much worse in previous years; nowadays we use the MO website, 
making it much easier to access information the moment you want to work on 
it.” 

• “problem is not e-mail from secretariat but e-mail coming from different WP 
coordinators that often they are too much and not so clear” 

 
 

5.6  Members’ Only EUnetHTA JA website 
 
 
Q. Have you logged into the Members' Only EUnetHTA JA website? 
click here for the website 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (13%) 
• Yes  (87) 

 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 144 (94%) answered about whether they had 
logged into the MO website. Of these, 125 (87%) had whilst 19 (13%) had not. 
 
Please provide any comments about this website; 
A free-text comment was provided by 26 respondents; positive (n=13), negative 
(n=9), mixed (n=2).  These were categorised, as shown below; 
 
 
Positive comments  (n=13) 
 

• Clear, well-structured layout (n=11) 
It seems that participants generally found the MO website easy to navigate, intuitive, 
logical & user-friendly. 
eg “Very useful, good looking, very easy to find contents and references, documents, 
to follow activities.” 
 

• Usefulness aided by Information access (n=2) 
eg “Is well organised with all the information we need by WP.” 
Information used included contents, references, workpackage areas etc. 
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Negative comments (n=11) 
 

• Problems downloading documents from workrooms (n=2) 
eg “I cannot access the documents in the work rooms” 
 

• Browser problems (n=3). The website requires Internet explorer and 
problems have been experienced by participants when attempting to access 
with other browsers, 

eg “It is very disappointing that full functionality required the use of internet explorer. 
It's not for a publically funded project (especially a European project) to mandate use 
of proprietary US tools.” 
 

• Password problems (n=5) – both for logging into the site & for specific 
sections 

eg “The negative aspect is the different passwords to access the web page and for 
instance the HTA core model.” 
 

• Poor layout/structure (n=2) 
eg “I find that this is confusing as several parts are for 2006-2008 project, the 
founding year and the current JA all mixed together.” 
 

• Workroom problems (n=1) 
eg “….sometimes some facilities e.g. workrooms don't work well” 
 
Suggestions (n=6) 

• Personalised information on the 1st page, rather than a generic content list. 
• The WP extranets were better & can’t be replaced by the workrooms 
• Core model available as a pdf file 
• Inclusion of a general discussion area on the 1st page  
• Disclaimer about browser use; “I propose that the phrase "Best viewed with 

IE" or something similar could be posted on the website” 
• Access to documents prepared by other WPs that not a member of. 
• Not mixing up documents from the previous EUnetHTA 2006-2008 project 

with the current EUnetHTA JA. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “The structure is clear” 
• “Pretty well laid out and easy to follow” 
• “Is well organised with all the information we need by WP.  The negative 

aspect is the different passwords to access the web page and for instance the 
HTA core model.” 

• “I THINK IT'S A REALLY USEFUL AND WELL ORGANISED TOOL.” 
• But wrong www. page. Right www address: [data hidden to maintain 

confidentiality] 
• fine, loking forward to new public site and tolbar 
• “Very helpful” 
• “The structure of the first page could be much better  There should be 

personalized information on the first page, not only a lit of content  The sub 
headings are confusing, I always have to search for information  The WP 
work rooms cannot replace the WP extranets, extranets were better  I cannot 
access the documents in the work rooms” 
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• “There are problems with downloading documents from Workrooms (WP4) 
when using browsers other than Explorer (e.g. Firefox)  2. Core Models 
should be available in pdf formats” 

• “I think it is quite user friendly and well structured (but sometimes some 
facilities e.g. workrooms don't work well)” 

• “Very usefull, good looking, very easy to find contents and references, 
documents, to follow activities.” 

• “Well developed web-site” 
• “Basically it seems to be ok, but I haven't really used it so I can't really say 

anything. It seems that there is no discussion area there.” 
• “I find that this is confusing as several parts are for 2006-2008 project, the 

founding year and the current JA all mixed together.” 
• “The website is best viewed with IE. I use Firefox and when tried to download 

some files from my workroom I could not do so from Firefox. So, I propose 
that the phrase "Best viewed with IE" or something similar could be posted on 
the website” 

• “not often” 
• “it is logic enough to find my way, which is good” 
• “It would be useful to have an access to some documents worked out by 

other WPs” 
• “It seems intuitive enough” 
• “It is very disappointing that full functionality required the use of internet 

explorer. It's not for a publically funded project (especially a European project) 
to mandate use of proprietary US tools.” 

• “I find the web-site user-friendly” 
• “Well organized, somewhat complex. But I need to better explore specific 

areas of interest” 
• “there is a problem with EunetHTA member login (password) in order to 

access to different usefull section of the website (tools section for example)” 
• “problems with loggin” 
• “I dont have password” 
• “No, we still have a problems with a logging” 

 
 

5.7  EUnetHTA JA e-meetings  
 
Q. How have you found participating in a EUnetHTA JA e-meeting 
using the Saba Centra software? 
 
Answer options; 

• Not applicable – I have not participated in an e-meeting  
• Difficult 
• Some problems 
• Easy 

 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 146 (95%) answered this question. Of these, 
64 (44%) had not participated in an e-meeting.  82 had participated in an e-meeting – 
of these 52 (63%) found it easy, 22 (27%) had experienced some problems and 8 
(10%) found it difficult. 
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Experience of participating in an e-meeting, as reported by survey 
respondents (n=82) 
 
Please specify any problems participating in an e-meeting & how this 
could be improved; 
 
A free-text comment was provided by 24 respondents. Generally, responses were 
negative. Of the 24 comments, 1 was not applicable (‘did only a first test’). Of the 
other 23, 18 were negative, 2 were positive and 3 were mixed (both negative & 
positive). 
 

• Negative comments 
Most of the negative comments related to technical problems during the e-meetings; 
unspecified technical problems (n=5).  
 
Specific technical problems were; 

• difficulty hearing (n=4) 
• problems updating software (n=2) 
• microphone difficulties (n=2) 
• restricted participation (n=2) 
• server restrictions (n=1) 
• limited capacity (n=1)  
• control buttons not working (n=1) 
• problems with AppShare (n=1) 
• connection problems (n=1) 

 
A somewhat hesitancy about using the e-meetings following problems during the 
previous project were expressed (n=1). There was a recognition that using new 
technology was inherently difficult (n=3) and that the technology was in its early days 
and hopefully initial problems would be ironed out over the course of the project 
(n=1).  
 
One respondent felt that the system was ineffective and should be replaced by 
telephone conferences, “This system is to ackward and very slow. I think if individual 
even in large groups adhere to certain rules do not talk at the moment and announce 
themselves when contributing a phone conference if well lead is much better. Get rid 
of that system it is just awful.” 
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• Positive comments 

There were 5 comments that were positive – generally positive (n=2), advantages 
(unspecified) (n=1), use growing within EUnetHTA (n=1) and provision of clear 
instructions (n=1). 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “The problems we faced regard with both server restrictions (internal level) or 
capacity rented (EunetHTA)” 

• “Have not yet succeeded in participating due to technical problems.” 
• “Problems during previous collaboration, have not tried his time” 
• “Not all speakers could be heard clearly. This relates to the differing (not 

standardised equipment) used by the different participants, and the way the 
equipment was used (e.g. the speakers had to speak louder and closer to the 
microphone, because some of them could not be heard at all).” 

• “Technical problems with updating the software.” 
• “sometimes problems with hearing someone else” 
• “I have not participated in e-meeting due to internat technical problems. 

Nothing to do with the platform” 
• “During e-meeting it could be difficult to hear someone because of audio 

problems” 
• “It seems to grow within EUnetHTA, but there is still a sufficient number of 

organisations that have problems with participation, for instance no voice or 
connenction” 

• “This system is to ackward and very slow. I think if individual even in large 
groups adhere to certain rules do not talk at the moment and announce 
themselves when contributing a phone conference if well lead is much better. 
Get rid of that system it is just awful.” 

• “Limited number of participants + invitation policy very strict + control buttons 
did not work all the time” 

• “did only a first test” 
• “Difficulties with JAVA updates preventing the system working. Difficulties 

using the AppShare function.” 
• “access denied for e-meeting full” 
• “It's always difficult getting used to new technology.  I have no suggestions for 

imprvement as the instructions are very clear.” 
• “Problems were associated with me because this was my first experience with 

such e-meeting; during the e-meeting all problems solved.” 
• “Wonderfull tool.” 
• “I had some problems with my own equipment (microphone)” 
• “We initially had no microphone at our so that was a problem. I think using 

this system has tremendous advantages, although face to face meetings are 
necessary at certain stages in the process. It might be easy to "miss" things 
from e-meetings” 

• “just having to get the gist of it” 
• “Connection problems” 
• “well done” 
• “it is not always well working” 
• “Sometimes you do not listen well” 
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5.8  Language Communication problems 
 
Q. Have you experienced any language communication problems 
that could affect the work of the EUnetHTA JA? 
 
Answer options; 

• No  (72%) 
• Yes – spoken (12%) 
• Yes – written  (3%) 
• Yes – both spoken & written (13%) 

 
Of the 154 respondents, 146 answered about whether they had experienced any 
language communication problems that could affect the work of the EUnetHTA JA. 
 
Of these, 105 (72%) said they had not experienced any communication problems in 
the EUnetHTA JA.  41 (28%) said they had experienced problems;  
Spoken – 17, Written – 5, Both spoken & written – 19. 
Please specify any communication problems & how these could be 
improved; 
A free-text comment was provided by 26 respondents.  
These were categorised into the following themes; 
 

• Recognition of the inherent nature of communication problems  (n=8) 
Six respondents provided a recognition that the situation was not perfect, but as long 
as participants have different native languages, the situation was good enough. One 
respondent highlighted the need for all partners to produce content in the common 
language of English (n=1) and one emphasized that cultural differences should be 
recognized and helpful tips produced (n=1). 
 

• Difficulty with text  (n=7) 
Seven respondents indicated communication problems with text; general difficulty 
(n=1), reports in native language and not English (n=2), text being interpreted 
differently by people (n=1), the risk of ambiguous and incorrect documents prepared 
by content experts not proficient in English (n=1), the need emphasized for clear and 
non-ambiguous text (n=1), specifically that SOPs and administrative documents 
sometimes difficult to understand (n=1). 
 

• Time (n=4) 
Four respondents mentioned the importance of time; that native and fluent English 
speakers spoke too quickly for others to understand (n=1), that non-native speakers 
need more time to make themselves understood and this should be factored into 
meetings (n=1), that language barriers mean that work processes are prolonged due 
to necessity of longer discussions (n=1), that practice and patience is required in 
interactions (n=1). 
 

• Difficulty with audio  (n=3) 
One respondent recorded general difficulty in hearing whilst two specified audio 
problems in e-meetings. 
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• Personal difficulties  (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated that communication problems were down to them; 
finding it difficult as a non-native English speaker to express themselves (n=1), 
needing to improve their skills (n=1) and experiencing confusion between the 
different languages they speak (n=1). 
 

• Difficulty with spoken  (n=3) 
One specified that this difficulty was particularly bad in e-meetings and face-to-face 
meetings (n=2), one highlighted that different mis-pronunciations required 
concentration (n=1). 
 

• General difficulty understanding  (n=2) 
One experienced a general difficulty in understanding, and one highlighted that 
unclear definition of terms used. 
 
, Verbatim comments; 

•  “sometimes it is difficult to hear or to understand” 
• “often the meaning of text gets interpreted differently !” 
• “as non native english speaking person, it is always a bit difficult to express 

view either orally or by written, but it is normal” 
• “Our reports are usaually written in [our language] and sometimes it can affect 

some wps work” 
• “I need to improve my English language skills” 
• “Language skills in the work language English are generally very good” 
• “Non-native speakers need often more time to express themselves and be 

understood. This should be taken into account in meetings, when time is 
allocated for discussion.” 

• “I have difficulties understanding some members from a few countries, 
especially during emeetings, but also during face-to-face meetings” 

• “inherent to such a project, native English speakers or fluent persons have a 
broader vocabulary  coming from a country with more than one official 
language, I sometimes make confusion between the different languages I 
speak for job” 

• “During e-meeting it could be difficult to hear someone because of audio 
problems” 

• “I have noticed that in some drafts it was very obvious that the writer was not 
a native speaker: this could lead to misunderstandings and to 
ambiguous/incorrect final documents. Given from my experience in other 
settings I feel we have to assume that a content expert is not necessarily very 
proficient as far as languages are concerned. As I am new to the project it is 
difficult for me to judge the possible impact on the final result. At the 
European Parliament members vote on texts which have been translated into 
their mother tongue and not on documents in a foreign language. May be a 
similar step should be considered before finalization of the documents?” 

• “unclear definitions of common terms” 
• “I think that in a multicultural work every text should be written carefully clear. 

Especially in mailing lists (mass e-mails) the writer should be aware, that 
people that are not "full-timely" involved in EUnetHTA-issues need a clear 
unambiguous wording in regard to the different contexts they work.” 

• “Sometimes the 'native English speakers' are a bit quick ... and a mixture if 
about twenty (?) different English  (mis)pronounciations - including mine - 
requires a lot of concentration!” 

• “Englisch is for most people a foreign language. Althogh most speak it well it 
is not the same as speakting in one's mother tongue. There are some 
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communication problems, however, they are not too difficult. And English is 
the only working language that makes sense!” 

• “Communication problems, due some software disruptions and poor quality of 
a sound” 

• “SOPs and administrativ documents are sometimes hard to read and 
comment” 

• “can't be improved. as long as we have different mother tongues, we will 
experience communication problems.” 

• “During face-to-face meeting but especially in the electronic communication 
language barriers lead to miscommunication or prolong work processes as 
issues have to by discussed more thoroughly due language problems” 

• “I have experieneced language communication problems, but not sufficient to 
effect the work.” 

• “adapted from non-native English (me included).   It could be easily solved 
with patience and exercise” 

• “It will be very dfficult to improve on this as it a natural consequcne of people 
having to commincate in a language that is not their native language.” 

• “The main problems remains, of course, that some agencies do not produce 
their reports in English.” 

• “sometimes, the communication (written and spoken) is difficult to understand. 
But mainly when spoken during F2F or e-meetings.” 

• “If it is requested, ALL partners should provide their content in English 
(because it is agreed that English is the working language within EUnetHTA).” 

• “Issues related to fluency (oral and written) coupled with a real difficulty in 
appreciating underlying cultural differences. It may be helpful to provide 
concrete tips to assist members in identifying such differences before they 
become obstacles that result in misfortunate, yet preventable, communication 
breakdowns. For example, a tool such as the one below may be developed 
and adapted to Eunethta needs (P.S. I am unaware if there are any such 
tools on the Eunethta website):   
http://premier.rw3cg.com/published/documents/tips/index.htm” 

 

5.9  Main Challenges  
 
Q. What do you think are the main CHALLENGES of being involved in 
the EUnetHTA JA? 
 
This free-text question was answered by 109 respondents. Their comments were 
categorized into the following themes; 
 

• Difficulties working together, including communication  (n=34) 
Difficulties included communication and also the requirements and work of many 
diverse European countries and healthcare systems. 

 
• Conflict with time  (n=33) 

Respondents indicated that there was often a conflict in their time between work for 
the EUnetHTA JA and their routine job. 
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• Large project  (n=15) 

Respondents recognized the large size of the project, and problems inherent in trying 
to co-ordinate such a large project. 
 

• Insufficient funding  (n=10) 
Difficulties posed by not having sufficient funds for involvement in EUnetHTA JA. 

• National / organizational conflict  (n=7) 
Respondents identified conflict between work on the EUnetHTA JA and national and 
organizational priorities. 
 

• Difficulty for routine use of developed policies, tools, methods (n=7) 
Some respondents found it difficult to implement EUnetHTA JA policies and outputs 
in their routine work. 
 

• New experience  (n=6) 
Respondents identified that involvement in international collaboration in HTA was a 
new experience for them/their agency/their country. 
 

• WP requirements  (n=5) 
Some respondents indicated the large burden of work required for the workpackage 
participation. 
 

• Inappropriate influence of stakeholders  (n=4) 
Some respondents identified that they were concerned about the possible influence 
of stakeholders. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “Pharmaceuticals and application of HTA Methods” 
• “Lack of funding: the challenge for us is to keep our level of involvement 

without funding support from [our national level]” 
• “It is very important an favourable for our Office to take part in an EU 

organized and high level work on this very innovative and relative young area 
of the healthcare.” 

• “time-table is short” 
• “Important but "marginal time" activity - difficult to give sufficient time to 

understand the issues in detail and to contribute to the best of my ability.” 
• “having time to contrate on this project when I have many other projects 

going.” 
• “The first experience in this area.” 
• “Getting everything done in schedule.” 
• “Considerable competing timelines on other work make it difficult to get 

engaged and be effective and timely in responding to the requirement.” 
• “Be able to respond to all challenges and work in the WP I'm involved and 

implement or improve my daily work by using the HTA tools, methodologies 
and guidelines.” 

• “language barrier exchange of HTA information because non-English 
speaking countries do not publish their assessemtns of decisions in English, if 
at all!, so it is very difficult to compare” 

• “Understanding different cultures and concepts” 
• “to work together taken into account the differences” 
• “Time consumption seen in relation to results” 
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• “Consensus for models and proposals which could be implamented in 
practice in EU member-states” 

• “reducing the different level of experience with HTA in european countries” 
• “To share information with other countries, to follow the same way...” 
• “Creating a real network exchanging information and avoiding duplication  

Filling the gap between different agencies” 
• “To get knowledgeable on the subject in a very short while with very limited 

resources and limited support for training and capacity building from the JA.” 
• “not enough time” 
• “national interest compared to EU interests compared to the idea of 

EunetHTA. Stakeholder lobbyism” 
• “Challenges only arise because of my limited experience in this field, but 

nothing I can not cope with.” 
• “As the EunetHTA assistant for [our agency] I think that my main challenge 

through JA project is to provide an efficient follow up of the activities for every 
WP involved at [our agency].I have to be very catious in order to prevent any 
oversight.” 

• “Competition on time spent on EUnetHTA and time spent on work in the 
institution” 

• “Time” 
• “To get people to share and use others information” 
• “For our organisation is a learning experience, because apart from the 

specific HTA skills, in our country HTA is not as developed institutionally as it 
is in other countries. So, the challenge is that we meet expectations.” 

• “Many international collaborators with sometimes different political agendas 
and ideas.  HTA is in many countries aimed at local needs, international 
collaboration is seen as "secondary".  JA is a huge project, which per se is 
challenging!” 

• “To perform the tasks in the WPs within the deadlines with a standard of high 
quality, because the deadlines are very tight. The most important issue  is to 
achieve a high quality standard because otherwise the acceptance will be low. 
The second issue is dissemination.” 

• “To trust each others work  Language  Diversity when it comes to 
organisation, perspective and views  Too much information and too little time” 

• “Effective collaboration, EUnetHTA view versus Internal priorities / 
possibilities” 

• “Difficulties in meeting the deadlines as I have to perform my previous duties 
in indigenous Agency and in EUnetHTA at the same timeframe.” 

• “understanding someone's else point of view  sharing HTA informations from 
my country with other members” 

• “I don't know” 
• “making the organisational management issues accepted as the strategic 

issues of success; gaining full support for attaining the efficiency of HTA 
process through changing internal organisational prcesses in the participating 
organisations; fickle political environment; stakeholder involvement” 

• “To reconcile daily HTA -work with EUnetHTA duties” 
• “To actually involve all the EU institutions/countries that perform or are 

interested in HTA  To involve people with real expertise and cometences in 
HTA  To have the resources (time, staff, funds) to devote in JA activities  (I 
suppose this is a general question so my answer is not related to my 
organisation) 

- Entering newly into a huge project which has been going on for 
several years  - Understanding the structure and processes of the 
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EUnetHTA project  - Developing guidelines broad enough to be 
adaptable to any study question and yet specific enough to allow a 
standardization of reports  - Finding the most efficient way to 
contribute given a very limited funding  - Collaborating with 
international partners I haven't met so far” 

• “network is very loose; participating organisations have very different 
motivations to contribute, language abilities of participants is a problem, skills 
and know how level of some participants too low.” 

• “Get sufficient input from all partners in order to get the things done” 
• “Get sufficient funding to properly be able to do the work. We work in 

EUnetHTA because we feel it is very important but loose money, it is pure 
idealism.” 

• “Try to establish a common HTA Core despite a large diversity of national 
health prerogatives” 

• “The main challenge of being involved in the EUnetHTA JA is to work at 
different levels of collaboration, national and international, obtaing results 
shared.” 

• “To be dignified partner for the whole project.  To contribute to the 
improvements of the project.” 

• “handling the subjectiv data in all HTA” 
• “to find a common base-line model  intercultural work (people from different 

nations address problems differently)” 
• “to connect to the process. Smaller member states need to decide how to 

tackle the HTA area, it seems that international cooperation only can bringou 
the best in each setting.” 

• “Methodical improvements, learning from others, sharing experience; helping 
to bundle the activities in Europe to ensure more effective and save health 
care delivery in European countries.” 

• “- to gain sufficient knowledge of the details of the HTA development 
processes in different countries    - to extend the high level attitude of 'general 
agreement' towards concrete exchange of work and concrete cooperation 

- Heterogeneous ideas and intrests of partners  - time for work” 
• “As stated before, dublication of tasks in different SGs, repetition of existing 

work / experiences, hard to get things under one "hat" --> need for a strong 
project management” 

• “Finding the time to do EUnetHTA work”. 
• “I am involved in [one WP]. The main challenge is the time commitment.There 

are also funding implications as there is no funding available for us to attend 
meetings.” 

• “Getting tools implemented and to have actually organisations involved 
instead of ony the EUnetHTA representatives of the organisations.” 

• “There are people from so many different countries and cultures that it may 
cause some difficulties. Even though my participation is limited I don't seem 
to have enough time to follow e-mail etc. => I don't know all I maybe should 
know.” 

• “an extra workload for Agency's staff; in WP 8 quite tight deadlines (our part 
of work is supposed to be finished by [defined month]; internal co-operation 
with our accounting department (EU grant, in a sense, is a "problem" - as the 
accounting rules are different from what they know)” 

• “How to achieve equal collaboration of partners - how to combine different 
experience with HTA in different member states.” 

• “Incorporation of other countries” 
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• “We have plenty to deliver. I hope we can keep up with the enthusiasm and 
trust we have had so strong here internally.” 

• “to bring the work already done in the past EUnetHA project to the next 
"higher" level.  Meaning e.g. implementation of the work in daily routine 
(somtetimes on have to change already established routines and methods) 
which are adapted to the national context/special needs.  Also making sure 
that not becoming obscured in trivialities.” 

• “Time constraints” 
• “to manage communication  to fund the activities” 
• “-continuous participation and giving input regularly  -keeping the overview, 

especially regarding what other WPs do, in which one isn't involved” 
• “Co-ordinating such a large project across many countries, organisations and 

individuals, in a non-native language for most participants.” 
• “For me the main challenge is that it is the first time for me participating in an 

workpackage of EUnetHTA JA. I had to inform myself a lot what EUnetHTA 
and the workpackages are about and what my tasks in workpackage are and 
will be in the future.” 

• “Sustaining it long term.” 
• “Time (my own time limits)” 
• “- doing a good job considering being short on funding  - effective 

communication   - much effort needed on organisation and administration  - 
coping with verbal limitations of some members (english)  - to reach 
consensus in HTA-methodes despite variable national standards” 

• “learn to work within a scientific community working in different contexts  2- 
Integrate the work of EUnetHTA with routine” 

• “communication via emails or emmeting not face to face   time consuming - 
and I still have my regular work tasks” 

• “to be able to reach a consensus and develop cooperation between 
organisations and individuals with different backrounds, priorities and needs  
b) to involve organisations that have not participated in the previous project 
without creating a "gap" between experienced and inexperienced 
organisations/individuals” 

• “communication workload and travel workload” 
• “Workload” 
• “Get the information passed to the public  Pass the opposition from interest 

groups” 
• “The huge number of tasks, the need to develop a clear and shared 

understanding of what we are trying to acheive, the potential for 'outside 
forces' to influence the work in an unhelpful way, the high expectation of 
stakeholders regarding what the work will lead to. 

- to be able to perform the requested tasks within the time and resource 
limits imposed.” 

• “I have enormous doubts about the real utility for the patients” 
• “Coordination tasks; to get a product that can be useful for any organization, 

applicability to our context. 
- effective collaboration within the JA” 

• “Financing and time resources” 
• “To be part of creative and expert multidisciplinary team who will established 

appropriate national and international collaboration with independent 
academic and scientific institutions, Cochrane centers, HTA agencies that 
each run part of HTA report (combination of internal and external HTA 
process), permanent HTA courses for „HTA users“ and „HTA doers“, network 
model among Universities and HTA Agencies that each run part of 
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• “Using similar methodology, speaking the same language, building up trust.” 
• “normalization of information and procedures” 
• “Allocation of sufficient time.” 
• “The time for work is my main challenge. As I previous wrote it is my 

additional duty and we don't have extra people for extra work.” 
• “Time consraints. Understanding the requirements of the different packages 

and sub-packages. Trying to bring different systems perspectives together” 
• “Tying together partners from 23 countries. Establishing a common shared 

vision.” 
• “overcoming language barier (Although I consider my english is quite good, I 

am afraid that it might be good enough for collaboration on shared projects 
like full HTA report. I find that in general language barrier might be the biggest 
turn-off for undertaking collaboration.); overcoming time shortage - we have 
many obligations and projects with limited time constraints.” 

• “The ammount of time it takes to participate effectively and keep informed 
about all that is going on. This JA is an add-on to our daily work which is 
already very challenging.” 

• “continuity of involvement and attention - working routine makes it a "pick it up 
and drop it" job  keeping up with the requests” 

• “no time!” 
• “language gap (reports are mainly written in national language, at least only 

few produce the executive summary in English either)  different 
confindentially levels of information/project reports amoung partners  different 
cultural backgrounds,   differences amoung partners ("big" vs. "small" 
agencies), long vs. short HTA working history  high number of partners 
involved, maybe difficult to manage, cooridinate, involve and activate  ..” 

• “To foster the relevance of HTA at the EU while supporting the development 
of HTA at the local level.” 

• “Cultural differences and overcoming regional interests meant to preserve 
and maintain local competencies. Striking the right balance will be a real 
challenge.” 

• “TO prouve that our concepts can be useful in the daily practice of HTA” 
• “To build a common european strategy for HTA including drugs.” 
• “For [our network], and me as an officer in [our network]: to involve other 

relevant officers in [our network] and in our region's HTA committees. A 
culture problem too: for us the forma assessment of technologies is a new 
challenge / opportunity.” 

• “The amount of work is considerable and if persons are devoted to other 
obligations it is difficult to fullfill the obligations.” 

• “To think in the interest of my organization keeping in mind, at the same time, 
the need to adopt common methods and introduce those in my daily working 
routine” 

• “time restricted and barrier languages” 
• “I haven't got enough experience.” 
• “To convince policy makers about the advantages (except for the advantage 

of avoiding duplication)2 
• “to find ways to work together and agree upon procedures and policies” 
• “the way to work, methods are going to be used in order to plan future project” 
• “To develop a similar working methodology between European countries.” 
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• “I only write about my role in EUNetHTA  to find funds for travels (face to face 
meetings).  an appropriate use of communication tools (workrooms, e-mail, e-
meeting) to work together an particularly to develope common documents.  to 
find time to work on the project.” 

• “To create a great working system (instruction) for HTA” 
• “Experienced organizations expectations being in the forefront;” 
• “Travel to face to face meetings takes time from day to day work but is 

essential for effective working amongst groups and allows useful networking 
opportunities. Occasionally EUnetHTA deadlines coincide with in-house 
deadlines and in-house work will be inevitably prioritised” 

 

5.10  Main Benefits 
 
Q. What do you think are the main BENEFITS of being involved in the 
EUnetHTA JA? 
 
This free-text question was answered by 111 respondents. Their main comments 
were categorized into the following themes; 
 

• No benefit  (n=3) 
 

• Information sharing  (n=62) 
Sixty-two respondents specified the benefits of sharing information, expertise etc 
within the networking, to improve their knowledge etc. 
 

• Collaboration  (n=32) 
Thirty-two respondents specified the benefits of collaboration provided by being part 
of the EUnetHTA JA project. 
 

• HTA European network (n=22) 
Respondents appreciated being part of an international network for HTA and 
appreciated connection with the EU. 
 

• Streamlining  (n=17) 
Respondents specified the advantages of the EUnetHTA JA in enabling streamlining 
of HTA efforts – ie by reducing duplication in HTA. 
 

• HTA methods  (n=14) 
Respondents specifically appreciated international working in developing shared 
methods. 
 

• HTA products  (n=13) 
Respondents also appreciated the development of tangible HTA products – eg tools 
such as the HTA core model. 
 

• HTA community  (n=12) 
Respondents appreciated feeling part of an HTA community. 
 

• Networking  (n=11) 
Sharing a great overlap with collaboration, respondents appreciated networking with 
international colleagues; both on a professional and personal level. 
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• Capacity building  (n=7) 
Respondents specified the benefits for capacity building for HTA in their country. 
 

• Keeping-up-to-date  (n=5) 
Five respondents emphasized the benefits of EUnetHTA JA membership for keeping 
their knowledge about HTA up-to-date and increasing their expertise. 
 
 
Verbatim comments; 

•  “Networking and to develop of common products and methods for EU” 
• “Parcicipate in the developemnt of new methods for HTA  Collaboration wit 

other European agencies” 
• “The main benefit to be near to the information on this topic, because it is very 

important for our young collegaues in the [agency].” 
• “european and national: set up at both levels common tools for HTA.” 
• “New networks very useful and potential to share learning. Specific outputs, 

such as the Core HTAs could potentially be very useful - depending on the 
final quality achieved and level of success in building consensus across the 
participating nations and agencies.” 

• “Improved competence in HTA and networking” 
• “Developing HTA at the EU level, Unifying HTA at the EU level, taking things 

to a higher level. The value of a network, a source of inspriation, a sense of 
community” 

• “Collaborating is a way to start to be part of the group and a way to start to 
make HTA” 

• “Very interesting - opening up for future collaboration.” 
• “Methodological development, being in the lead of developing new joint 

working methods” 
• “Networking with other agencies is incredibly important. Working towards 

commmon methodologies helpful in terms of developing own internal 
methodologies also and should be useful interms of streamlining work down 
the line” 

• “Have the opportunity to discuss and develop new methodologies in HTA in a 
broader reality with the people who are working in this area all around Europe.  
Possibility for learn more about HTA and its application mainly in the area of 
other technologies than drugs.  Participate in a European platform that could 
create the foundations for a better development and coordination of HTA tools, 
methods and its use.” 

• “it is an excellent effort to closer collaboration and understanding of individual 
countries needs.” 

• “Joint methodological understanding” 
• “information sharing and bench marking” 
• “exchanging experience and getting to know people from this area in other 

countries and the possibility of avoiding doing the same work twice” 
• “To get know-how from expereinced HTA agencies, new contacs for HTA, 

learn new models for providing HTA” 
• “setting up a network to connect public international/national/regional health 

technology assessment (HTA) agencies” 
• “To know what are other colleagues doing in HTA, to have information.” 
• “Opportunity to share information and know how  Building up a network and 

following HTA policies at the European level” 

 82



• “Sharing of best practice and knowledge, the possibility of stnadardisation of 
HTA reports through having a standard core model approach, EU added 
value, contacts, ...” 

• “being involved in work which is relvant for my main job” 
• “information pathways, communication, facilitating HTA work and better use 

of resources. more power in front of deciders and EU. Better connection to 
international activities” 

• “I am really happy to be able to participate in the program, it gives me great 
experience and broadens my field of vision regarding health technology 
decisions and evaluation procedures.” 

• “Structured collaboration that makes a difference. Tangible results on tools. 
Potential efficincy gains.” 

• “Benefit MS in the long run” 
• “Collaboration and reduce duplication” 
• “The benefits will be that, hopefully, we will be able to enhance capacity 

building in our country and raise visibility and awareness about HTA, with the 
ultimate aim to influence decision makers and institutionalise HTA” 

• “Collaboration, sharing expertise and experience, defining common working 
methods, avoiding duplicate work.” 

• “Already during the JA process the communication will improve and the 
understandig for common and different needs of the agencies will increase. 
This process makes it by itself more likely that HTA activities can be shared in 
the future. 

• “Avoiding duplication of work  Using each others reports  Better quality 
reports  Sharing experiences and knowledge  Keeping up to date  Fun” 

• “Effective collaboration, learning from each other, reducing duplication of 
work” 

• “-Cooperation with other HTA units in Europe in the future,  -exchange of HTA 
reports/information,  -avoidance of work duplications  -comon HTA 
guidelines/methodology” 

• “exchanging of experiences, creating common rules for European HTA, 
meeting new people from different countries” 

• “networking, share information, collaborative work.being exposed to and 
provide input into the cutting edge of the HTA development process; learning 
from and working with peers; being a part and influence the European 
processes relevant to HTA development” 

• “Beeing up-to-date in HTA-field, access to european HTA expertise, scharing 
experiences” 

• “To be connected with european people/institutions perforimng HTA activities  
To shared methods and tools  To be a channel for the dissemination of the 
HTA message to the european countries in which HTA is not performed  To 
increase the impact of HTA results on decision making process and in the 
clinical practise (at EU level)  (I suppose this is a general question so my 
answer is not related to my organisation) 

- Exchanging information about different values and preferences in HTA  
- Learning how HTAs are produced in other countries  - Building a 
network with other specialists working in the same area” 

• “Building contacts,  getting to know people, countries and cultures.” 
• “Decrease redundancy, increase quality and sustainability” 
• “Contributing to change in health care evaluation in Europe, getting to know 

new people sharing one's view, getting to know problems from other countries, 
a good place to network.” 

• “Facilitating information exchange, networking among HTA professionals” 
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• “The main benefits of being involved in the EUnetHTA JA is to work at 
international level and in different contexts, considering different cultures and 
approaches” 

• “Getting experiences and skills to start our own HTA unit.  Increase our 
physicians favour to HTA.” 

• “solve the above problem” 
• “to develop a mutual understanding of HTA and its concepts; understand the 

pluralistic approaches across nations to the same topic” 
• “international cooperation; sharing of expertise, sharing experience in 

decision taking” 
• “Methodological improvement  Learning from the others  Making cooperations 

- to learn more about the ideas, concepts, methods of other HTA 
organisations  - to share expertise and work on concrete topics with 
partners having a similar problem (networking)  - to be 'in the boat' (as 
long as the boat does not sink)  :-) 

- being involved in the latest developments in HTA in Europe  - building 
a network with HTA experts in Europe” 

• “Be involved in a relevant health care topic and be able to structure its' future” 
• “Doing some interesting work and meet some interesting people. Learing 

about the ways that other countries do THA's.” 
• “Collaboration with other European HTA agencies and the potential to share 

knowledge and information.” 
• “Network, having access to data of member organisations, being able to 

share with member organisations, and ofcourse future benefit of reducing 
redundancy” 

• “It gives a good chance to participate in an international project and thus get 
new ideas and contacts.” 

• “For [our country] , as a new member state, a great oportunity to co-operate 
at EU level, development of the Agency's staff” 

• “Sharing experience, knowledge, information;” 
• “Interchange of informationI believe strongly that European Collaboration on 

HTA strengthens the status of HTA nationally, and thus secures the role (and 
funding) of our HTA-entity in our host organisation. 

- information exchange which is not publicly available  - common 
development of difficult questions of methodology” 

• “Improvement for our organisation and individual learning” 
• “to learn about other's experiences  to get ideas about improving the own 

work  to  meet people who do similar work within different contexts” 
• “-staying in contact with other HTA agencies in Europe  -participating in the 

application of the HTA Core model  -learning from other countries” 
• “Collaborating & sharing HTA ideas for best practice across countries.” 
• “I really enjoy being involved in the EUnetHTA JA. The face-to-face meetings 

are a great opportunity to communicate with other people from HTA-
agencies.” 

• “Communication and sharing information.” 
• “Sharing knowledge and my own scientific development, within the field” 
• “-improvment & further development in HTA-methods  -standardisation of 

HTA-methods   -awareness for special HTA-topics (eg. relative effectivness)  
-international networking (on institutional and personal level)” 

• “international cooperation,” 
• “Share information  2- improve capacity  3- better support decision makers  4- 

learning” 
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• “I learn from others more experiensed in HTA and screening  I've met many 
people from other Agencies and their organization” 

• “collaboration at the EU level and exchange of experience and information  b) 
gaining significant knowledge and know-how  c) understanding the role HTA 
has in different health-care settings” 

• “HTA is becomeing a real powerful tool.” 
• “Creation of EU network both between individuals and organisations” 
• “Not do double work (each for his own)  Develop a good network for strong 

and really scientific (=independent) support in health systems” 
• “Without doubt the ability to share experiences  in a structured and protective 

environment and develop a set of useful tools that will help all those 
undertaking HTA which inform health policy decision making 

- reduce duplication of efforts in HTA” 
• “I do not really find any personal benefit” 
• “Do not replicate, to learn from organizations with large experience, to 

standardize methods 
- information sharing  - aiming at reaching a common goal  - reduce 

duplication  - improve collaboration within European HTA institutions  - 
international experience  - comparison between European countries” 

• “Sharing information” 
• “To give perceptions and problems which HTA units faced in early 

development phase of HTA process;  To give personal expertise in this 
project; to get knowledge and supports on adequate collaborations for timely 
evidence-based HTA process with recommendations for decision makers on 
reimbursement, investments and planning in health care” 

• “Common work, avoiding duplication of work. Common updating of previous 
local reports.” 

• “share information and avoid duplicating efforts” 
• “Collaboration, exchange of best practices, networking” 
• “expanding my knowledge and contact with people from public institutions 

from many countries” 
• “The development of core models, information systems that support the 

conduct of HTA and collaboration and networking between agencies are 
potentially tremendous benefits” 

• “Improved understanding of what international colleagues are doing.   
Understanding health systems in different countries.” 

• “Improving knowledge through the exchange of experience between 
EUnetHTA JA partners through F2F meeting and workshops and other 
shared projects; aquire new skills through projects shared with more 
experienced partners” 

• “It is always a great benefit to be involved in an EU project like this due to the 
sharing of information, work and finally sharing the outcomes.” 

• “sharing, discussing with other experts how to address common problems” 
• “european network. setting up a basis for european hta work!” 
• “bringing people together, improvement of communication between partners  

reducing (working) duplication  EUnetHTA JA as one big organisation 
respresenting many national players/agencies” 

• “Interaction between others experiencing situations similara as we do.” 
• “Eunethta is an opportunity for me to share and put to use my cross-cultural 

experience.” 
• “This is the best international experience in HTA!” 
• “To share a common methodology and european framework for HTA” 
• “To learn and to share experiences; to constantly correct our approaches.” 
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• “Having support from the EUnetHTA for developing the field in the country 
and raising awareness.” 

• “To have a broader view of HTA needs, aims and future development” 
• “sharing experiences” 
• “I haven't got enough experience.” 
• “Avoid duplication, network enlarged, learning from each other” 
• “to have the chance to see how the other countries work in hta, and share 

solutions to same problems; learn from countries that have been developing 
hta for a long time.” 

• “to apply a standardize methods for information production. To have access 
to a collaborative network for HTA” 

• “To be part of this working group that will develop a similar working 
methodology between European countries bringing our expertise to the 
process.” 

• “capacity building  cultural exchange   visibility for the Agency  building a net” 
• “Have a new information and feedback” 
• “The opportunity to work with more experienced project members; learning 

from others; a chance to get involved in new projects or activities; the joy of 
makinf new contacts.” 

• “Development of effective tools to standardise outputs which can then be 
shared and adapted more easily between countries.” 
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Chapter 6  Information Technology 
 
 
 

6.1  Operating system  
 
Q.  What operating system do you USUALLY use on your computer AT 
WORK? 
 
Answer options; 

• Linux  (0%) 
• Mac OSX  (3%) 
• Windows (all versions)  (97%) 
• Don't Know (1%) 
• Other - please specify; 

 
Respondents were asked what Operating System they usually use at work. This 
question was answered by 145 (94%) of the 154 respondents. 
 
Of the 145 who answered the question, 141 (97%) use Windows (all versions), 3 (2%) 
use Mac OSX and 1 didn’t know. 
 
 

6.2  Browser  
 
Q.  What browser do you USUALLY use to connect to the internet AT 
WORK? 
 
Answer options; 

• Google Chrome  (5%) 
• Internet Explorer  (68%) 
• Mozilla Firefox  (21%) 
• Safari  (2%) 
• Don’t Know (1%) 
• Other - please specify;  (3%) 

 
Respondents were asked what Browser they usually use at work. 
This question was answered by 146 (95%) of the survey respondents. Of these 100 
(68%) use  Internet Explorer (all versions), 30 (21%) use Mozilla Firefox, 8 (5%) use 
Google Chrome, 3 (2%) use Safarii,1 didn’t know and 4 (3%) used ‘other’. 
 
4 (3%) use ‘Other’; Opera (n=2), Bing beta (n=1) and 1 respondent stated ‘several, 
including Google Chrome, Explorer and Firefox). 
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Usual browser used to connect at work, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=146)  
 
 

6.3  IT Software Packages  
 
Q.  On average how often do you use these IT software packages AT 
WORK? 
 
This was a matrix question 
IT software packages; 

• Gradepro 
• Microsoft Office 
• OpenOffice 
• RevMan 
• Reference Management Software 

 
Answer options; 

• Daily 
• At least once a week 
• Monthly 
• Seldom (less than monthly) 
• Never 
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 DAILY At least 

ONCE 
a week 

Monthly Seldom 
(less 
than 
monthly)

Never N 

Gradepro 2  (1%) 1  (1%) 3  (2%) 7  (5%) 121  
(90%) 

134 

Microsoft 
Office 

142  
(99%) 

1  (1%) - - - 143 

OpenOffice 5  (4%) 3  (2%) 2  (2%) 13  (10%) 106  
(82%) 

129 

RevMan 2  (1%) 1  (1%) 11  (8%) 31  (23%) 91  
(67%) 

136 

Reference 
management 
software 

13  (9%) 17  
(12%) 

16  (12%) 31 
(22%) 

61 
(44%) 

138 

Frequency of use of IT software packages at work by the survey respondents  
(n=154 total survey respondents) 
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Average use of Gradepro at work by the survey respondents (n=134) 
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1%
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Average use of Microsoft Office at work by the survey respondents (n=143) 
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Open Office 
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Average use of Open Office at work by the survey respondents (n=129) 
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Average use of Reference Management Software at work by the survey 
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6.4  Communication Systems  
 
Q.  On average how often do you use these communication systems 
AT WORK? 
 
This was a matrix question. 
Communication systems; 

• Document management system (eg Sharepoint) 
• Mailing list 
• RSS feed reader 
• Video calling (eg skype) 
• Web-based discussion forum 
• Wiki 

 
Answer options; 

• Daily 
• At least once a week 
• Monthly 
• Seldom (less than monthly) 
• Never 

 Daily At least 
once a 
week 

Monthly Seldom 
(less 
than 
monthly)

Never N 

Document 
management 
system (eg 
SharePoint) 

15  
(11%) 

15  
(11%) 

13  (9%) 22  
(15%) 

77  
(54%) 

142 

Mailing list 59  
(41%) 

25  
(17%) 

21  (15%) 20  
(14%) 

19  
(13%) 

144 

RSS feed 
reader 

7  (5%) 17  
(12%) 

5  (4%) 18  
(13%) 

91  
(66%) 

138 

Video calling 
(eg Skype) 

7  (5%) 14  
(10%) 

17  (12%) 33  
(23%) 

72  
(50%) 

143 

Web-based 
discussion 
forum 

3  (2%) 12  (8%) 16  (11%) 53  
(37%) 

59  
(41%) 

143 

Wiki 9  (7%) 18  
(14%) 

14  (11%) 16  
(12%) 

74  
(56%) 

131 

Average use of communication systems at work by the survey respondents 
(n=154 total survey respondents) 
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Document management system 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Average use of a document management system at work by the survey 
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Average use of a mailing list at work by the survey respondents (n=144) 
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Average use of an RSS feed reader at work by the survey respondents 
(n=138) 
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Video calling 
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Average use of video calling at work by the survey respondents (n=143) 
 
 
 
Web-based discussion forum 
 

41%

37%
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Average use of web-based discussion forums at work by the survey 
respondents (n=143) 
 
 
 
 
Wiki 
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once a week
Monthly
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Never

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Average use of a mailing list at work by the survey respondents (n=131) 
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6.5  Social networking accounts  
 
Q.  Do you personally have an account for the following social 
networking sites? 
This will help WP2 know whether it would be useful to promote 
EUnetHTA JA on networking sites. 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 
Social networking accounts; 

• Del.icio.us 
• Facebook 
• LinkedIn 
• Slideshare 
• Twitter 
• YouTube 

 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes-but I wish to keep this private 
• Yes – I would post a EUnetHTA JA link on this 

 
This was answered by 146 (95%) of the 154 survey respondents. 
 
 No Yes-but 

I wish 
to keep 
this 
private 

Yes-I would post a 
EUnetHTA JA link 
on this 

N 

De.lici.ious 132 
 
(94%) 
 
 
 

4 
 
 

4 
 
 

140 
 
(91%) 

Facebook 74 
(51%) 

46 
 

25 
 

145 
(94%) 

LinkedIn 97 
(67%) 

13 
 

34 
 

144 
(94%) 

Slideshare 132 
(95%) 

3 
 

4 
 

139 
(90%) 

Twitter 127 
(90%) 

6 
 

8 141 (92%) 

YouTube 122 
(87%) 

12 7 141 
(92%) 

Social networking accounts possessed by survey respondents (n=154 total 
survey respondents) 
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Of the 146 respondents, 63% had at least one of the social networking accounts, 
whilst 37% did not have any. 

 
Yes-I would post a EUnetHTA JA link on this – discrete number of responses 
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Chapter 7  Tools 
 
 

7.1  Use/awareness & Training Priority  
 
Q.  Please use the drop-down menus below to indicate your 
use/awareness of the EUnetHTA tools and opinions about training. 
Please only select ONE tool as top priority for training. 
 
This was a complex matrix question. 
 
 Tools; 

• Adaptation glossary 
• Adaptation toolkit 
• Contact database 
• Core HTA model 
• EIFFEL 
• E-meetings 
• EunetHTA toolbar 
• Mailing list 
• MO website 
• MO workrooms 
• News aggregator 
• POP workroom 
• Workroom bulletin boards 

 
a).  Use/awareness 

• Have used it 
• Aware of it & might use in future 
• Aware of it but unlikely to use in future 
• Not aware of it 

 
b).  Priority for training 

• Top priority 
• High priority 
• Low priority 
• No importance 

 
c).  Preferred training method 

• Face-to-face workshop 
• Self-directed with a manual 
• Training e-meeting 
• Webcast 
• None required 
• Don’t Know 
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i.  Adaptation Glossary 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 132 (86%) answered about the adaptation 
glossary. Of these, 28 (21%) had used it, 54 (41%) were aware of it & likely to use in 
the future, 11 (8%) were aware of it but unlikely to use in the future, 39 (30%) had not 
heard about it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

30%

8%

41%

21%
Have used it

Aware of it &
likely to use in
future
Aware of it but
unlikely to use it

Not aware of it

Use/awareness of the Adaptation Glossary by survey respondents  (n=132) 
 
 
b).  Training priority 
 
98 (64%) of the 154 respondents responded to this question; 

• Top priority = 7 (7%) 
• High priority = 29 (30%) 
• Low priority = 43 (44%) 
• No importance = 19 (19%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19%

44%

30%

7%
Top priority

High priority

Low priority

No importance

Training priority for the Adaptation Glossary by survey respondents  (n=98) 
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c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
 
97 (63%) of the 154 respondents responded to this question; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 32  (33%) 
• Training e-meeting = 11 (11%) 
• Webcast = 9  (9%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 8  (8%) 
• Don’t know = 13  (13%) 
• None required = 24  (25%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the Adaptation Glossary by survey respondents  
(n=97) 
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ii.  Adaptation Toolkit 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 131 (85%) answered about awareness of adaptation toolkit. 
Of these, 13 (10%) had used it, 60 (46%) were aware of it & might use in the future, 
15 (11%) were aware of it but unlikely to use in the future whilst 43 (33%) were not 
aware of it. 
 
 

33%

11%

46%

10% Have used it

Aware of it & might
use in future

Aware of it but
unlikely to use in
future
Not aware of it

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Use/awareness of the Adaptation Toolkit by survey respondents  (n=131) 
 
 
b).  Training Priority, 
 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 93 (60%) answered this question;  

• Top priority = 10 (11%) 
• High priority = 40 (43%) 
• Low priority = 27 (29%) 
• No importance = 16 (17%) 

 

17%

29%

43%

11% Top priority

High priority

Low priority

No importance

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Training priority for the Adaptation Toolkit by survey respondents  (n=93) 
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c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 93 (60%) answered this question; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 23  (25%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 23  (25%) 
• Training e-meeting = 12  (13%) 
• Webcast = 12  (13%) 
• Don’t Know = 14  (15%) 
• None required = 9  (10%) 

 

10%
15%
13%
13%

25%

25%
Self-directed
with a manual
Face-to-face
workshop
Training e-
meeting
Webcast

Don't Know

None required

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the Adaptation Toolkit by survey respondents  
(n=93) 
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iii.  Contact Database 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 132 (86%) answered about the contact 
database. 
 
Of these, 44 (33%) had used it, 51 (39%) were aware of it & might use in the future, 4 
(3%) were aware of it but unlikely to use in the future and 33 (25%) were not aware 
of it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Use/awareness of the Contact Database by survey respondents  (n=132) 

25%
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39%

33%
Have used it

Aware of it &
might use in
future
Aware of it but
unlikely to use
in future
Not aware of it

 
 
 
b).  Training Priority 
 
93 (60%) of the 154 respondents answered this question; 

• Top priority = 2 (2%) 
• High priority = 24 (26%) 
• Low priority = 40 (43%) 
• No importance = 27 (29%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

29%

43%

26%
2%

Top priority
High priority
Low priority
No importance

Training priority for the Contact Database by survey respondents  (n=93) 
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c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
88 (57%) of the 154 respondents answered this question; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 21  (24%) 
• Training e-meeting = 10  (11%) 
• Webcast = 8  (9%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 4  (5%) 
• Don’t know = 9  (10%) 
• None required = 36  (41%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

41%

10%
5%
9%
11%

24%
Self-directed with
a manual
Training e-
meeting
Webcast

Face-to-face
workshop
Don't know

Preferred training method for the Contact Database by survey respondents  
(n=88) 
 
 

iv.  Core HTA Model 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 133 (86%) answered about the Core HTA 
model. Of these, 40 (30%) had used it, 75 (56%) were aware of it & likely to use in 
the future, 11 (8%) were aware of it but unlikely to use in the future, 7 (5%) had not 
heard about it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5%8%

56%

30%
Have used it

Aware of it &
likely to use

Aware of it but
unlikely to use in
future
Not aware of it

Use/awareness of the Core HTA Model by survey respondents  (n=133) 
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b).  Training Priority 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 104 (68%) answered about the Core HTA model. 
 
Of these,  

• Top priority = 53 (51%) 
• High priority = 37 (36%) 
• Low priority = 9 (9%) 
• No importance = 5 (5%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 5%9%

36%

51%
Top priority
High priority
Low priority
No importance

Training priority for the Core HTA Model by survey respondents  (n=104) 
 
 
 
c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
 
104 (68%) of the 154 respondents answered about their preferred training method; 

• Face-to-face workshop = 58  (56%) 
• Self-directed with a manual = 20  (19%) 
• Training e-meeting = 13  (13%) 
• Webcast = 5  (5%) 
• Don’t know = 5  (5%) 
• None required = 3  (3%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the Core HTA Model by survey respondents  
(n=104) 
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v.  EIFFEL 
 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 that answered the questionnaire, 130 (84%) answered about EIFFEL; 19 
have used it (15%), 53 are aware of it and might use in the future (41%), 15 are 
aware of it but unlikely to use in the future (12%) and 43 are not aware of it (33%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

33%

12%

41%

15% Have used it

Aware of it &
might use in
future
Aware of it but
unlikely to use in
the future
Not aware of it

Use/awareness of EIFFEL by survey respondents  (n=130) 
 
 
 
b).  Training Priority 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 90 (58%) answered about their training 
priority; 

• Top priority = 9 (10%) 
• High priority = 40 (44%) 
• Low priority = 33 (37%) 
• No importance = 8 (9%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Training priority for EIFFEL by survey respondents  (n=90) 
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c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 92 (60%) answered about their preferred 
training method; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 24  (26%) 
• Training e-meeting = 18  (20%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 17  (18%) 
• Webcast = 14  (15%) 
• Don’t Know = 14  (15%) 
• None required = 5  (5%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for EIFFEL by survey respondents  (n=92) 
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vi.  E-meetings 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 131 (85%) answered a question about 
use/awareness of e-meetings. Of these, 72 had used it (55%), 42 were aware of it & 
might use in the future (32%), 6 were aware of it but unlikely to use in the future (5%) 
whilst 11 (8%) were not aware of it. 
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32%

55%

Have used it

Aware of it &
might use it
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but unlikely
to use it
Not aware of
it

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Use/awareness of E-meetings by survey respondents  (n=131) 
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b).  Training priority 
 
 
100 (65%) of the 154 respondents answered about training priority; 

• Top priority = 11 (11%) 
• High priority = 33 (33%) 
• Low priority = 36 (36%) 
• No importance = 20 (20%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Training priority for E-meetings by survey respondents  (n=100) 
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33%

11%
Top priority
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c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
94 (61%) of the 154 respondents answered about their preferred training method; 

• Training e-meeting =  27 (29%) 
• Self-directed with a manual = 21  (22%) 
• Webcast = 11  (12%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 2  (2%) 
• Don’t know = 7  (7%) 
• None required = 26  (28%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for E-meetings by survey respondents  (n=94) 
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vii.  EUnetHTA toolbar 
 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 129 (84%) answered about the EUnetHTA 
toolbar; of these 28 (22%) have used it, 40 (31%) are aware of it & might use in the 
future, 19 (15%) are aware of it but unlikely to use in the future, 42 (33%) are not 
aware of it. 
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future
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unlikely to use in
the future
Not aware of it

Use/awareness of the EUnetHTA toolbar by survey respondents  (n=129) 
 
 
b).  Training Priority 
 
 
90 (58%) of the 154 respondents answered about their training priority; 

• Top priority = 5 (6%) 
• High priority = 22 (24%) 
• Low priority = 34 (38%) 
• No importance = 29 (32%) 
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38%

24%
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Top priority
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Training priority for the EUnetHTA toolbar by survey respondents  (n=90) 
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c). Preferred Training Method 
 
 
89 (58%) of the 154 respondents answered about their preferred training method; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 16  (18%) 
• Webcast = 15  (17%) 
• Training e-meeting = 9  (10%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 9  (10%) 
• Don’t know = 13  (15%) 
• None = 27  (30%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the EUnetHTA toolbar by survey respondents  
(n=89) 
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v.iii Mailing list 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 130 (84%) answered about the mailing list; of 
these, 44 (34%) have used it, 50 (38%) are aware of it & might use it, 7 (5%) were 
aware of it but unlikely to use it whilst 29 (22%) were not aware of it. 
 

22%
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38%

34%
Have used it

Aware of it &
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future
Aware of it but
unlikely to use in
future
Not aware of it

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Use/awareness of the Mailing list by survey respondents  (n=130) 
 
 
 
b).  Training priority 
 
93 (60%) of the 154 respondents answered about training priority; 

• Top priority = 2 (2%) 
• High priority = 18 (19%) 
• Low priority = 49 (53%) 
• No importance = 24 (26%) 
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Training priority for the Mailing list by survey respondents  (n=90) 
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c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
92 (60%) of the 154 respondents answered about their preferred training method; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 21  (23%) 
• Training e-meeting = 9  (10%) 
• Webcast = 8  (9%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 1 (1%) 
• Don’t know = 9  (10%) 
• None required = 44 (48%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the Mailing list by survey respondents  (n=92) 
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ix.  MO website 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
130 (84%) of the 154 respondents answered; 99 (76%) have used the MO website, 
20 (15%) were aware of it & might use it, 3 (2%) were aware of the website but 
unlikely to use it whilst 8 (6%) were unaware of it. 
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Use/awareness of the MO website by survey respondents  (n=130) 
 
 
 
 
b).  Training Priority 
 
95 (62%) of the 154 respondents answered; 

• Top priority = 10 (11%) 
• High priority = 25 (26%) 
• Low priority = 36 (38%) 
• No importance = 24 (25%) 
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Training priority for the MO website by survey respondents  (n=95) 
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c).  Preferred Training Method 
 
 
73 (47%) of the 154 respondents answered; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 15 (21%) 
• Webcast = 7 (10%) 
• Training e-meeting = 4 (5%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 2 (3%) 
• Don’t know = 5 (7%) 
• None required = 40 (55%) 
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Preferred training method for the MO website by survey respondents  (n=73) 
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x.  MO Workrooms 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
 
Of the 154 respondents who answered the questionnaire, 129 (84%) answered about 
use/awareness of MO Workrooms; of these 73 (57%) had used it, 44 (34%) were 
aware of it & might use it in the future, 5 (4%) were aware of it but unlikely to use in 
the future and 7 (5%) were not aware of it. 
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Use/awareness of the MO Workrooms by survey respondents  (n=129) 
 
 
b).  Training priority 
 
97 (63%) indicated what training priority they would give MO Workrooms; 

• Top priority = 10 (10%) 
• High priority = 33 (34%) 
• Low priority = 37 (38%) 
• No importance = 17 (18%) 
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Training priority for the MO Workrooms by survey respondents  (n=97) 
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c). Preferred Training Method 
 
 
96 (62%) of the 154 respondents answered about their preferred training method; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 27  (28%) 
• Training e-meeting = 16  (17%) 
• Webcast = 11 (11%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 2  (2%) 
• Don’t know = 5  (5%) 
• None required = 35  (36%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the MO Workrooms by survey respondents  
(n=96) 
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xi.  News Aggregator 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 127 (82%) answered about the news aggregator. Of these, 
14 (11%) had used it, 35 (28%) were aware of it & might use in the future, 10 (8%) 
were unaware of it but unlikely to use it the future whilst 68 (54%). 
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Use/awareness of the News Aggregator by survey respondents  (n=127) 
 
 
 
 
b).  Training priority 
 
87 (56%) of the 154 respondents answered about training priority for news 
aggregator; 

• Top priority = 1 (1%) 
• High priority = 21 (24%) 
• Low priority = 46 (53%) 
• No importance = 19 (22%) 
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Training priority for the News Aggregator by survey respondents  (n=87) 
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c).  Preferred training method 
 
 
85 (55%) of the 154 respondents answered about their preferred training method; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 25  (29%) 
• Webcast = 11  (13%) 
• Training e-meeting = 7  (8%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 1  (1%) 
• Don’t know = 15  (18%) 
• None required = 26  (31%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the News Aggregator by survey respondents  
(n=85) 
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xii.  POP Workroom 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 respondents, 129 (84%) answered about the POP workroom. Of these, 34 
(26%) had used it before, 49 (38%) were aware of it & might use it in the future, 8 
(6%) were aware of it but unlikely to use it in the future whilst 38 (29%) were not 
aware of it. 
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Use/awareness of the POP Workroom by survey respondents  (n=129) 
 
 
 
b).  Training priority 
 
 
87 (56%) of the 154 respondents answered about training priority; 

• Top priority = 8 (9%) 
• High priority = 37 (43%) 
• Low priority = 33 (38%) 
• No importance = 9 (10%) 
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Training priority for the POP Workroom by survey respondents  (n=87) 
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c).  Preferred training method 
 
86 (56%) of the 154 respondents answered about preferred training method; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 37  (43%) 
• Training e-meeting = 11  (13%) 
• Webcast = 7  (8%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 6  (7%) 
• Don’t know = 9  (10%) 
• None required = 16  (19%) 
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Preferred training method for the POP Workroom by survey respondents  
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xiii.  Workroom Bulletin Boards 
 
 
a).  Use 
 
Of the 154 questionnaire respondents, 130 (84%) answered about bulletin boards. Of 
these, 13 (10%) had used it, 50 (38%) were aware of it & might use in the future, 5 
(4%) were aware of it but unlikely to use whilst 62 (48%) were not aware of it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

48%

4%

38%

10%
Have used it

Heard of it and
might use it
Aware of it but
unlikely to use
Not aware of it

Use/awareness of the Workroom Bulletin Boards by survey respondents  
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b).  Training priority 
 
89 (58%) of the 154 respondents answered about what training priority they would 
give Workroom Bulletin Boards; 

• Top priority = 0 
• High priority = 17 (19%) 
• Low priority = 55 (62%) 
• No importance = 17 (19%) 
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Training priority for Workroom Bulletin Boards by survey respondents  (n=89) 
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c).  Preferred training method 
 
88 (57%) of the 154 respondents answered about preferred training method; 

• Self-directed with a manual = 26 (30%) 
• Webcast = 11  (13%) 
• Training e-meeting = 8  (9%) 
• Face-to-face workshop = 2  (2%) 
• Don’t know = 17  (19%) 
• None required = 24 (27%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preferred training method for the Workroom Bulletin Boards by survey 
respondents  (n=88) 

27%

19%
2%
9%
13%

30%
Self-directed
with a manual
Webcast

Training e-
meeting
Face-to-face
workshop
Don't know

None

 
 

xiv. Collated use of tools 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tool Have used 
it  (%) 

Aware of it 
& might 
use in 
future  (%) 

Aware of it 
but 
unlikely to 
use in 
future  (%) 

Not aware 
of it  (%) 

N 

      
Adaptation 
Glossary 

21 41 8 30 132 

Adaptation Toolkit 10 46 11 33 131 
Contact Database 33 39 3 25 132 
Core HTA model 30 56 8 5 133 
EIFFEL 15 41 12 33 130 
E-meetings 55 32 5 8 131 
EunetHTA toolbar 22 31 15 33 129 
Mailing list 34 38 5 22 130 
MO website 76 15 2 6 130 
MO workrooms 57 34 4 5 129 
News aggregator 11 28 8 54 127 
POP workroom 26 38 6 29 129 
Workroom 
Bulletin Board 

10 38 4 48 130 

Awareness of tools by survey respondents (n=154 total survey respondents) 
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Use and awareness & possible future use of tools 
 
 
 
xv.  Collated priority for training 
 

Training priority for tools by survey respondents  (n=154 total) 

Tool Top 
priority 
(%) 

High 
priority 
(%) 

Low 
priority 
(%) 

No 
importance 
(%) 

N 

      
Adaptation Glossary 7 30 44 19 98 
Adaptation Toolkit 11 43 29 17 93 
Contact database 2 26 43 29 93 
Core HTA model 51 36 9 5 104 
EIFFEL 10 44 37 9 90 
E-meetings 11 33 36 20 100 
EunetHTA toolbar 6 24 38 32 90 
Mailing list 2 19 53 26 93 
MO website 11 26 38 25 95 
MO workrooms 10 34 38 18 97 
News aggregator 1 24 53 22 87 
POP Workroom 9 43 38 10 87 
Workroom Bulletin Board 0 19 62 19 89 
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xvi.  Collated training preferences for tools 

Most frequent       2nd most frequent 

Tool Self-
directed 
with 
manual  
(%) 

Training e-
meeting  (%) 

Webcast  
(%) 

Face-to-
face 
workshop  
(%) 

N 

      
Adaptation Glossary 33 11 9 8 97 
Adaptation Toolkit 25 13 13 25 93 
Contact database 24 11 9 5 88 
Core HTA model 19 13 5 56 104 
EIFFEL 26 20 15 18 92 
E-meetings 22 29 12 2 94 
EunetHTA toolbar 18 10 17 10 89 
Mailing list 23 10 9 1 92 
MO website 21 5 10 3 73 
MO workrooms 28 17 11 2 96 
News aggregator 29 8 13 1 85 
POP Workroom 43 13 8 7 86 
Workroom Bulletin 
Board 

30 9 13 2 88 

 
Training preferences for tools  (n=154 total survey respondents) 
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7.2  Barriers to using tools 
 
Q. What may affect your personal use of EUnetHTA tools? 
Multiple options can be chosen for each tool.  
 
Tools; as above 
 
Answer options; 

• None 
• From the tool itself 
• IT issues 
• Organisational issues 
• Training 
• Don’t Know 

 
 

i.  Adaptation Glossary 
 
 
119 (77%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the Adaptation 
Glossary; 

• Organisational = 20 (17%) 
• Training = 18 (15%) 
• Tool = 12 (10%) 
• IT = 5 (4%) 
• None = 38 (32%) 
• Don’t Know = 35 (29%) 
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Barriers to using the Adaptation Glossary, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=119) 
 
 
 

 123



ii.  Adaptation Toolkit 
 
123 (80%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to using the Adaptation 
Toolkit; 

• Organisational = 20  (16%) 
• Training = 34  (28%) 
• Tool = 16  (13%) 
• IT = 11  (9%) 
• None = 23  (19%) 
• Don’t Know = 38  (31%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
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Barriers to using the Adaptation Toolkit, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=123) 
 
 

iii.  Contact database 
 
119 (77%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the contact database; 

• Organisational = 17  (14%) 
• Training = 17  (12%) 
• Tool =  10 (8%) 
• IT issues =  16 (13%) 
• None  = 43  (36%) 
• Don’t Know = 35  (29%) 
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Barriers to using the Contact database, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=119) 
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iv.  Core HTA model 
 
134 (87%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the core HTA model; 

• Organisational = 32  (24%) 
• Training = 55  (41%) 
• Tool = 25  (19%) 
• IT = 21  (16%) 
• None = 20  (15%) 
• Don’t know = 22  (16%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
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Barriers to using the Core HTA model, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=134) 
 

v.  EIFFEL 
 
122 (79%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the EIFFEL database; 

• Organisational = 19  (16%) 
• Training = 28  (23%) 
• Tool = 16  (13%) 
• IT = 22  (18%) 
• None = 15  (12%) 
• Don’t Know = 50  (41%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
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Barriers to using EIFFEL, as reported by survey respondents  (n=122) 
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vi.  E-meetings 
127 (82%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to e-meetings; 

• Organisational = 28 (22%) 
• Training = 21 (17%) 
• Tool  = 7 (6%) 
• IT = 38 (30%) 
• None = 40  (31%) 
• Don’t Know = 16 (13%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
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Barriers to using E-meetings, as reported by survey respondents  (n=127) 
 

vii.  EUnetHTA toolbar 
 
125 (81%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the EUnetHTA toolbar; 

• Organisational = 12  (10%) 
• Training = 21  (17%) 
• Tool = 13  (10%) 
• IT = 20  (16%) 
• None = 39 (31%) 
• Don’t Know = 37 (30%) 

 
*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barriers to using EUnetHTA toolbar, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=125) 
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viii.  Mailing list 
 
125 (81%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the mailing list; 

• Organisational = 20  (16%) 
• Training = 10  (8%) 
• Tool = 5 (4%) 
• IT = 18  (14%) 
• None = 56  (45%) 
• Don’t Know = 26  (21%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
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Barriers to using EUnetHTA toolbar, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=125) 
 

ix.  MO internet website 
 
95 (62%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the MO internet website; 

• Organisation = 13 (14%) 
• Training = 5 (5%) 
• Tool = 12 (13%) 
• IT = 14 (15%) 
• None = 46 (48%) 
• Don’t Know = 16 (17%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
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Barriers to using the MO website, as reported by survey respondents  (n=95) 
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x.  MO workrooms 
 
41 (27%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the MO workrooms; 

• Organisation = 7 (17%) 
• Training = 8 (20%) 
• Tool = 6 (15%) 
• IT = 7 (17%) 
• None = 14 (34%) 
• Don’t know = 11 (27%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barriers to using MO workrooms, as reported by survey respondents  (n=41) 
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xi.  News Aggregator 
124 (81%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the news aggregator; 

• Organisational = 10  (8%) 
• Training = 14  (11%) 
• Tool = 9  (7%) 
• IT = 13  (10%) 
• None = 41  (33%) 
• Don’t know = 46  (37%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barriers to using the News Aggregator, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=124) 
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xii.  POP Workroom 
 
123 (80%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to the POP workroom; 

• Organisational = 20  (16%) 
• Training = 24  (20%) 
• Tool = 18  (15%) 
• IT = 21  (17%) 
• None = 38  (31%) 
• Don’t know = 31  (25%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barriers to using the POP Workroom, as reported by survey respondents  
(n=123) 
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xiii.  Workroom Bulletin Boards 
 
122 (79%) of the 154 respondents answered about barriers to Workroom Bulletin 
Boards; 

• Organisational = 11 (9%) 
• Training = 17  (14%) 
• Tool = 11 (9%) 
• IT = 10  (8%) 
• None = 43  (35%) 
• Don’t know = 44  (36%) 

*Please note; %s do not total 100% because more than 1 barrier can be 
experienced. 
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Barriers to using the Workroom Bulletin Board, as reported by survey 
respondents  (n=122) 
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xiv.  Collated barriers to tools 

Barriers to tools  (n=154 total survey respondents) 

Tool  Organisational 
(%) 

Training (%) Tool (%) IT (%) N 

      
Adaptation Glossary 17 15 10 4 119 
Adaptation Toolkit 16 28 13 9 123 
Contact database 14 12 8 13 119 
Core HTA model 24 41 19 16 134 
EIFFEL 16 23 13 18 122 
E-meetings 22 17 6 30 127 
EunetHTA toolbar 10 17 10 16 125 
Mailing list 16 8 4 14 125 
MO website 14 5 13 15 95 
MO workrooms 17 20 15 17 41 
News aggregator 8 11 7 10 124 
POP Workroom 16 20 15 17 123 
Workroom Bulletin Board 9 14 9 8 122 
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Organisational barriers to tools use – displayed as %  (n=154 total survey 
respondents) 
 

 130



41

28
23

20 20
17 17 15 14 12 11

8
5

C
or

e 
H

TA
m

od
el

A
da

pt
at

io
n

To
ol

ki
t

E
IF

FE
L

M
O

w
or

kr
oo

m
s

P
O

P
W

or
kr

oo
m

E
-m

ee
tin

gs

E
un

et
H

TA
to

ol
ba

r

A
da

pt
at

io
n

G
lo

ss
ar

y

W
or

kr
oo

m
B

ul
le

tin

C
on

ta
ct

da
ta

ba
se

N
ew

s
ag

gr
eg

at
or

M
ai

lin
g 

lis
t

M
O

w
eb

si
te

 
Training barriers to tools use – displayed as %  (n=154 total survey 
respondents) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Tool barriers to tools use (n = 154 total survey respondents)  
 
 
 

 131



30

18 17 17 16 16 15 14 13
10 9 8

4

E-m
ee

tin
gs

EIFFEL

MO w
ork

roo
ms

POP W
ork

roo
m

Core
 H

TA
 m

od
el

Eun
etH

TA to
olb

ar

MO w
eb

sit
e

Mail
ing

 lis
t

Con
tac

t d
ata

ba
se

New
s a

gg
reg

ato
r

Ada
pta

tio
n T

oo
lkit

Work
roo

m B
ull

eti
n B

oa
rd

Ada
pta

tio
n G

los
sa

ry

 
 
IT barriers to tools use – displayed as %  (n=154 total survey respondents) 
 
 

7.3  Overcoming Tool Barriers 
 
Q.  Please suggest any ideas to overcome problems using the 
EUnetHTA tools; (250 word limit) 
 
A free-text comment was provided by 23 respondents and were categorized into the 
following themes; 
 
Tools themselves 

• Limited time; ease of tool use & application 
• Good tool design – test & ask users 
• Single presentation about all tools; uses & benefits 
• Reduce the number of tools 

 
IT  

• Any browser compliant’ tools – not just IE 
• Adjustment of organisational IT systems to enable tool use 
• Single point of access; website & contact person 

 
Training 

• Greater training & communication 
• Convenient, inexpensive training 
• Longer face-to-face training 
• Regular & repeated e-training meetings 
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Verbatim comments; 
• “Convenient, inexpensive training is key.” 
• “I did not quite understand this question??  I often access EUnetHTA from 

home or abroad, and It facilities may prevent full use fof some 
programmes/sites” 

• “I feel unsure about the needs for these tools” 
• “Please make room for adequate training, both face-to-face like in Prague 

BUT not 2 days but 4-5 days so its one effort where one can dedicate 2 days 
on the core model, 1 on the adaptation toolkit and glossary, 1 for the toolbars 
and other tools in development and 1 day for problems arising during the 
training. Also emeetings could serve for showing how to use different 
databases e.g. EIFFel and POP and also how to use a workroom and contact 
database, etc. A simulation can be transmitted. These etraining should be 
reapeated every month for the first 4 months, at different times so that all 
could get an opportunity to poarticipate. Then repeat every 3 months to 
ensure that everyone has retained the knowledge. When u repeat this survey 
1 year in the future we can check how the situation has changed... Thanks” 

• “test and ask users” 
• “User friendly design  It should be so well structured and easy to use that you 

don´t need any training (only help tests)” 
• “EUnetHTA tools should be "anybrowser" compliant (not Internet Explorer 

only)” 
• “more informations, more face-to-face workshops and trainings” 
• “various IT-systemsand security policies in partner organisations - there 

should be an agreement from EUnetHTA partner organsiation to accept and 
implement the usage of EUnetHTA tools through relevant adjustment of their 
IT-systems” 

• “some training or manual on HTA Core model and Eiffell” 
• “Adaptation toolkit: it may be overcome with face to face workshop as 

mentioned above  EIFFEL: it may be produced a document describing the 
desing, record fiels and features of the database  Members' only (MO) 
workrooms: sometimes they don't work (improving the IT facilities)  POP: it 
may be produced a document describing the design, features and record 
fields of the database” 

• “I have experienced some problems opening documents in the workroom 
from my Mac at home. I am not sure whether that is a problem due to my 
browsers (safari and firefox) or because I am not familiar with the workrooms 
as I couldn't find any information about simply opening documents from the 
workrooms.” 

• “I am flexible to use whatever tool. My problem is time, I do not have time to 
play around and find things.” 

• “Maybe a presentation of what they are and what their benefits are (and for 
whom) would come in handy 

- single point access to all, good structure of website, clear and short 
description of tools, manual, possibility to have a contact person for 
questions” 

• “I find the MO is difficult to use becomes it combines information from the 
previous project, last year & the current project.” 

• “I am sorry to say that I have not yet been using the tools” 
• “more information and more training how to use it and what is the aim to use it 
• to reduce them, there are too many” 
• “needs for training; for some tools as a form of workshops” 
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• “The IT needs to support a platform other than Internet Explorer on Microsoft 
Windows. It should support access by any appropriate standards compliant 
tools.” 

• “just clarify what they are for, when and how to use them” 
• “I am sorry but I am still new to the website, I will check it better” 
• “More training and communication of their presence” 
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Chapter 8: Specific Workpackages 
 
 
These sections ask for your opinions about the workpackages (WP) you are 
PERSONALLY involved in. 
 
 

8.1  WP1: COORDINATION 
 
 

Q.  Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP1? 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes  

 
30 respondents indicatated that they were a member of WP1. 
 
 
 
Q. Please show what you think about these sentences for WP1. 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP1. 
 
This was a matrix question and was answered by 27 (taking out the 3 
from the lead partner). 
 
Statements; 

• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 
• Communication between members is effective 
• The objectives are clear 
• The deliverables are clear 
• The planning timeline is clear 
• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

 
 
Answer options; 

• Strongly disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly agree 
• Don’t Know 
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 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 1 16 10 0 27 
Communication 0 0 19 6 2 27 
Objectives 0 0 17 8 2 27 
Deliverables 0 2 18 7 0 27 
Planning 0 0 16 10 1 27 
E-meetings 0 0 17 8 2 27 
F-f meetings 0 1 17 6 2 27 
Opinions of WP1 members about WP1 (n=27 total respondents) 
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• The objectives are clear 

 

0 0

17

8

2

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

 
 
 
 
 

• The deliverables are clear 
 

0
2

18

7

0

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

 

 137



 
• The planning timeline is clear 
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• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 
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Q. Do you have any concerns about WP1, including from the table 
above? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP1. 
 
This question was answered by 26 out of the 27 respondents. 
 
Answer options; 

• No    20 
• Don’t Know  2 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these can be resolved  4 

 
 
Concerns; 
 

• High dependency on the LP lead (n=2) 
Two respondents emphasized concern about how dependant both the JA and 
WP1 are on the availability of Finn. 
 
• Continuity (n=1) 
One respondent emphasized the importance of continuity and relationship-
building, and that the same representative should be sent to meetings. 
 
• Frequency of meetings (n=1) 
One respondent thought too many face-to-face meetings were planned. 
 
• Communication problems  (n=1) 
One respondent indicated non-specified ‘communication problems’. 
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Verbatim comments; 
• “It is very personally dependent, if the Lead partner (person) drops out there 

will be a real issue.” 
•  “As mentioned previously, an important concern is continuity; 

avoiding a high turnover of persons involved. Although this has 
currently improved compared to the early years of the EUnetHTA 
project, agencies should be aware that trust is building up slowly 
between persons, and therefore the intention should be to have the 
same persons delegated to these meetings.”  

• “(1) I suspect the number of face to face meetings may be too high. As 
far as I can recall there were only 2 in the EUnetHTA project, and 
currently I'm not sold on the added value of the increased frequency. I 
may be wrong    (2) I think there are significant risks associated with 
the LP for WP1. As far as I can see Finn is irreplaceable as leader for 
WP1 and the JA as a whole - his vision and political connections 
within Europe are exceedingly valuable. His loss or longer term non-
availability would put the JA aims, especially the long term 
collaboration, at risk. It would be reassuring to see some succession 
planning.” 

• “Communication problems”.                                                                                                  
 
 
Q. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP1? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP1. 
 
Answer options; 

• No   n=4 
• Don’t Know  n=5 
• Yes – please specify  n=18 

 
 
Comments were made by 3 respondents; 

• “Through Stakeholder Forum and public consultations”      
• “I understand this is from the Stakeholders' Forum.”      
• “thru the stakeholder forum”                              
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8.2 WP2: DISSEMINATION 
 
 

Q.  Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP2? 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 

13 responded but 2 were from the Lead Partner organisation, and their responses 
were excluded, to prevent bias. 
 
 
Q. Please show what you think about these sentences for WP2. 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP2. 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 
Statements; 

• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 
• Communication between members is effective 
• The objectives are clear 
• The deliverables are clear 
• The planning timeline is clear 
• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

 
 
Answer options; 

• Strongly disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly agree 
• Don’t Know 

 
 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 0 8 2 1 11 
Communication 0 1 6 3 1 11 
Objectives 0 0 7 4 0 11 
Deliverables 0 0 5 6 0 11 
Planning 0 0 6 5 0 11 
E-meetings 0 1 3 3 4 11 
F-f meetings 0 1 7 2 1 11 

 

 141



 
 
• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 

 

0 0

8

2
1

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

 
 

 
• Communication between members is effective 

 

0

1

6

3

1

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

 

 142



 
• The objectives are clear 
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• The planning timeline is clear 
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• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 
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Q. Do you have any concerns about WP2, including from the table 
above? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP2. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these can be resolved 

 
Concerns about WP2. 
Of the 11 respondents, 9 said they did not have any concerns, 1 did not answer & 1 
had a concern; 
 

• Scope of the WP2 tasks 
One respondent thought that the scope of WP2 was too large, and that there is a 
need to prioritize it down to the essentials. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “The communication task is very big, there is a need for prioritising 
and doing the most important things”. 

 
Q. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP2? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP2. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved 

 
Of the 11 respondents, 3 did not know how Stakeholders will be involved, 6 knew 
how Stakeholders will be involved and 2 did not know if they knew how Stakeholders 
will be involved. One provided a comment about this, “When the document were 
finish, they can contribute in the dissemination.” 
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8.3   WP4: CORE HTA MODEL 
 
 

Q.  Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP4? 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 
•  

53 were involved. Of these, 6 were from the Lead Partner (THL) and were excluded, 
to prevent bias. Therefore, responses from 47 respondents were included. 
 
 
Q. Please show what you think about these sentences for WP4. 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP4. 
This was a matrix question. 
Statements; 

• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 
• Communication between members is effective 
• The objectives are clear 
• The deliverables are clear 
• The planning timeline is clear 
• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

 
Answer options; 

• Strongly disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly agree 
• Don’t Know 

 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 1 22 19 2 44 
Communication 0 2 31 10 1 44 
Objectives 0 2 27 16 0 45 
Deliverables 0 2 24 17 2 45 
Planning 0 2 27 13 3 45 
E-meetings 0 5 15 2 23 45 
F-f meetings 0 4 24 6 11 45 
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• Communication between members is effective 
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• The planning timeline is clear 
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• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
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• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 
 

0

4

24

6

11

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly agree Don't know

 
 
 
 
4. Do you have any concerns about WP4, including from the table 
above? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP4. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these can be resolved 

 
Of the 47 respondents, 28 did not have any concerns, 6 did not know if they had 
concerns or not and 11 indicated they had concerns. 
 
Comment about WP4; 

• Effective co-ordination with other WPs (n=1) 
One respondent stated that co-ordination by the lead partner with other WPs 
was very effective. 
 
Concerns about WP4; 
 

• Meetings  (n=3) 
Two respondents indicated they would appreciate more face-to-face 
meetings; one said they wanted at least one extra meeting. One 
respondent thought that e-meetings should be held. 
 
• Place within EUnetHTA JA (n=1) 
One respondent felt that WP4 was of key importance to European 
collaboration on HTA. 
 
• Co-ordination between Strand A and Strand B (n=1) 
One respondent felt that co-ordination between the two strands was 
insufficient. 
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• Implementation of the core model (n=2) 
Two respondents felt unsure that the core model would be successfully 
incorporated into routine HTA practice within the project period, but did 
not specify why. The online model was said to not be ‘user-friendly’. 
 
• Poor communication  (n=1) 
One indicated that communication was poor due to language barriers and 
sometimes slow email response. 
 
• Recruitment of experts  (n=1) 
One respondent expressed concern about the ability of the WP to recruit 
experts for the WP4 roles. 
 
• Problems with strand B  (n=1) 
One respondent indicated several problems about Strand B; too many 
questionnaires, problems in planning, tasks too complicated and time-
consuming. 

 
• Objectives (n=1) 
One respondent indicated the need to clarify the WPs objectives in terms 
of practicality, responsibility and timings. 
 

Verbatim comments; 
• “My answer to this question is NO, I do not have any concern, I had to 

tick Don´t know in order to introduce this comment.  I feel there is one 
missing issue in the table above: Coordination with other 
worpackages. In that sense the coordination with other wps manteined 
by the leaders of WP4 is very effective.”  

• “I would like at least one more face-to-face meeting” 
• “The success of this WP is key to the European collaboration in HTA” 
•  “I am not sure whether there is sufficient coordination between the 

two streams. Additionally, I am not sure whether the implementation of 
the core-HTA in national daily practice will succeed in the coming 
period of three years.” 

• “I think it might be worth while to organise more face-to-face meetings” 
• “Language barriers,  communication via e-mail sometimes a little slow” 
• “there is no use of e-meetings as far as I know. A regular e-meeting 

would be useful to involve people more in the work of WP4” 
•  “Up to now I only participated into a f-t-f meeting in Rome in AGENAS 

and I roughly understood the objectives, due deliverables and 
planning timeline” 

•  “Strand A:  Strong concern about the models not being used, thus 
waste of time to make the models  Online tool maybe not user friendly 
enough  Strand B:  Concern that too many questionnaires already at 
this point in strand B, without people knowing what the purpose of all 
these questions are  Problem that people are given too little time to 
respond (short deadlines)  Problems in planning in strand B pluss that 
things are too laborious/complicated and time consuming” 

• “ there is the need to clarify the objective from a practical point of view 
and from a timing and responsabilities point of vies” 

• “The recruitment of experts in the specific sectors (i.e. screning for the 
HTA core model, and for the two technologies to be used as case 
studies).”                                                                                                                              
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Q. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP4? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP4. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these could be 

resolved 
 
Of the 47 respondents, 15 did not know how Stakeholders will be involved, 15 know 
how Stakeholders will be involved and 16 didn’t know if they knew or not. 
 
Comments about Stakeholder involvement; 

• “It is a matter transparently discussed within WP4” 
• “Not sure of the final mechanism agreed (if it has been yet) but significant 

exercise undertaken to understand the different stakeholder involvement 
mechanisms for the various WP4 partners.” 

• “The Stakeholders will by involve through public consultations and specific 
questions on technical aspects.” 

• “ experts according to SOP” 
•  “Yes a stakeholder policy has been written for WP4 in accordance with the 

JA stakeholder Invovement Policy (SOP)” 
•  “We are working with group members” 
•    “The answer “don’t know” indicates that I’m not 100% sure”. 
• “ We are workning on at stakeholder involvment document at the moment”.  
•   “Involment of stakeholders is discussed within the WP” 
• “ The text is something ambiguous when indicates that..." key stakeholders 

are given a possibility to comment on the plans"” 
• “As far as I know there is an ongoing discussion how to involve stakeholders.” 
• “ it hasn't come across clear yet, but work "in progress"” 
• “I read the documentation but I need to come back and I will ask to people in 

AGENAS” 
• “This part will be developed”                                                                                                            
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8.4    WP5: RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS ASSESSMENT OF 
PHARMACEUTICALS 
 
 

Q.  Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP5? 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 

 
41 respondents indicated they were a member of WP5. Of these, 2 were from the 
Lead partner organisation and were excluded to prevent bias. Therefore, a total of 39 
respondents’ responses were analysed. 
 
 
Q. Please show what you think about these sentences for WP5. 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP5. 
 
This was a matrix question. 
Statements; 

• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 
• Communication between members is effective 
• The objectives are clear 
• The deliverables are clear 
• The planning timeline is clear 
• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

 
Answer options; 

• Strongly disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly agree 
• Don’t Know 

 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 2 22 14 1 39 
Communication 1 5 21 9 2 38 
Objectives 0 3 21 13 2 39 
Deliverables 0 1 28 7 3 39 
Planning 0 1 27 11 0 39 
E-meetings 0 2 26 7 4 39 
F-f meetings 0 6 20 7 5 38 

 

 153



 
• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 

0
2

22

14

1

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

 
 
 
 
• Communication between members is effective 

1

5

21

9

2

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

 

 154



• The objectives are clear 
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• The deliverables are clear 
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• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 

0
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Don't know

 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

0

6
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7
5

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

 
 
Q. Do you have any concerns about WP5, including from the table 
above? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP5. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these can be resolved 

 
Of the 39 respondents, 20 had no concerns, 2 didn’t know if they had concerns and 
16 had concerns. 
 
These concerns were categorized into the following themes; 
 

• Challenges to the work (n=6) 
Six respondents cited specific challenges to WP 5’s work; controversies leading 
to compromise & reduced usefulness of work, methodological challenges, the risk 
of other agencies progressing in the area of reimbursement without waiting for 
WP5’s results, more input of expert knowledge required, managing the ‘huge 
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stakeholder and ‘political’ interest’ and the ability b apply the model to a ‘real life’ 
case study. 

 
• Face-to-face meetings (n=5) 
Four respondents indicated the value of face-to-face meetings and personal 
interaction; to discuss goals, processes, expected outcomes and developing 
tasks and three requested more face-to-face meetings, “I think that we should 
meet more often on face-to-face meetings to discuss objectives, results and 
plans of our work. In my opinion e-meetings are insufficient.” 
One respondent indicated a concern about how they would finance attendance at 
the face-to-face meetings. 
 
• Volume of work (n=3) 
One respondent was concerned that too much work was required in too little a 
time and suggested the approach should be less comprehensive. Another 
indicated that the volume of work for members was too high, “…a lot seemed to 
be delegated to the associate partners – these plans may not be achievable”.One 
respondent expressed concern about the resources available for them to 
participate in the workload. 
 
• Work timelines (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated that the timelines for WP5’s work were too short. 
One of these specified for certain activities, “I think the timetable in SG2 & 3 
working on the domains is too tight”. 
 
• Lead partner (n=1) 
One respondent expressed confusion about the role of the LP, “Somewhat 
unclear on the exact role of the lead partners and the involvement of the 
associate partners”. 
 
• Nature of the work (n=1) 
One respondent appeared confused about the scope of the work, “Will WP5 
produce assessments of pharmaceuticals, and how many?” 
 
• Work by individual agencies (n=1) 
One respondent highlighted complexities involved in coordinating their input and 
raising awareness and harnessing experts. 
 

Verbatim comments; 
• “financing of face-to-face meetings participation” 
• “Since I did not attend the 1st meeting it is hard to understand the goals, 

process, expected outcomes, etc. just by reading the emails. Personal face-
toface interactions is essential.” 

• “ too much work has to be carried out in too little time. Perhaps the approach 
should become somewaht less comprehensive” 

•  “Somewhat unclear on the exact role of the lead partners and the extent of 
the involvement of the associate partners. In the most recent round of emails, 
a lot seemed to be delegated to the associate partners - these plans may not 
be achievable given the m  

• “Controversies may lead to compromise which may limit the usefulness of the 
product” 

•  “The challenges forthis group in the methodological area are big - can have a 
big impact potentially. Therisk is that those outside will not wait for this work, 
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but move on in the area of assessment of pharmaceuticals for reimbursement 
decisions etc.” 

• “The time necessary ro handle some of the workgroup task is short and some 
face to face meetings could help to ensure proper development.” 

• “Will WP5 produce assessments of pharmaceuticals, and how many?” 
•   “ I think that we should meet more often on face-to-face meetings to discuss 

objectives, results and plans of our work. In my opinion e-meetings are 
insufficient.” 

•    “More expert knowledge would be needed in WP 5.” 
• “I think the timetable in SG2&3 working on the domains is too tight.” 
•  “Workload and resources are limited to contribute. Timelines are often short “ 
•   “How to manage the huge stakeholder and 'political' interest in this work 

package” 
•  “I think more face to face meetings should be organized” 
• “Not so much about the planning and the objectives, instead I am just now 

starting to coordinate [our] collaboration in WP5 and this is complex and I 
need to reaise the awareness of EUNETHA model and tools to several [local] 
experts that accepted to joi” 

•  “The ability to apply the final model to a real case study”                                                                
 
 
Q. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP5? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP5. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these could be 

resolved 
 
Of the 39 respondents, 14 did not know how Stakeholders, 15 did know how 
Stakeholders would be involved, 9 did not know if they knew how Stakeholders would 
be involved and 9 knew. 
7respondents provided a comment about how Stakeholders would be involved. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “Stakeholder´s policy is also clear in WP5”  
•  “Uncertain from the question if the 'stakeholders' refer to the 

participating agencies or to external stakeholders with which the 
project hopes to engage.” 

• “according to SOP: experts”                                                                                                  
• “ involvement of SHs is very important “ 
• “Partly: I'm aware of EMA's role but e.g. unsecure about MEDEV 

(unless that MEDEV members are part of WP5)” 
• “General update on work package via stakeholder Forum.  Individuals 

drawn from various stakeholder groupings willl contibute to 'pilots' as 
and when necessary according to their expertese.” 

•  -“Collaboration  with EMA has been satrted  -possibility of 
participation in public consultations  -experts on specific 
methodological issues - I don't know the details of their involvement”  

• “I think this is a crucial and dangerous item. Industry's shareholders 
albeith not formally representable do and will have mayor importance.”    
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• “Part 1 : Domain teams   Per domain a maximum of 3 authors should 
be selected from the domain participants. The remaining participants 
will be reviewers. One of the authors should be nominated as Domain 
lead. The Domain lead will be the main contact person”                                                      

 

8.5  WP6; Information Management System 
 
 

Q.  Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP6? 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 

 
27 respondents answered about WP6. Of these, 4 respondents were from either the 
Lead or Co-lead organisation – these were not included in the evaluation, to prevent 
bias. Therefore, WP6 was evaluated by 23 respondents. 
 
 
Q.  What do you think about these statements for WP6? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP6. 
 
This was a complex matrix question. 
Statements; 

• Leadership from the Lead Partner is effective 
• Communication between the members is effective 
• The objectives are clear 
• The deliverables are clear 
• The planning timeline is clear 
• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

 
Answer options; 

• Strongly disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly agree 
• Don’t Know 
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 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
know 

N 

Leadership 
from the lead 
partner is 
effective 

0 1 12 8 2 23 

Communication 
between the 
members is 
effective 

0 1 16 3 3 23 

The objectives 
are clear 

0 1 16 4 2 23 

The 
deliverables 
are clear 

0 2 16 3 2 23 

The planning 
timeline is clear 

0 1 17 2 3 23 

The number of 
e-meetings 
planned is 
appropriate 

1 0 11 2 9 23 

The number of 
face-to-face 
meetings 
planned is 
appropriate 

0 0 14 2 7 23 

Evaluation of WP6 by its members, as rated by survey respondents  (n=23) 
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• Leadership from the Lead Partner 
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Views of WP6 members about the statement, “Leadership from the Lead 
Partner is effective”, as reported by survey respondents  (n=23) 
 
 

• Communication between the members 
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Views of WP6 members about the statement, “Communication between the 
members is effective”, as reported by survey respondents  (n=23) 
 
 

• The objectives 
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Views of WP6 members about the statement, “The objectives are clear”, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=23) 
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• The deliverables 
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Views of WP6 members about the statement, “The deliverables are clear”, as 
reported by survey respondents  (n=23) 
 
 
 

• The planning timeline 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0 1

17

2 3

Strongly
disagree

Disagree Agree Strongly
agree

Don't know

Views of WP6 members about the statement, “The planning timeline is clear”, 
as reported by survey respondents  (n=23) 
 
 
 

• The number of e-meetings planned 
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Views of WP6 members about the statement, “The number of e-meetings 
planned is appropriate”, as reported by survey respondents  (n=23) 
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• The number of face-to-face meetings planned 
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Views of WP6 members about the statement, “The number of face-to-face 
meetings planned is appropriate”, as reported by survey respondents  (n=23) 
 
 

8.6  WP6 Concerns 
 
Q. Do you have any concerns about WP6, including from the table 
above? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP6. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify concerns & how these could be resolved 

 
Of the 23 respondents , 17 (74%) did not have any concerns, 2 (7%) did not know 
and 4 (17%) had concerns/comments – these have been categorised into the 
following themes; 
 

• Tool production  (n=1) 
One respondent emphasised that this workpackage is integral in helping HTA 
organisations do HTA, “This work can help shaping the way HTA organisations will 
do real work together in the future. It provides a lot of helpful tools and is linked to the 
relevant WPs’ IT developments.” 
 
3 concerns were expressed – these were categorised into the following 
themes; 
 

• Communication  (n=2) 
One respondent indicated that they had experienced communication problems and 
another stated that they would appreciate regular e-meetings. 
 

• Technical problems  (n=1) 
One respondent felt that technical questions persisted after the WP6 face-to-face 
meeting. 
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Verbatim comments; 
• “Communication problems” 
• “It would be useful to have regular e-meetings – eg 2 or 3 monthly.” 
• “From the meeting in Paris, some technical questions are not clearly 

answered” 
 
 
6.3 WP6 Stakeholder Involvement 
 
Q.  Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP6? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP6. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes 

 
22 of the 23 respondents answered this question. Of these, 9 did not know, 10 did 
not know if they knew or not and 3 did know how Stakeholders would be involved. 
 
Please explain your answer; (500 word limit) 

• One of the respondents provided a comment  
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “I understand that there is no plan to involve Stakeholders in WP6”. 
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8.7  WP7: NEW TECHNOLOGIES 
 
 

Q.Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP7? 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 

 
This was answered by 42 respondents. Of these, 8 were from the Lead Partner and 
were excluded, to prevent bias. This means that responses from 34 respondents 
were analysed. 
 
 
Q. Please show what you think about these sentences for WP7. 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP7. 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 
Statements; 

• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 
• Communication between members is effective 
• The objectives are clear 
• The deliverables are clear 
• The planning timeline is clear 
• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

 
 
Answer options; 

• Strongly disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly agree 
• Don’t Know 

 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 2 3 16 4 8 33 
Communication 0 8 16 3 7 34 
Objectives 1 6 15 7 5 34 
Deliverables 1 5 15 7 6 34 
Planning 0 4 17 7 6 34 
E-meetings 1 3 11 2 17 34 
F-f meetings 0 2 13 5 14 34 
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Q. Do you have any concerns about WP7, including from the table 
above? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP7. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these can be resolved 

 
13 had no concerns, 8 did not know if they had any concerns and 13 specified a 
comment, these were categorized into the following themes. 
 

• Lack of clarity (n=4) 
Four respondents expressed concern about lack of clarity about; methodology (n=1), 
involvement of partners (n=1), ongoing work ‘The information regarding the ongoing 
work is scarce’ (n=1), achievements (n=1) , ‘It is not so clear what we are going to 
achieve except of having shared information under stream B’. One respondent cited 
the importance of the Plenary Assembly, ‘A lot became clear only after Ljubljana 
meeting’. 
 

• Leadership (n=3) 
Two respondents made comments that they had found the leadership from the Lead 
Partner disappointing, one suggested that although there had been a slow start they 
had confidence this would improve, whilst one called it ‘disjointed and not effective’ 
and one had a strong comment, ‘HAS is totally inactive, it is not clear….that they 
ARE the leaders’. 
 

• Involvement of partners (n=3) 
Two respondents indicated that they had not yet been involved, ‘Although an 
associate partner, we have had relatively little involvement with this work package to 
date’ whilst one was only involved in strand A. A further respondent indicated that 
their involvement would need to be limited, ‘I have some concerns in our capacity to 
correspond to all challenges of this WP mainly because our staff limitations in this 
area’. 
 

• Concerns about WP7 work (n=2) 
Two respondents expressed concern about the collaboration and goals of the 2 
separate strands, ‘two parallel strands poorly communicating with each other goals of 
two systems not clear yet’, and one had concerns about the scope of strand B, 
‘Some doubts about strand B being about emerging/new technologies or about any 
kind of technologies’. 
 

• Face-to-face meetings (n=1) 
One respondent identified that they had not be adequately informed about planned 
face-to-face meetings, ‘Information on planned F2F-meetings have not reached us 
properly’. 
 

• E-meetings (n=1) 
One respondent said they had not received information about planned e-meetings, 
whilst one felt that e-meetings should be implemented, ‘I would also find regular e-
meetings of 2 or 3 monthly useful’. 
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Verbatim comments; 
• “I have some concerns in our capacity to correspond to all challenges 

of this WP mainly because our staff limitations in this area.”  
•   “A lot became clear only after Ljublijana meeting.”                                                             
•  “It is not so clear what we are going to achieve except of having 

shared information under stream B”    
•    “The start-up has been a bit slow on the communications side, but 

my confidence is intact based on past experience and responsible 
committment by leads” 

•    “ Information on planned F2F-meetings have not reached us 
properly. Nor information on planned e-meetings.”   

•  “ I think that the leadership from HAS so far has been disjointed & not 
effective. I am not aware of how they are leading this workpackage & 
think that this should be improved. I would also find regular updating 
e-meetings of 2 or 3 monthly useful.” 

•      “ It needs to clarify methodology and type of involvment of partners 
“ 

•       “ HAS is totally inactive, it is not clear - for us/ for them - that they 
ARE the leaders.”   

•         “ The information regarding the ongoing work is scarce  
• Although an associate partner, we have had relatively little 

involvement with this work package to date. This will probably develop 
more over the next number of months.”  

•   “ I'm involved only in a limited part of WP 7 []. I've not kept much of 
an eye on the rest of the WP, so don't feel in a position to comment on 
it.” 

• “two parallel systems poorly communicating with each other  goals of 
two systems not clear yet” 

• “Some doubts about strand B being about emerging/new technologies 
or about any kind of technologies.” 

                                                                                                                                        
Q. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP7? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP7. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved 

 
No = 20, Yes = 2, Don’t know = 12,  
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “IN THE WORKPLAN IS NOT ENOUGH DISCUSSES”                                                             
• “I do not understand how Stakeholders will be involved and think that this 

needs to be made clearer.” 
• “stakeholders can be integrated in cooperations”                                                      
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8.8  WP8: STRATEGY & BUSINESS MODEL DEVELOPMENT 
 
 

Q.Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP8? 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Yes 

 
In total 45 respondents answered this section. Of these, 3 were from the Lead 
Partner and their responses were excluded, to prevent bias. These means that 42 
respondents’ responses were analysed. 
 
 
Q. Please show what you think about these sentences for WP8. 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP8. 
 
This was a matrix question. 
 
Statements; 

• Leadership from the Lead partner is effective 
• Communication between members is effective 
• The objectives are clear 
• The deliverables are clear 
• The planning timeline is clear 
• The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate 
• The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate 

 
 
Answer options; 

• Strongly disagree 
• Disagree 
• Agree 
• Strongly agree 
• Don’t Know 

 
 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
Don’t 
Know 

N 

Leadership 0 5 22 6 7 40 
Communication 0 10 20 5 6 41 
Objectives 0 9 21 4 7 41 
Deliverables 1 8 21 5 6 41 
Planning 0 3 24 5 7 39 
E-meetings 1 3 19 2 16 41 
F-f meetings 0 4 21 3 13 41 
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Q. Do you have any concerns about WP8, including from the table 
above? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP8. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these can be resolved 

 
No = 21, Don’t Know = 7, Specify concerns = 12. Twelve respondents specified 
concerns about WP8 and these have been categorized into themes; 
 

• Business model development (n=3) 
Three respondents cited concerns about the ‘business model development’ strand; 
that the communications and deliverables in this activity were unclear (n=1), that the 
partners do not necessarily have the expertise required to develop business models 
(n=1), ‘partners are people involved in developing HTA, so there may be some 
difficulties to develop a business model, which is quite unusual for those people’ and 
the effects of different countries’ health systems on business model development 
[note; this point has been mentioned before], ‘designing a business model manly 
depends on the design of the health system. Different system features should be 
considered more in the cocept and the working materials. Benefits for the 
participating partners could be made clearer’. 
 

• Confusion about formation of WP8 during the contact stage (n=2) 
Two respondents expressed that the change of basis of WP8 during the contract 
stage was confusing and poorly communicated to members, ‘I definitely think that 
communication could have been much better during the negotiation phase such that 
APs were not left in the dark of the changes made’. 
 

• Limited workshops (n=2) 
Two respondents expressed concern that the planned workshop was not sufficient; in 
number, ‘In my opinion one workshop is not enough; at least two workshops should 
be planned’ nor length, ‘….in my opinion its very short and will definitely not serve the 
required purposes!’. 
 

• Confusion about constitution of WP8  (n=2) 
Two respondents expressed confusion and concern about the constitution of WP8 
into 2 strands, ‘there are different goals in this WP; education on one hand and 
business model on the other hand, the relation between these goals is unclear to 
me’. 
 

• Confusion about membership of WP8  (n=2) 
One respondent was unclear about the role they played in the two strands of the 
workpackage, ‘….I do not understand the split between those who are members of 
WP1 and those who are in the training section – it seems to be split into 2 and I don’t 
understand the activities of both subgroups’ and one indicated that their agency had 
not been involved yet. 
 

• Deliverables (n=2) 
One respondent was unclear what the deliverables were, whilst one thought they 
were too great, ‘I think this is a challenging set of deliverables’. 
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• Capacity building (n=2) 
Two respondents mentioned capacity building; one missed its inclusion and the other 
expressed confusion in relation to the EUnetHTA project 2006-2008, ‘It is not clear 
which kind of difference eist among EUnetHTA project first edition and EUnetHTA 
Joint Action activities respect to capacity building in particular’. 
 

• Confusion about objectives (n=1) 
One respondent was confused about the objectives of WP8, and felt that this 
seemed restricted to producing the survey. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “Communications and deliverables are not too much clear for us in the 
Strategy & Business Model Development”  

• “partners are people involved in developing HTA, so there may be some 
difficulties to develop a business model, which is quite unusual for those 
people”    

• “I definately think that communication could have been much better during the 
negotiation phase such that APs were not left in the dark of the changes 
made. Also training session in Prague is being developed but in my opinion 
its very short and will definately not serve the required purposes!!!” 

•    “ It is not clear to me what this workpackage will deliver in the coming years. 
Additionally, there are different goals in this WP; education on one hand and 
business model on the other hand, the relation between these goals is 
unclear to me.” 

•   “it is too early to make a clear statement, the change of WP 8 during the 
contract phase was confusing.The new tasks and the spearation of WP 8 - 
training on the one side and business strategy on the other side with different 
contact persons is not clear communicated”  

•     “designing a business model mainly depends on the design of the health 
system. different system features should be considered more in the concept 
and the working materials.  benefits for the participationg partners could be 
made clearer.” 

• “I do not understand what role I am playing in WP8. I do not understand the 
split between those who are members of WP1 and those who are in the 
training section - it seems to be split into 2 and I don't understand the 
activities of both subgroups.”  

•   “ In my opinion one workshop is not enough; at least two workshops should 
be planed”    

•         “ I think this is a challenging set of deliverables” 
• “I miss HTA capacity building activities”  
•  “ it is not clear the objective. It seems that the obkective is oly related to 

produce survay. But is it really this the real objective?  It seems to exist some 
overlapp with other proposal project to the EU for funding. It is not clear which 
kind of difference exist among EuneHTA project first edition and EunetHTA 
Joint Action activities respect to capacity building in particular” 

•    “My agency should be involved in the education and training strand, but 
actully we are not still very involved.”                                                                                                
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Q. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP8? 
Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of 
WP8. 
 
Answer options; 

• No 
• Don’t Know 
• Yes – please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved 

 
No = 19, Yes = 8, Don’t know = 12. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• “I do not really understand how they will be involved. Will this be through the 
Stakeholder Forum?” 

•   “Will be prepared Stakeholder policy and SOP. So the main mechanism of 
stakeholder involvement will be stakeholder forum.”                      
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Chapter 9: Additional comments 
 
Q. Is there anything else you think we should know about the EUnetHTA 
JA? (500 word limit) 
 
A free-text comment was provided by 17 respondents. These were categorised into 
the following themes; 
 

• Expressions of thanks (n=5) 
Five respondents gave expressions of thanks for the survey, including a WP leader 
who commented on its usefulness, ‘Thanks for making this very structured survey 
which also takes in issues where the WP leads need information from partners’. 
 

• Suggestion for future additional workpackage (n=1) 
One respondent suggestion creation of an additional workpackage about networking, 
in accordance to EU needs. 
 

• ‘Welcome orientation meeting’ for new members (n=1) 
One respondent suggested implementing a meeting to orientate new members to the 
project, ‘For people that join the team recently, it would be appropriate t have a 
meeting to be aware of all the JA, the connection between WP.’ 
 

• The importance of social events for collaboration (n=1) 
One respondent emphasised the importance of social events to help collaboration, 
‘not to forget social events which improves the collaboration’. 
 

• Comments about limited response due to lack of experience (n=1) 
 

• Survey too long (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that the survey was too long to complete, ‘Sorry, but this 
survey is much too long - I am realy sorry, but I don't have time for this.’ 
 

• WP4 (n=1) 
One respondent indicated satisfaction with WP4, ‘I am very pleased with the work of 
WP4’. 
 

• Leadership of the EUnetHTA Secretariat (n=1) 
One respondent indicated some dissatisfaction with the leadership of the project, ‘not 
so [pleased] with the leadership of the EunetHTA JA project as such’. 
 

• WP contact lists (n=1) 
One respondent observed that the contact lists need to be kept up-to-date, ‘The 
contact lists for different WPs needs to be checked/updated.’ 
 

• Technical issues (n=1) 
One respondent had a difficulty entering data into one question. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• new WP should be created in the future as a network opportunity oriented to 
EU needs 

• Thank you! 
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• impossible to fulfill the questionnaire as member [] of WP5 as the next button 
doesn't work when answering yes to the first question (are you a memeber ...). 

• very interesting project! 
• Hope this still counts htough I'm late as usual  Greetings 
• For people that join the team recently, it would be appropriate t have a 

meeting to be aware of all the JA, the connection between WP. 
• At the moment I am personally so loosely involved in EUnetHTA, that my 

answers aren't of any benefit! Sorry! 
• I am very pleased with the work of WP4, not so with the leadership of the 

EunetHTA JA project as such 
• not to forget social events which improves the collaboration 
• Thanks for making this very structured survey which also takes in issues 

where the WP leads need information from partners 
• Sorry, but this survey is much too long - I am realy sorry, but I don't have time 

for this. 
• I am really looking forward to working with EUnetHTA  Many thanks for 

developing the survey - well done 
• no comments 
• The contact lists for different WPs needs to be checked/updated. 
• I think that everything has been said :) 
• nice survey - good job! 
• Keep up the good work :) 
• there are very many "uneual" partners, like some ministries, some 

newcomers and some "old" (=established) HTA-institutions 
• Additional notes: Question 5. was not written in appropriate form for my 

Agency because we are still in development process, and HTA department 
was not yet start with HTA report; in the future HTA information will be 
produced  by HTA department (for this  
Please note I joined the EUnetHTA JA just recently and I need more time to 
better understand and start to cooperate 

• no, thanks! 
• NO, Thank you 
• no 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Page 1
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We ask for your assistance in completing this baseline survey for INDIVIDUALS of organisations involved in 
EUnetHTA JA work. Please complete this survey PERSONALLY and do not forward it to anyone else; your 
colleagues will have received separate emails too. However, please email eunethta@soton.ac.uk if you hear about 
anyone who should have received an invitation but hasn't. 
 
In order to decrease the number of survey requests you will get from EUnetHTA JA work packages (WPs) this survey 
combines questions from 4 WPs; WP2:Dissemination,WP3:Evaluation,WP6:Information Management System & 
WP8:Strategy & Business Model Development. Testing has shown that it should take you approximately 45mins to 
complete.  
 
The EUnetHTA JA Executive Committee requests your early response to this survey and by MAY 17th at the latest. 
 
Instructions 
 
• Please complete this survey PERSONALLY and do not forward it to anyone else. 
• The survey has been designed to be easily completed; most questions just require you to tick a box. 
• Your answers will be kept confidential outside the evaluation team and you will not be personally linked to your 
response in reports. In exceptional cases we might contact you to ask you for further clarification about responses. 
• It is web-based, so the results will be automatically sent to us when you click the FINISH button.  
• Certificates will be awarded to those who have submitted their answers by clicking on the FINISH button. 
 
Please click NEXT when you have answered all questions on a page. You can click PREVIOUS should you wish to 
go back to the page before. Please click FINISH at the end to submit your answers. 
 
Many thanks for your help completing this survey! 

 
Introduction
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This section asks for information about you. However, this will be kept confidential so that you will not be personally 
identified to your responses in summary reports. 

1. Please indicate your MAIN professional expertise within HTA 

2. Please indicate your gender 

3. Please indicate your age group 

4. Please indicate the number of FULL years you have worked in HTA.  

 

If you have worked in HTA for less than 1 year please enter 0. 
 

 
1. Demographics

Economist
 

nmlkj

Information scientist
 

nmlkj

Medical doctor (eg physician)
 

nmlkj

Other healthcare professional (eg pharmacist)
 

nmlkj

Project manager
 

nmlkj

Statistician
 

nmlkj

Other - please specify;
 

 
nmlkj

Female
 

nmlkj

Male
 

nmlkj

20-29
 

nmlkj

30-39
 

nmlkj

40-49
 

nmlkj

50-59
 

nmlkj

60-69
 

nmlkj

70+
 

nmlkj
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5. Are you/your organisation a member of any other international HTA organisations? 

 

Please tick ALL that apply 

 

EUROSCAN
 

gfedc

HTAi
 

gfedc

INAHTA
 

gfedc

None
 

gfedc

Don't Know
 

gfedc

Other - please specify;
 

 
gfedc
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This section asks for information about your organisation and the HTA information it produces. 

1. Did your organisation experience any difficulties in applying to join the EUnetHTA 

JA? 

2. Do you think your organisation has sufficient FUNDING to be able to do what it 

said it will for the entire EUnetHTA JA?  

3. Do you think your organisation has sufficient STAFF to be able to do what it said it 

will for the entire EUnetHTA JA? 

 
2. Specific organisational and HTA information

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know - I was not involved
 

nmlkj

Please explain any difficulties & how these could have been avoided; (250 word limit) 

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any funding concerns; (250 word limit) 

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any staffing concerns; (250 word limit) 

55

66
Other 
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4. Does your organisation have a plan in case staff members suddenly become ill or 

leave, to allow its EUnetHTA JA work to continue? 

5. Please use the drop-down menus to indicate HTA information produced by your 

organisation.  

 

If your organisation does not produce a certain information type (or you don't know) 

please indicate this in the 1st column and leave the other columns blank. 

 
Is this produced by 

your organisation?

Is a summary 

available in English?

Is the full document 

available in English?

What is the 

confidentiality level 

for this?

Raw data (eg extraction forms) 6 6 6 6

Planned projects list 6 6 6 6

Ongoing projects list 6 6 6 6

Preliminary report (available internally 

but not published)
6 6 6 6

Final published report 6 6 6 6

Impact record (eg policy decision) 6 6 6 6

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns; (250 word limit) 

55

66

Other 
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This section asks for your opinions about the way the EUnetHTA JA was set up. 

1. Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA will be successful in achieving its objectives?  

2. Are you satisfied with the way the EUnetHTA JA was set up (between the 

European Union, the EUnetHTA JA partners & the Secretariat)? 

3. What effect do you think organising the EUnetHTA JA work in 8 workpackages will 

have? 

 
3. Setting up process

  No Yes Don't Know

Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 

European collaboration on HTA.
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Development of HTA tools & methods. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Application and field testing of developed tools & methods. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Please describe any concerns about EUnetHTA JA meeting its objectives; (250 word limit) 

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes, but could have been better
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain how this could have been better; (250 word limit) 

55

66

Negative
 

nmlkj

Mixed (both negative & positive)
 

nmlkj

Positive
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns & how the EUnetHTA JA could have been better organised; (250 word limit) 

55

66
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6. Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA could serve as a foundation for a sustainable 

European collaboration at the end of the project? 

4. Do you think you understand the aims of the EUnetHTA JA 

workpackages?  
  No Yes

WP1: Coordination nmlkj nmlkj

WP2: Dissemination nmlkj nmlkj

WP3: Evaluation nmlkj nmlkj

WP4: Core HTA nmlkj nmlkj

WP5: Relative Effectiveness Assessment of Pharmaceuticals nmlkj nmlkj

WP6: Information Management System nmlkj nmlkj

WP7: New Technologies nmlkj nmlkj

WP8: Strategy & Business Model Development nmlkj nmlkj

5. Do you have any concerns at this time about the EUnetHTA JA 

workpackages?  
  No Yes

WP1: Coordination nmlkj nmlkj

WP2: Dissemination nmlkj nmlkj

WP3: Evaluation nmlkj nmlkj

WP4: Core HTA nmlkj nmlkj

WP5: Relative Effectiveness Assessment of Pharmaceuticals nmlkj nmlkj

WP6: Information Management System nmlkj nmlkj

WP7: New Technologies nmlkj nmlkj

WP8: Strategy & Business Model Development nmlkj nmlkj

 

Please explain any concerns about any of the workpackages; (500 word limit) 

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (250 word limit) 

55

66
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This section asks for your opinions about administration & communication within the EUnetHTA JA. 

1. Do you think the Secretariat has shown effective LEADERSHIP during the setting-

up of the EUnetHTA JA? 

2. Do you think the Secretariat has provided effective ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 

during the setting-up of the EUnetHTA JA? 

3. Do you think the Secretariat could be doing anything else to support the success 

of the project?  

 
4. Administration & Communication

No
 

nmlkj

Yes, but could have been better
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns & how this could have been better; (250 word limit) 

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes, but could have been better
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns & how this could have been better; (250 word limit) 

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please specify anything else you think the Secretariat could be doing; (250 word limit) 

55

66

Yes 
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4. Have you understood what information the Secretariat has wanted from you? 

5. How have you found emails from the SECRETARIAT? 

6. Have you logged into the Members' Only EUnetHTA JA website? click here for the 

website  

7. How have you found participating in a EUnetHTA JA e-meeting using the Saba 

Centra software? 

  No Mixed (No & Yes) Yes Don't Know Not Applicable

Before the EUnetHTA JA 

started
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Contributing to the 

EUnetHTA JA
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  Too much About right Too little Don't Know

FREQUENCY nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

CONTENT nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Please explain any difficulties; (250 word limit) 

55

66

Please provide any comments; (250 word limit)  

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Please provide any comments about this website; (250 word limit) 

55

66

Not applicable - I have not participated in an e-meeting
 

nmlkj

Difficult
 

nmlkj

Some problems
 

nmlkj

Easy
 

nmlkj

Please specify any problems participating in an e-meeting & how this could be improved; (250 word limit) 

55

66

Yes 
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8. Have you experienced any language communication problems that could affect 

the work of the EUnetHTA JA? 

9. What do you think are the main CHALLENGES of being involved in the EUnetHTA 

JA? (500 word limit) 

 

10. What do you think are the main BENEFITS of being involved in the EUnetHTA JA? 

(500 word limit) 

 

55

66

55

66

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes - spoken
 

nmlkj

Yes - written
 

nmlkj

Yes - both spoken & written
 

nmlkj

Please specify any communication problems & how these could be improved; (250 word limit) 

55

66
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This section asks for information about your IT use & will be used to help develop tools for the EUnetHTA JA. 

1. What operating system do you USUALLY use on your computer AT WORK? 

 

2. What browser do you USUALLY use to connect to the internet AT WORK? 

 

3. On average how often do you use these IT software packages AT WORK? 

 
5. Information Technology (IT)

  Daily At least once a week Monthly
Seldom (less than 

monthly)
Never

Gradepro nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Microsoft Office nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

OpenOffice nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

RevMan nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Reference Management 

Software
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Linux
 

nmlkj

Mac OSX
 

nmlkj

Windows (all versions)
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Other - please specify;
 

 
nmlkj

Google Chrome
 

nmlkj

Internet Explorer
 

nmlkj

Mozilla Firefox
 

nmlkj

Safari
 

nmlkj

Don’t Know
 

nmlkj

Other - please specify;
 

 
nmlkj

Yes 
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4. On average how often do you use these communication systems AT WORK? 

*: click here to see a definition of RSS #: click here to see a definition of wiki  

5. Do you personally have an account for the following social networking sites? 

 

This will help WP2 know whether it would be useful to promote EUnetHTA JA on 

networking sites. 

 

  Daily At least once a week Monthly
Seldom (less than 

monthly)
Never

Document management 

system (eg Sharepoint)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Mailing list nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

RSS feed reader * nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Video calling (eg Skype) nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Web-based discussion 

forum
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Wiki # nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

  No Yes - but I wish to keep this private
Yes - I would post a EUnetHTA JA 

link on this

Del.icio.us nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Facebook nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

LinkedIn nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Slideshare nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Twitter nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

YouTube nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 

Yes 
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This section asks for information about your use of EUnetHTA tools & will be used to help develop them. 

1. Please use the drop-down menus below to indicate your use/awareness of the 

EUnetHTA tools and opinions about training. Please only select ONE tool as top 

priority for training. 

*click here to see a definition for webcast  

 
6. EUnetHTA tools

  Use/Awareness Priority for training Preferred training method

Adaptation glossary 6 6 6

Adaptation toolkit 6 6 6

Contact database 6 6 6

Core HTA model 6 6 6

EIFFEL 6 6 6

E-meetings 6 6 6

EUnetHTA toolbar 6 6 6

Mailing list 6 6 6

Members’ Only (MO) internet website 6 6 6

Members' Only (MO) workrooms 6 6 6

News aggregator 6 6 6

Planned & ongoing projects workroom 6 6 6

Workroom bulletin boards 6 6 6
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2. What may affect your personal use of EUnetHTA tools?  

Multiple options can be chosen for each tool. 

3. Please suggest any ideas to overcome problems using the EUnetHTA tools; (250 

word limit) 

 

  None
From the tool 

design
IT issues

Organisational 

issues
Training Don’t Know

Adaptation glossary gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Adaptation toolkit gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Contact database gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Core HTA model gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

EIFFEL gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

E-meetings gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

EUnetHTA toolbar gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Mailing list gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
Members’ Only (MO) 

internet website
gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Members' Only (MO) 

workrooms
gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

News aggregator gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc
Planned & ongoing 

projects workroom
gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

Workroom bulleting boards gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

55

66

 

Yes 
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These sections ask for your opinions about the workpackages (WP) you are PERSONALLY involved in. 
 

WP1: COORDINATION 

1. Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP1? 

2. Please indicate your organisation's membership of WP1 

4. Do you have any concerns about WP1, including from the table above? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP1. 

 
7. Specific Workpackages

3. Please show what you think about these sentences for WP1. 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP1. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Agree

Strongly 

Agree
Don't Know

Leadership from the Lead partner is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication between members is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The objectives are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The deliverables are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The planning timeline is clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No --> Please click NEXT at the bottom of the page to go to the next section.
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Associate partner
 

nmlkj

Collaborating partner
 

nmlkj

Lead partner
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Yes - please specify your concerns & how these can be resolved; (500 word limit)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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5. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP1? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP1. 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (500 word limit) 

55

66

Yes 
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WP2: DISSEMINATION 

1. Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP2? 

2. Please indicate your organisation's membership of WP2 

4. Do you have any concerns about WP2, including from the table above? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP2. 

 
WP2: Dissemination

3. What do you think about these statements for WP2? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP2. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Agree

Strongly 

Agree
Don't Know

Leadership from the Lead partner is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication between the members is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The objectives are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The deliverables are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The planning timeline is clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No --> Please click NEXT at the bottom of the page to go to the next section.
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Associate partner
 

nmlkj

Collaborating partner
 

nmlkj

Co-lead partner
 

nmlkj

Lead partner
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Yes - please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved; (500 word limit)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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5. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP2? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP2. 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (500 word limit) 

55

66

Yes 
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WP4: CORE HTA 

1. Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP4? 

2. Please indicate your organisation's membership of WP4 

4. Do you have any concerns about WP4, including from the table above? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP4. 

 
WP4: Core HTA

3. What do you think about these statements for WP4? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP4. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Agree

Strongly 

Agree
Don't Know

Leadership from the Lead partner is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication between the members is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The objectives are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The deliverables are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The planning timeline is clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No --> Please click NEXT at the bottom of the page to go to the next section.
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Associate partner
 

nmlkj

Collaborating partner
 

nmlkj

Co-lead partner
 

nmlkj

Lead partner
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Yes - please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved; (500 word limit)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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5. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP4? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP4. 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (500 word limit)  

55

66
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WP5: Relative Effectiveness Assessment of Pharmaceuticals 

1. Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP5? 

2. Please indicate your organisation's membership of WP5 

4. Do you have any concerns about WP5, including from the table above? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP5. 

 
WP5: Relative Effectiveness Assessment of Pharmaceuticals

3. What do you think about these statements for WP5? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP5. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Agree

Strongly 

Agree
Don't Know

Leadership from the Lead partner is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication between the members is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The objectives are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The deliverables are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The planning timeline is clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No --> Please click NEXT at the bottom of the page to go to the next section.
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Associate partner
 

nmlkj

Collaborating partner
 

nmlkj

Co-lead partner
 

nmlkj

Lead partner
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Yes - please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved; (500 word limit)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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5. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP5? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP5. 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (500 word limit)  

55

66
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WP6: Information Management System 

1. Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP6? 

2. Please indicate your organisation's membership of WP6 

4. Do you have any concerns about WP6, including from the table above? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP6. 

 
WP6: Information Management System

3. What do you think about these statements for WP6? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP6. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Agree

Strongly 

Agree
Don't Know

Leadership from the Lead partner is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication between the members is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The objectives are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The deliverables are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The planning timeline is clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No --> Please click NEXT at the bottom of the page to go to the next section.
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Associate partner
 

nmlkj

Collaborating partner
 

nmlkj

Co-lead partner
 

nmlkj

Lead partner
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Yes - please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved; (500 word limit)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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5. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP6? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP6. 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (500 word limit)  

55

66
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WP7: New Technologies 

1. Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP7? 

2. Please indicate your organisation's membership of WP7 

4. Do you have any concerns about WP7, including from the table above? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP7. 

 
WP7: New Technologies

3. What do you think about these statements for WP7? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP7. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Agree

Strongly 

Agree
Don't Know

Leadership from the Lead partner is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication between the members is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The objectives are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The deliverables are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The planning timeline is clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No --> Please click NEXT at the bottom of the page to go to the next section.
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Associate partner
 

nmlkj

Collaborating partner
 

nmlkj

Co-lead partner
 

nmlkj

Lead partner
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Yes - please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved; (500 word limit)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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5. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP7? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP7. 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (500 word limit)  

55

66
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WP8: Strategy & Business Model Development 

1. Are you PERSONALLY involved in the work of WP8? 

2. Please indicate your organisation's membership of WP8 

4. Do you have any concerns about WP8, including from the table above? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP8. 

 
WP8: Strategy & Business Model Development

3. What do you think about these statements for WP8? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP8. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree
Disagree Agree

Strongly 

Agree
Don't Know

Leadership from the Lead partner is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Communication between the members is effective nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The objectives are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The deliverables are clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The planning timeline is clear nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of e-meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The number of face-to-face meetings planned is appropriate nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

No --> Please click NEXT at the bottom of the page to go to the next section.
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Associate partner
 

nmlkj

Collaborating partner
 

nmlkj

Co-lead partner
 

nmlkj

Lead partner
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Yes - please specify your concerns & how these could be resolved; (500 word limit)
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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5. Do you know how Stakeholders will be involved in WP8? 

Please only answer if you PERSONALLY are involved in the work of WP8. 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't Know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; (500 word limit) 

55

66
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1. Is there anything else you think we should know about the EUnetHTA JA? (500 

word limit) 

 

Many thanks for completing this survey! 

 

Please click on the 'Finished' button below to submit your answers. A summary report will be produced which will not identify you to your 

answers. 

 
Survey End

55

66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum 2010 Baseline Survey 
 

 
Survey Report  
This reports the results of the Baseline 2010 Survey and has been compiled 
by EUnetHTA WP3 (Evaluation) – NETSCC. The respondents were 
stakeholders members of EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum and the survey 
was distributed in Summer 2010. 
 
 

 
 
 
Report prepared by Dr Eleanor Guegan, 2010. 
 
 
Disclaimer statements; 
 
This project was part-funded by the NIHR Health Technology Assessment 
programme (project number 05/52/03) and will be published in full in Health 
Technology Assessment in 2013. See the HTA programme website for further project 
information: http://www.hta.ac.uk/ 
 
The views and opinions expressed therein are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect those of the Department of Health. 
 
EUnetHTA project is supported by a grant from the European Commission. The sole 
responsibility for the content of this report lies with the authors and the European 
Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information 
contained therein. www.eunethta.net 
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Report Summary 
 

 
Methods 
This baseline survey was sent to all registered participants of the EUnetHTA JA 
Stakeholder Forum. The survey was designed in 4 sections, of views about; role as 
general stakeholders of the EUnetHTA JA,  the Stakeholders’ Forum (SF), the 
EUnetHTA JA and workpackages of the EUnetHTA JA. The survey was designed as 
a web-based survey and was hosted by surveymonkey.com. The full survey was 
piloted by non-native English language speakers for clarity and content from both 
NETSCC and the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat, members of the EUnetHTA JA 
Executive Committee and a representative from the EU Commission DG-Sanco. 
 
The overall response rate was 83%. 12 recipients were surveyed and 10 responded. 
It should be noted that there was an additional respondent who only started the 
survey but did not complete it (despite repeated requests). The responses were 
analysed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (version 16) for the 
quantitative questions and NVivo (version 8) for the qualitative components. The 
qualitative results were analysed into themes according to iterative grounded theory1. 
 
Throughout the report, verbatim comments from respondents have been included – 
these are an exact copy of their responses, ‘word for word’. To maintain 
confidentiality, certain words have been edited and replaced by square brackets; [  ]. 
 
 
 
Results 
 
EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders’ Forum (SF) 
 

• Purpose. The purpose of the SF was categorised as; gathering expert input 
into the EUnetHTA JA, enabling information transfer, improving HTA 
generally, contributing to analysis, providing an intermediary link between 
stakeholders & the JA to help the decision-making process and facilitating the 
stakeholder involvement process. 

• Awareness. Respondents became aware of the EUnetHTA JA SF through; 
the European Commission, EUnetHTA Secretariat, previous EUnetHTA 2006-
2008 project, other stakeholders and from key EUnetHTA JA project 
personnel. 

• Application. When asked why they had applied to the EUnetHTA JA SF, 
respondents cited various reasons; contributions to the EUnetHTA JA, 
reciprocal working practices & sharing information, ensuring an even 
EUnetHTA JA SF balance, representation of their umbrella organisation 
members’ perspectives and benefits to organisations’ members by 
involvement in this European initiative on HTA. 

• Involvement. Responses about what involvement would mean were 
categorised into the themes; general input (for aims & objectives, to 
implement the workplan), specific input, reciprocal information exchange, 
gains from involvement , facilitating interactions, logistics of participation, 
avoidance of redundancy and a wish for greater involvement. 

• Benefits of involvement. Anticipated gains from membership of the 
EUnetHTA JA SF were cited as; increasing general HTA knowledge, specific 
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representation of facets of HTA, recognition for the umbrella stakeholder 
organisation, benefits resulting from the EUnetHTA JA aims and the 
opportunity to comment on documents before publication.  

• Offer. SF members expected to offer by being a member of the SF; sharing 
general HTA expertise, specific expertise (industrial, rare diseases & orphan 
drugs, health insurance, payers and insured person perspective and medical 
devices), identification of experts, providing a governance role for the SF, 
disseminating EUnetHTA JA results, providing input of end-users’ views and 
commitment to EUnetHTA JA activities. 

• Set-up. Concerns about the set-up of the SF were categorised; Restriction of 
stakeholder members, stakeholders not included in the first Plenary Assembly, 
equal contribution of stakeholders needed, requirements to join the SF and 
communication of the call for stakeholders 

• Comments about documents. Several respondents had/would provide 
comments about documents through other avenues. Other comments were 
categorised; clarification about relationship between SF members and 
experts, a more participatory process at the Plenary Assembly, role of 
SF members compared to stakeholders not accepted into the SF, 
standardising the definition of EUnetHTA JA, clarification about the 
origins of the SF, origin of stakeholders and request to highlight the 
role of the EU Commission. 

• Comments about SF meetings. Comments about SF meetings were 
categorised; suggestion of a stakeholder SF Chair, desire for longer meetings, 
easier meeting logistics, pre-preparation material sent in greater advance and 
facilitation of a more contributory input by stakeholders (rather than 
consultative input). 

• Contribution of SF members. There was comment that the baseline survey 
was too early to evaluate whether views of stakeholders would be 
incorporated into the JA. Other themes were; improvement necessary, 
recommendations for improvement (production of summaries of contributions, 
reviewing governance arrangements and making the SF more participatory in 
nature) and recognition that changes requested had been incorporated. 

• Feedback to SF members. There was comment that the baseline survey 
was too early to evaluate whether adequate feedback from the JA would be 
provided to stakeholders. Other themes were; satisfied so far, suggestion for 
improvement – appointment of a stakeholder Chair to link with the JA and that 
communication methods were understood. 

 
 
EUnetHTA JA 
 

• Achievement of EUnetHTA JA objectives. There was comment that the 
baseline survey was too early to evaluate this.  

1. Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 
European collaboration on HTA. 40% of respondents did not know whether 
this objective would be achieved, whilst 60% thought it would be met. 
Comments highlighted the need for political and EU support and the need to 
expand further internationally. 

2.  Development of HTA tools & methods. 30% did not know whether this 
objective would be achieved, whilst 70% thought that it would be met. 
Comments highlighted the need to involve stakeholders in quality assuring 
the deliverables and confidence that this objective would be met.  
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3. Application and field testing of developed tools & methods.  60% did not know 
whether this objective would be achieved, whilst 4 thought that this objective 
would be met. Comments suggested it was too early to comment on this 
objective, that stakeholders must be involved in the process and the 
development & use of tool deliverables in practice is an indicator of project 
success. 

 
• Structure of EUnetHTA JA into workpackages. 40% thought this structure 

was positive, whilst 30% thought this would have a mixed effect. Comments 
included a need for greater involvement of stakeholders, that this set-up 
requires good communication between workpackages, documents are too 
long and that it is too early for comment.  

• EUnetHTA JA as a foundation for a sustainable European collaboration. 
30% of respondents did not know whether the project would act as a 
foundation for a sustainable European collaboration whilst 70% thought it 
would. Comments included the need for a sustainable European collaboration 
on HTA, factors required for success (including co-operation, dynamics and 
structures), the role of project tool deliverables in helping HTA collaboration 
and the requirement for political support. 

• Functions of a European HTA collaboration. These were cited as; enabling 
more efficient HTA data sharing, enhancing capacity, facilitating HTA 
experience / best practice exchange, strengthening stakeholder involvement, 
reducing HTA duplication, co-ordinating HTA activities, promoting HTA 
activities, improving HTA methodological standards, maximising the use of 
resources, streamlining procedures, developing common tools and methods, 
increasing transparency within the field, influencing policy makers to support 
HTA institutions, identifying examples where international cooperation has 
enhanced patient care, giving an overview about prices and technologies 
associated with producing HTAs, recognising the specific differences for 
HTAs of medical devices, accelerating the coordination and evaluation of new 
products, harmonising and accelerating HTA conclusions, ensuring equitable 
access and reimbursement to all EU patients to effective products and other 
medical interventions and assembling expertise on innovative products, 
therapies; diagnostics, therapy and care. Challenges to a European HTA 
collaboration were identified (differences in economic situations, medical 
practices and value judgements of constituent members) and that a European 
collaboration can’t issue appraisals of technology. 

 
 
EUnetHTA JA workpackages 

 
• Aims of WP4. These were categorised as; development of HTA core 

methods/tool/model, production of an online tool, development of core HTAs 
and practical testing of the model. 

• Concerns about WP4. Comments were categorised as the desire for greater 
stakeholder involvement, difficulty in agreeing on methodology, unclear 
specification about what technology will be used to evaluate the model and 
limited uptake of the model in practice. 

• Aims of WP5. These were categorised as; development of support for REA 
of pharmaceuticals, generating extra data about pharmaceuticals and 
publishing recommendations on the assessment of relative effectiveness and 
should develop a common database of pharmaceuticals. 
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• Concerns about WP5. 50% of respondents had concerns – these included; 
inappropriate industry influence, concern about lack of stakeholder inclusion 
& difficulty developing common methods and limited data. 

• Aims of WP7. These were categorised as; increasing available evidence on 
new technologies, increasing information exchange, collaboration to reduce 
duplication and production of a web-based toolkit. 

• Concerns about WP7. 40% of respondents had a concern about WP7 – 
these included; limited transparency of data produced and limited involvement 
of industry stakeholders. 

• Comments about other workpackages. 40% of respondents had a 
comment about the other workpackages – these included; WP2 should 
enable collaboration with stakeholders, WP3 should involve stakeholders in 
survey design, WP6 –  explanation about features and benefits and WP8 – 
having a ‘vision’ for training & implementation. 

• Comments about the 3-year workplan. These were categorised into the 
themes; missing participants (member states and stakeholders), greater 
involvement of, and feedback to, stakeholders about the JA and that the 
project scale is too large. 

• Additional comments. These were categorised into the following - 
expression of thanks for inclusion in the SF, need for transparent 
communication with stakeholders and that the situation is ok. 

 
 

Suggestions 
Some general suggestions have been identified from the survey for the EUnetHTA 
JA Secretariat from the survey; 

• Clarify to members of the SF the role of stakeholders who were unsuccessful 
in their application to join the SF  

• Facilitation of equal contribution by all members of the SF to SF meetings 
 

 
Reference 
1. Pope C et al, Qualitative research in health care; Analysing qualitative data,  
BMJ 2000; 320: 114-116 
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Chapter 1  Methods 
 
 

1.1  Survey Design 
• This baseline survey was sent to all umbrella stakeholder organisation 

members of the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders’ Forum.  
• The survey was designed in 3 sections, of views about; the EUnetHTA JA SF,  

the EUnetHTA JA and workpackages of the EUnetHTA JA. 
• The survey included both ‘closed’ (allowing selection of a pre-defined 

response) and free-text, ‘open’ (allowing respondents to provide their own 
response) questions. 

• The survey was designed as a web-based survey and was hosted by 
surveymonkey.com 

• It was designed by the NETSCC WP3 evaluation team (Dr Eleanor Guegan 
and Dr Andrew Cook). 

• A copy of the survey is included in Appendix 1. 
 
 

1.2  Survey Piloting  
• The survey was piloted by non-native English language speakers for clarity 

and content from both NETSCC and some WP6 participants. 
• The survey was piloted by the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat, members of the 

EUnetHTA JA Executive Committee and a representative from the EU 
Commission DG-Sanco (Anders-LamarkTysse). 

 

1.3  Survey Delivery 
• The distribution list of all participants registered with the EUnetHTA JA was 

obtained from the EUnetHTA Secretariat. 
• A notification email was sent to survey recipients on 12 July 2010 notifying 

them that they would receive the survey on 19 July.     . 
• The survey invitation email containing the survey weblink was sent from 

surveymonkey on 19 July with a return date of 2 August.  
• As of 12 August there were 6 responses and a follow-up email was sent to 

the non-respondents, with a return date of 27 August.  
• By 28 August 2010 there were 10 responses. 

 

1.4  Response Rate 
• The overall response rate was 83%. 12 recipients were surveyed and 10 

responded. 
• It should be noted that there was an additional respondent who only started 

the survey but did not complete it (despite repeated requests). 
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1.5  Analysis 
• The responses were analysed using Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (version 16) for the quantitative questions and NVivo (version 8) for 
the qualitative components.  

• The qualitative results were analysed into themes according to iterative 
grounded theory. 
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Chapter 2  EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders’ Forum 
 

 

 

2.1  Purpose of the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 

Q. What do you think is the purpose of the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
Stakeholder Forum? 
 
This question was answered by all 10 respondents (100%) and comments were 
categorised; 
 

• Gathering expert input into the EUnetHTA JA  (n=6) 
Four respondents indicated that they saw the Stakeholder Forum as gathering input 
into the EUnetHTA JA from experts.  
One indicated that this should be a ‘link between a pool of stakeholder experts and 
the other bodies of the EUnetHTA Joint Action”. One indicated that this societal view 
was important for both the EUnetHTA JA and HTA in general, one specified 
involvement in workpackages, one indicated integration of stakeholders’ perspectives 
(in addition to knowledge), one indicated ‘get input from them for an optimal 
development of the joint action’. 
 

• Enabling the transfer of information (n=2) 
Two respondents stated that they saw the SF as a platform for keeping stakeholders 
informed about the EUnetHTA JA. One respondent expressed regret about the 
apparently limited function; “we would prefer the Stakeholder Forum becoming an ex-
ante, early brainstorming and in-between feedback forum offering a more inclusive 
role to stakeholders”. 
 

• Improving HTA generally (n=2) 
One respondent specified the importance of bringing the societal perspective to HTA 
in general, whilst one solely focused on the role of the EUnetHTA JA SF in improving 
HTA generally; enabling HTA evolution, implementation, empowerment, 
acknowledgement, institutionalization and implementation. 
 

• Contribution to analysis (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that having stakeholders involved in the EUnetHTA JA 
‘contribute to a transparent analysis’. 
 

• Intermediary link (n=1) 
One respondent highlighted their role in enabling information exchange and 
supporting decision-making. 
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• Facilitating the Stakeholder Involvement Process (n=1) 

One respondent expanded on the purpose of the Stakeholder Forum in gathering 
expert input, by emphasising that the SF should facilitate the involvement of 
stakeholders by ensuring the process is; “transparent, responsible, accountable, 
participative and responsive”. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Purpose is to get all stakeholders around the table to gather their inputs 
• The EUnetHTA Joint Action presents a high stake to all stakeholders 

contributing to and affected by HTA. It has the potential to influence both 
existing methodologies for HTA or relative effectiveness (RE) assessment 
and the development of HTA systems in countries with no assessment to date. 
It has also a great deal to contribute to the development of a scientific 
discipline which is still in its infancy. As previously stated, [we are] of the view 
that the EUnetHTA Joint Action will be most efficient if stakeholders are able 
to contribute to all its activities and deliverables. The Stakeholder Forum 
should therefore act as a link between a pool of stakeholder experts and the 
other bodies of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. Stakeholders have considerable 
expertise to offer, such as ensuring:  - Scientifically sound, non duplicative 
assessments (regulatory authorities, industry, academia)  - Focus on 
outcomes relevant to patients and physicians (patients or their 
representatives and physicians)  - Feasibility in the technology development 
process (industry, academia)  - Outputs that meet the needs of decision 
makers (physicians, payers, policy makers) 

• In our view the purpose of the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum is to bring the 
societal perspective in the activities of the Joint action and in the discussion 
about HTA in general. 

• As stated in the Stakeholder Involvement Policy:  The EUnetHTA Joint Action 
recognises that different groups and organisations bring key information and 
experience on the producing of concrete Health Technology Assessments 
(HTAs). It recognises the impact of HTA on the development, use and funding 
of various health interventions that could be subject to an HTA. Therefore, the 
EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder Policy was suggested to facilitate a 
transparent, responsible, accountable, participative and responsive 
stakeholder involvement process. 

• - to promote HTA across all possible / relevant EU health care stakeholders  - 
to create an environment of mutual understanding and sharing of values and 
priorities for HTA evolution across EU member states   - to be aware of 
SWOT in HTA implementation across EU member states as well as across 
EU health care stakeholders  - to empower individuals and organizations 
across EU for HTA acknowledgement, institutionalization and implementation 

• The purpose is to:  1. offer stakeholders an opportunity to be involved in the 
EUnetHTA work package activities  2. Keep stakeholders informed 

• To ensure a meaningful involvement of the broad range of stakeholders in 
HTA so that their perspective can be fully integarted in the work of EUnetHTA. 

• keep informed the stakeholders  get input form them for an optimal 
development of the joint action 

• Stakeholders contribute to a transparent analysis. They should act as 
intermediates anc connect HTA agencies, research, institutions and health 
ministries. They should enable an effective exchange of information, support 
policy decision-making. Stakeholders keep patients' needs and scientific 
standards in mind. Therefore, they will use all sinergies and support partner 
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institutions. Furthermore, they are able to raise awareness of EU and national 
stakeholders and thus enhance their engagement. 

• Our understanding is that the Stakeholder Forum will be limited to a purely 
ex-post information platform (as presented in the organigram published on 
EUnetHTA website).  As already mentioned in the comments we submitted on 
the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Involvement Policy & Standard Operating 
Procedures, we would prefer the Stakeholder Forum becoming an ex-ante, 
early brainstorming and in-between feedback forum offering a more inclusive 
role to stakeholders. 

 

 

2.2  Awareness of the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 

Q.  How did your organisation become aware of the EUnetHTA Joint 
Action Stakeholder Forum? 
 
This was answered by all 10 respondents (100%) and comments were categorised; 
 

• European Commission (n=6) 
The main route whereby the organisations had become aware of the EUnetHTA JA 
SF was through the European Commission (DG Sanco), which was cited by 6 of the 
organisations.  
 

• EUnetHTA Secretariat (n=3) 
Three respondents cited the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat or project (2 of these cited 
them in combination with the European Commission).  
 

• Previous project  (n=2) 
Two respondents cited the previous project, EUnetHTA 2006-2008 (1 of these cited 
them in combination with the European Commission).   
 

• Other stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent cited ‘other stakeholders’, in combination with the European 
Commission and via membership of the EUnetHTA 2006-2008 project.  (BEUC) 
 

• Key EUnetHTA JA project personnel (n=1) 
One respondent cited that their organisation had been informed by a key member of 
the EUnetHTA JA.  
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Through DG Sanco 
• [we were] previously involved in the two founding acts of the EUnetHTA Joint 

Action: the High Level Pharmaceutical Forum 2005-2008 and the EUnetHTA 
Project 2006-2008. [we remain]  in regular contact with the European 
Commission on activities related to HTA and were informed of the setting up 
of a Joint Action on HTA via this channel. 
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• From EUnetHTA secretariat, the European Commission and other 
stakeholders. 

• [We were] invited by the European Commission to the introductory meeting 
on Stakeholder Involvement in HTA on 6 November 2009. 

• Invitation from EUnetHTA Secretariat. 
• We were informed of the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder forum via Dr. François 

Meyer. 
• We received an email from the JA Coordinator related to the open call for 

declaration of interest for the Forum.    However, we were informed about this 
initiative even before that through contacts with DG SANCO. 

• by EUNetHTA project. 
• [We were] invited to the EUNetHTA meeting on 6 November 2009 and was a 

member of the Exploratory process on the future of medicaldevices, 
organised by the European Commission during the second half of 2009. 

• [We were] already involved as a stakeholder in the former EUnetTHA project. 
 
 

2.3  Application to join the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 

Q.  Why did your organisation apply to be a member of the EUnetHTA 
Joint Action Stakeholder Forum? 
 
This was answered by all 10 respondents (100%) and comments were categorised; 
 

• Contributions to the EUnetHTA JA  (n=3) 
 One organisation indicated generally that they thought the EUnetHTA JA 

would benefit from their involvement of institutional healthcare providers 
but did not specify what these benefits would be. 

 One specified that they could bring their essential expertise (developers 
of new technologies) to contribute to the aims and objectives to the 
EUnetHTA JA by “bringing key information and experience on the 
producing of concrete..HTAs”. 

 One organisation specified that they could bring substantial value to the 
EUnetHTA JA by; 1. Technical and clinical knowledge about products 
being tested, 2. Provision of evidence & data (including unpublished 
studies), 3. Contributing to HTA scope by input about feasibility & 
relevance of research, 4. Specialist knowledge about industry perspective 
about diversity of national healthcare systems. 

 
• Reciprocal working practices & sharing information  (n=1) 

 One organisation identified that joining the EUnetHTA JA could help their 
members through reducing duplication by “recipicrocal and timely exchange 
of information”. They also stated that dialogue could enable responsive 
research and facilitate planning processes for both their members and 
EUnetHTA JA (eg in horizon scanning). 
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• Ensuring an even EUnetHTA JA SF balance (n=1) 

 One organisation highlighted that HTA is a sensitive topic and they joined to 
ensure that there was a balanced representation on the EUnetHTA JA of 
public health vs commercial. 

 
• Representation of members’ perspectives (n=4) 

 One organisation cited themselves as an important voice in their field 
(imaging and healthcare IT).  

 Three others cited themselves as having joined to represent the 
perspectives of their constituent members; patients/consumers, 
patients’ quality of life and payers. 

 
• Benefits to organisations’ members by involvement in this European 

initiative on HTA (n=5) 
 There were general statements from two organisations that the 

EUnetHTA JA is a promising European HTA initiative for their 
organisations’ members.  

 One organisation specifically indicated that their organisations’ members 
are affected by HTA outcomes which affect the use of the products they 
develop.  

 Another organisation indicated that co-operating on HTA was important to 
their organisation to achieve the aims of their organisation, “to promote 
the highest standards of medical practice to achieve the highest quality of 
healthcare for all patients in Europe”. 

 One organisation highlighted that their members could receive benefit 
from feedback about clinical research needs and areas of uncertainty.  

 
• Description of organisations (n=2) 

 Two of the organisations provided descriptions about themselves, but did 
not provide any detail about why they had joined the EUnetHTA JA SF. 

 
Verbatim comments; 

• Because [we]  representing major enterprises in the field of imaging and 
healthcare IT, we consider [we are] an important Industry voice 

• Transparency in HTA requirements is of utmost importance to [our] members, 
given the impact of HTA on companies’ clinical development plans. Becoming 
a member of the Stakeholder Forum is an opportunity for [our] members to 
contribute to its aims and objectives by providing essential expertise. Indeed, 
as developers of new health technologies, [our] members “bring key 
information and experience on the producing of concrete Health Technology 
Assessments (HTAs)” . Historically, pharmaceutical manufacturers have been 
asked to collect evidence in clinical development programmes on the safety, 
efficacy and quality of their medicinal products. Increasingly they are also 
asked to collect additional evidence to support healthcare decision-making, 
including on the relative effectiveness (RE) and cost-effectiveness of their 
products. Furthermore downstream, [our] members are affected by HTA 
outcomes. HTA outcomes have a critical impact on pricing and 
reimbursement decisions as well as on prescribing guidance and therefore 
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greatly affect the use of products developed by the research-based 
pharmaceutical industry. 

• We applied to be a member of the EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder Forum 
for two main reasons:  - To bring the perspective of the "patients/consumers" 
the end users of medicines, medical devices and health care treatment.  - To 
ensure a balanced representation of interests - public health vs commercial 
interests - in the discussion around a very sensitive topic (HTA) 

• [We] applied to join the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum in its capacity as 
representing the views, opinions and interests of the payers. 

• [Our organisation] was created in 1950, and brings currently together 41 
national federations of autonomous health insurance and social protection 
bodies in 27 countries worldwide, all operating according to the principles of 
solidarity and not-for-profit orientation. [Our] member organizations provide 
coverage against sickness and other social welfare risks to more than 210 
million people worldwide, either by participating directly in the management of 
compulsory health insurance, by  providing voluntary health insurance or by 
delivering directly health care and social services through own facilities. In 
Europe [we have] 23 member organizations in 13 countries covering 140 
million European citizens. 

• [Our organisation] has been evaluating access to orphan drugs after 
marketing authorisation for many years and its work has largely contributed to 
increased awareness on inequalities in accessing new drugs in Europe.  
Pricing and availability are major obstacles in access to orphan drugs due to 
a complex methodology and the absence of a standard approach has led to 
the elaboration of a document entitled "Evaluation of the Clinical Added Value 
of Orphan Drugs (CAVOD) []. 

• We recognise that Health Technology Assessment (HTA) is crucial as part of 
a strategy to ensure the sustainability of healthcare systems, and EUnetHTA 
is an important development to enhance EU cooperation, good practice and 
understanding in the area of HTA.    To date, Health Technology Assessment 
does not always take into account some key aspects of health treatments, 
devices and drugs that are crucial for patients - that is the impact on the daily 
life of patients and on their quality of life.    [Our] baseline position is that 
patients as individual experts, and patient organisations should and could be 
involved meaningfully in HTA processes. In general terms, this is happening 
only in an ad hoc, piecemeal fashion across the Member States, with some 
reservations in a few countries on the added value of involving patients. 

• we see the benefits for our members of having good HTA  we see the 
benefits and added value to work at European level on this issue  because we 
believe the involvement of institutional healthcare providers would be useful 

• [Our organisation] aims to promote the highest standards of medical practice 
in order to achieve the highest quality of health care for all patients in Europe. 
In this context, cooperating on improving HTA is important as it aims to 
identify which health innovations contribute to better health outcomes when 
used in everyday Health services. 

• Being the European umbrella organization for the medical device industry in 
Europe, [our organisation] is truly convinced that it can add substantial value 
to the discussions of the members of the EUnetHTA Joint Action in various 
ways:    • The medical device industry has the technical and clinical 
knowledge about the products that are assessed, including an overview of 
their complete life-cycle. The industry is the main producer of clinical 
evidence; therefore [our organisation] has hands-on experience on the 
organization and execution of clinical trials as well as with the difficulties and 
challenges linked to the execution of trials. This knowledge and input is a key 
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factor to determine the appropriate HTA  methodologies for these products.  • 
Through its members [our organisation] can help in providing evidence and 
data, even in certain cases, access to unpublished data (e.g. epidemiology 
studies). Through reciprocal and timely exchange of information, duplication 
of work could be reduced.  • [our organisation could contribute to the 
discussion on the scope of HTAs, for example by explaining the feasibility and 
relevance of research in practice. [our organisation could also provide 
feedback to its members in order to increase the understanding of industry for 
clinical research needs and for tackling areas of uncertainties that need to be 
addressed. Furthermore, [our organisation could provide feasibility checks for 
certain requirements.  • A dialogue with [our organisation] could foster 
responsive research and facilitate planning processes for both parties (e.g. 
horizon scanning).  • As a European organization with expertise and hand-on 
experience on the diversity of national healthcare systems in Europe, [our 
organisation] could contribute to outlining differences and synergies and their 
impact on HTA from an industry perspective..    (See [our organisation’s] 
Declaration of Interest) 

 
 
 

2.4  Anticipated involvement in the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 

Q.  What do you think your role as a member of the EUnetHTA Joint 
Action Stakeholder Forum will involve? 
 
This was answered by all 10 (100%) representatives and comments were 
categorised; 
 

• General input (for aims & objectives, to implement the workplan) (n=6) 
 One saw their involvement as helping to achieve the aims and objectives of 

the EUnetHTA JA. They also saw involvement in ensuring the EUnetHTA JA 
project deliverables met stakeholders’ standards; quality standards, 
expectations and acceptance. 

 One organisation stated they thought their role would involve providing 
general input and feedback. 

 One envisaged advising the JA to help it achieve its objectives and the 
project progress. 

 Commitment to implementing the EUnetHTA JA workplan. 
 Aiding on various levels; political, national and European. 
 Commenting on documents & surveys issued by EUnetHTA JA. 

 
• Specific input  (n=5) 

 One organisation specified they saw their input as being through those 
discussions on HTA affecting their products/services. 

 The benefits of involvement of the pharmaceutical industry were described; 
feasibility of future evidentiary and analytical standards, align on data aspects 
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(end points, trial patient characteristics) and aid understanding about what 
aspects of dossiers should be seen as context-specific. 

 The specific input into developing & implementing pricing, reimbursement and 
purchasing policies at the national level. Advice about feeding HTA into these 
policies and decision-making processes. 

 Providing the patients’ perspective. 
 One organisation specified the workpackages in which they could be involved; 

WP4 (implementation), WP7 (assessing technologies cf doctors’ fees), WP8 
(communicating the model for capacity building). 
 

 Reciprocal information exchange (n=1) 
 There was indication of involvement by feeding back to R & D to increase the 

relevance of evidence generated in PhaseIII studies. 
 

• Gains from involvement (n=2) 
One organisation seemed to describe what they expected to gain from their 
involvement; being kept up-to-date on EUnetHTA JA activities and relaying 
information to their members and Board of Directors. Bringing the perspective of 
their organisation in the confidence that this would be taken on board. 

 
• Facilitating interactions  (n=3) 

 One organisation saw the SF as developing a pool of stakeholder 
expertise, whilst another saw themselves as having a facilitative role for 
interactions between individual stakeholders using expertise from 
multiculturual and multifactorial environments. 

 One organisation stated their expectation that the EUnetHTA would 
provide a cooperative environment and that the relationship would be of 
a cooperation role rather than consultative. 

 One specified liaising with stakeholders who were not part of the SF. 
 

• Logistics of participation  (n=2) 
 One organisation specified that they thought their involvement would 

include participation in meetings and conference call. 
 One thought their involvement would involve participating in yearly face-

to-face meetings and quarterly e-meetings. 
 

• Concerns  (n=1) 
 One organisation wished that stakeholders had a more active & 

inclusive involvement. 
 

• Avoidance of redundancy  (n=1) 
 One organisation indicated that they expected to get competencies 

from their key experts to ensure avoidance of unnecessary work. 
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Verbatim comments; 
• I believe we expect to be involved in emerging discussions on HTAs affecting 

our products and services as we consider it is of key importance to get 
competencies from our experts to make sure unecessary work is done. 

• As previously stated, [our organisation] believes that the Stakeholder Forum 
is an opportunity to develop a pool of stakeholder expertise for the benefit of 
achieving the aims and objectives of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. 
Stakeholders are an essential element for success of the EUnetHTA Joint 
Action and will contribute to ensuring that its deliverables meet the envisaged 
quality standards, expectations and ultimately acceptance of a wide range of 
stakeholders, as previously demonstrated by one of its founding acts, the 
High Level Pharmaceutical Forum. The research-based pharmaceutical 
industry in particular has a key role to play given the scope of the EUnetHTA 
Joint Action work plan which will discuss future evidentiary and analytical 
standards in research and development programmes. Industry will inform on 
the feasibility of any of the endeavours contemplated in the framework of the 
EUnetHTA Joint Action. The involvement of industry will be particularly 
important to align on data aspects such as endpoints, trial patient 
characteristics as well as to understand which aspects of dossiers should be 
regarded as context-specific and optimise the feedback to research and 
development in order to increase the relevance of evidence generated in 
Phase III studies. 

• Provide input and feedback to the work developed by the Joint action 
• Our principal contribution to the public consultations and to the activities of 

EUnetHTA Joint Action Work Packages will relate to the development and 
implementation of pricing, reimbursement and purchasing policies at national 
level and our view on the requirements for HTA in feeding into these policies 
and as a tool that can be widely integrated into the decision making process. 

• [Our organisation] and its member organizations represent traditionally sound, 
experienced and credible payer's perspective on health care markets across 
EU. Health insurance, represented by [our] members, delivers the most 
sophisticated and comprehensive form of interactions between citizens; 
health care providers; producers of health care products, technologies and 
services; general public (solidarity / mutuality principles) and regional / 
national / European health policies and politics. Thus, [our] involvement in 
EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders Forum should facilitate interactions between 
individual stakeholders accordingly, utilizing experience and expertise from 
multicultural and multifactorial environments. 

• We think that as part of this Stakeholder forum, we will be kept up to date on 
activities of the Joint Action, to participate in meetings and conference call 
and provide the patients' perspective and within the confines of confidentiality, 
to relay information to our members and Board of Directors. 

• Our expectation is that EUnetHTA offers a cooperative environment that will 
enable us to a) advice the JA in a manner that hels the JA achieve its 
objectives and b) bring the perspective of our constutuency knowing that this 
perspective will be taken into account.    In concrete terms for us it means 
advising and commenting on the work of the work packages where we and 
EUnetHA both esteem we can give a contribution and on the overall project 
progress.    For us it involves (at least it should) being put in the condition of 
proposing proactively themes, issues and ideas. Therefore more of a 
cooperation role than a consultative one. 

• commitment to the implementation of the work plan but also liaison with other 
stakeholders not part of the forum 
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• Multiplying EUnetHTA's concerns in a political way, at national and European 
level.  In practical terms, we could exchange our experiences when we are   a) 
implementing core HTA (WP4) in routine work  b) assessing new 
techniologies (WP7) in calculating doctors' fees  c) communicating the model 
for capacity building to do HTA (WP8) 

• As per our understanding, the role of member of the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
Stakeholder Forum will mainly involve participation in yearly face-to-face 
meetings & quarterly e-meetings and commenting on the documents / 
surveys issued by EUnetHTA.   As already mentioned above, we believe that 
stakeholders should have a more inclusive and active role. 

 
 

2.5  Anticipated gain from the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 

Q.  What do you think you will gain from being a Stakeholder for the 
EUnetHTA Joint Action? 
 

• Increase general HTA knowledge (n=7) 
The most frequently cited potential gain was information exchange with fellow 
European HTA experts about, including; HTA methods, processes, actors, 
challenges, problems, science, policy rationale, different countries’ experiences with 
HTA and EUnetHTA activities to develop their own  HTA practice. It was seen as 
useful to learn from others involved, as being useful to stakeholders’ constituent 
members. 
 

• Specific facets of HTA  (n=2) 
Two respondents cited more specific learning; relative effectiveness assessments “to 
generate the data needed to make relative effectiveness assessments on a sounder 
scientific basis”  and patients’ perspective “ensure that EUnetHTA outcomes have an 
integrated patient perspective”. 
 

• Recognition for the organisation (n=1) 
One respondent thought that their being involved in the EUnetHTA JA would lead to 
recognition from involvement of their experts – as ‘part of the solution and not part of 
the problem’. 
 

• EUnetHTA JA Aims (n=1) 
One respondent broadly stated that, because of their involvement in HTA, their 
members would benefit from the aims of the EUnetHTA JA. 
 

• Opportunity to comment on official documents pre-publication (n=1) 
One respondent cited the only benefit of involvement in the SF as the ‘possibility to 
comment on EUnetHTA’s activities before publication’. 
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Verbatim comments; 
• We want to be part of the solution and not part of the problem. We expect to 

gain recognition about the involvement of our experts in this strategic matter 
• As previously stated, transparency in HTA requirements is of utmost 

importance to [our] members, given the impact on companies’ clinical 
development plans. Being involved in the EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder 
Forum is an opportunity for the research-based pharmaceutical industry to 
contribute to and keep informed about methodological developments in the 
field. 

• A more in depth knowledge of HTA process, methodologies, actors involved 
etc.  Mutual learning with other stakeholders 

• [Our] members use HTA including relative effectiveness assessment of 
pharmaceuticals to feed into the reimbursement and pricing decision making 
processes that provide access to patients to the best innovative and cost 
effective medicines, medical devices and other treatment options. We think 
that our organisations will benefit from the aims of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. 

• [Our organisation] and its member organizations would like to join the 
EUnetHTA for the following reasons:  o To be a member of a Forum, 
gathering different groups of stakeholders, to exchange information, 
experiences and strategies among the stakeholders and partners on HTA 
(methodology, challenges, problems,…).  o To better understand the practice 
of HTA in the different countries and to analyze the interrelation of benefit 
decisions between countries.  o To explore ways to generate the data needed 
to make relative effectiveness  assessments on a sounder scientific basis. 

• We hope to gain timely access to information about EUnetHTA activities on 
progress made and obstacles faced which would hopefully add to our own 
work on HTA. 

• I see benefits on two main aspects:    a) There is generally limited knowledge 
and knowhow across the broad EU patient community on the science and the 
policy rationale behind HTA and mechanisms to get involved effectively. [Our 
organisation] and other patient organisations are addressing this through on-
going capacity building work. The participation in the Forum will put us in 
even a better position to do so.    b) Ensure that EUnetHTA outcomes have 
an integarted patient perspective. 

• same as reasons to apply 
• [Our organisation] seeks to serve its members through the exchange of 

information and the development of best practice and thus to contribute to 
public health in Europe. 

• We will have the possibility to comment on EUnetHTA’s activities before 
publication. 
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2.6  Contribution to the SF 
 

Q. What do you think you will offer by being a Stakeholder for the 
EUnetHTA Joint Action? 

A comment was provided by all 10 of the respondents (100%) and these were 
categorised; 

• Share expertise (n=4) 
One respondent said they would share their experience in health technologies for the 
benefits of maximising use and promoting innovation, ‘we are ready to share 
recognized competencies accumulated over years and decades in the field of 
healthcare technologies. We will offer and "integrated" thinking about workflow to 
maximize use of healthcare technologies and promote innovation.’ 
One respondent echoed this sentiment, that they have important expertise to input 
into the JA’s work, ‘...has highly relevant experience to make an important 
contribution to the Forum through its active involvement in the High-level 
pharmaceutical Forum from 2005-2008 and the Exploratory process on the future of 
the medical devices sector in 2009-2010.’ And that they would facilitate contributions 
from their members. Another indicated providing both umbrella and national 
experience.  
 

• Specific expertise (n=4) 
One respondent highlighted the specific industrial expertise they can bring; 
feasibility of the EUnetHTA JA framework, data alignment (eg endpoints, trial patient 
characteristics, context-specific aspects of dossiers, optimise the feedback to R&D 
and increase the relevance of Phase III studies. Another specified this expertise as 
experience with rare diseases and orphan drugs.  Another specified that this 
experience is in health insurance, payers and insured person perspective. 
Another specified expertise at the doctor/patient interface. Another specified 
expertise from the medical device industry (technical & clinical knowledge, access 
to unpublished data in some cases,  
 
 

• Identification of experts (n=1) 
One respondent identified that it can identify experts for the EUnetHTA JA, ‘In 
addition to its membership in the Stakeholder Forum, [we] will be pleased to identify 
industry experts to constructively participate in all work packages. In particular, [our 
organisation] believes it is important to involve the marketing authorization holder in 
any case study to be conducted.’ 
 

• Governance (n=1) 
One respondent said that they would be able to contribute to the EUnetHTA JA 
governance, ‘Decisions formally taking into account stakeholders’ views best reflect 
the current knowledge in the field of HTA/RE’. 
 

• Disseminating the results of the EUnetHTA JA (n=2) 
One respondent indicated that they could disseminate the EUnetHTA JA results 
through activities such as meetings, consultations and on their website, ‘will 
participate in dissemination of the results and outcomes of the joint action, amongst 
others, through its regular meetings and consultations with the members of its 
Standing Committee on Health, representing the responsible national organisations, 
and via its website.’ They would also encourage their members to disseminate 
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results on a national level, whilst another indicated dissemination of results within the 
patient community. 
 

• Input of views of end-users (n=3) 
Two respondents said they would represent the views end-users about; using health 
technologies (n=1) and HTA (n=1); one specified these as specifically being patients, 
‘An independent view of the end users, a big network of active and well known 
consumers organizations that have daily direct contact with patients’. Another 
expanded about how they could represent patients’ views; how to bring the views of 
patients into the HTA process,  
 

• Commitment to EUnetHTA JA activities (n=1) 
One respondent stated their comment to active participation in EUnetHTA JA 
activities, including responding to surveys, ‘An active committed participation in the 
network as well as a participation in  EUnetHTA stakeholder surveys’. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• As said above we are ready to share recognized competencies accumulated 
over years and decades in the field of healthcare technologies. We will offer 
and "integrated" thinking about workflow to maximize use of healthcare 
technologies and promote innovation. 

• As previously stated, [we] believes that the research-based pharmaceutical 
industry has a key role to play given the scope of the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
work plan which will discuss future evidentiary and analytical standards in 
research and development programmes. Industry will inform on the feasibility 
of any of the endeavours contemplated in the framework of the EUnetHTA 
Joint Action. The involvement of industry will be particularly important to align 
on data aspects such as endpoints, trial patient characteristics as well as to 
understand which aspects of dossiers should be regarded as context-specific 
and optimise the feedback to research and development in order to increase 
the relevance of evidence generated in Phase III studies.   In addition to its 
membership in the Stakeholder Forum, [we] will be pleased to identify 
industry experts to constructively participate in all work packages. In particular, 
[our organisation] believes it is important to involve the marketing 
authorization holder in any case study to be conducted. As the main provider 
of data, marketing authorization holders, who discovered and developed the 
product, are most familiar with the subject matter. At the governance level, 
[we] can inform the EUnetHTA Joint Action’s strategy through technical 
expertise and experience. Decisions formally taking into account 
stakeholders’ views best reflect the current knowledge in the field of HTA/RE. 

• An independent view of the end users, a big network of active and well known 
consumers organizations that have daily direct contact with patients 

• [We] will participate in dissemination of the results and outcomes of the joint 
action, amongst others, through its regular meetings and consultations with 
the members of its Standing Committee on Health, representing the 
responsible national organisations, and via its website. [our organisation] will 
encourage its members to contribute to the work of the stakeholder forum and 
to further disseminate the results of the joint action at national level. [Our 
organisation] has highly relevant experience to make an important 
contribution to the Forum through its active involvement in the High-level 
pharmaceutical Forum from 2005-2008 and the Exploratory process on the 
future of the medical devices sector in 2009-2010. 
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• {our organisation] and its member organizations would like to join the 
EUnetHTA to make following contributions:  o To comment the EUnetHTA 
Joint Action work and provide input from the health insurance, payer and 
insured person perspective.  o To bring into the debate the experience from 
the AIM delegates respective national experiences as well as experience 
gathered through [our] network.  o An active committed participation in the 
network as well as a participation in  EUnetHTA stakeholder surveys. 

• We hope to offer our extensive experience with rare diseases and orphan 
drugs. 

• Through our diverse membership, [our organisation] can contribute to 
EUnetHTA by:  - Exploring how best to bring patients’ evidence on HTA and 
the value of their unique patient experience and expertise  - Enhancing 
understanding among patients’ communities on the opportunities and 
constraints around HTA methodologies and policies  - Consulting [our] 
members on EUnetHTA expected deliverables and channels and integrate a 
genuine patient’s perspective in that work.  - Support EUnetHTA in 
disseminating the project’s results and deliverables amongst the patient 
community and patient group allies, notably through our website and 
extensive and targeted mailing list. 

• contact with some end users of HTA 
• - Practical experience and expertise in how new technology can be 

incrementally introduced in a way that promotes acceptance and trust  - 
Expertise in the practicalities of HTA at a doctor/patient interface, ensuring 
that new technology has direct practical benefits and applicatility   - A 
representative 'voice' at EU level  - A network of 27 European national 
medical associations, and other European medical organisations. 

• As above:  • The medical device industry has the technical and clinical 
knowledge about the products that re assessed, including an overview of their 
complete life-cycle. The industry is the main producer of clinical evidence; 
therefore [our organisation has hands-on experience on the organization and 
execution of clinical trials as well as with the difficulties and challenges linked 
to the execution of trials. This knowledge and input is a key factor to 
determine the appropriate HTA  methodologies for these products.  • Through 
its members [our organisation] can help in providing evidence and data, even 
in certain cases, access to unpublished data (e.g. epidemiology studies). 
Through reciprocal and timely exchange of information, duplication of work 
could be reduced.  • [our organisation] could contribute to the discussion on 
the scope of HTAs, for example by explaining the feasibility and relevance of 
research in practice. [our organisation] could also provide feedback to its 
members in order to increase the understanding of industry for clinical 
research needs and for tackling areas of uncertainties that need to be 
addressed. Furthermore, [our organisation] could provide feasibility checks for 
certain requirements.  • A dialogue with [our organisation] could foster 
responsive research and facilitate planning processes for both parties (e.g. 
horizon scanning).  • As a European organization with expertise and hand-on 
experience on the diversity of national healthcare systems in Europe, [our 
organisation] could contribute to outlining differences and synergies and their 
impact on HTA from an industry perspective. 
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2.7  Set-up of the  EUnetHTA JA SF 
 
Q.  Was the process of setting up the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
Stakeholder Forum straightforward? 
 
This question was answered by all 10 respondents. Of these, 4 (40%) did not think 
the process was straightforward, 1 did not know and 5 (50%) thought the process 
was straightforward. A comment was provided by 6 of the respondents and were 
categorised; 
 

• Concerns about restriction of stakeholder members (n=4) 
Three respondents expressed concern that the process for selecting SF members 
had not been transparent and well-handled; industry (n=2) eg, ‘The selection criteria 
for industry representatives for the stakeholder forum have not been made 
transparent so far’ and patient representatives, ‘We felt that there was a lack of 
responsibility taken with respect to the decision regarding which of the patients' 
associations should have been maintained in the Stakeholder Forum. There was no 
obvious advantage or reason (to us) to restrict the number to 4 instead of 5.’, whilst 
another said for both groups, ‘[we] regret that the final selection of members seems 
to be guided by political motives rather than by stakeholder expertise : important 
European stakeholder organisations, both representing patients and specific industry 
sectors, could not take up a seat in the Forum’. 
However, one respondent indicated that they would like restriction of health-related 
media members. They highlighted that only 4 out of 8 eligible organisations were 
admitted. 
 

• Concerns about contribution from stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that the timing of the formation of the SF prevented 
stakeholder representation at the first of the annual Plenary Assemblies, which has a 
negative effect on communication between the EUnetHTA JA bodies, ‘Given that 
Plenary Assembly meetings only take place once a year and that no stakeholder 
representative is foreseen to attend Executive Committee meetings, this goes 
counter to a smooth and efficient communication between EUnetHTA Joint Action 
bodies, as good governance principles would advocate.’ 
 
 

• Equal contribution of stakeholders needed (n=2) 
One comment indicated that diverging interests of the interested parties made 
things chaotic; both the set-up process and the 1st face-to-face SF meeting in July, 
‘We perceived the process as a bit caotic - especially the preliminary meeting in 
Brussels - mainly due to diverging expectations of the different stakeholders and of 
the EUnetHTA Joint Action’. 
One comment indicated that their needed to be greater involvement of members at 
an equal level; ‘The forum should see to have all members speaking and contribute 
to the debate at equal level’. 
 

• Requirements to be able to join the SF (n=1) 
One respondent expressed frustration about the stages required to join-that having 
already passed one stage, they needed to pass another, ‘It was frustrating to see we 
were recognized during the 1st step as an elligible organization to represent 
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industries but then had to develop extra efforts to make sure we could be around the 
table’. 
 

• Call for stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that the call for stakeholders could have been better 
communicated, ‘[we] note that a better communication around the opening of the call 
could have been organised. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• [Our organisation] qualifies it's "YES" response by remarking that with the aim 
of being transparent and democratic the recruitment process although 
straightforward in our own case was for some interest groups more complex 
and less well researched and handled (e.g. industry interest groups). 
Nevertheless we are quite satisfied with the outcome. 

• It was frustrating to see we were recognized during the 1st step as an elligible 
organization to represent industries but then had to develop extra efforts to 
make sure we could be around the table (only 4 organizations were accepted 
on top of 8 recognized as eligible). Hopefully and after extra efforts 
developped we finally were selected, which is appreciated. [We] responded to 
the call for expression of interest to become a member of the Stakeholder 
Forum, which opened on 8 March and closed on 30 March. [we] note that a 
better communication around the opening of the call could have been 
organised. The criteria to become a member of the Stakeholder Forum were 
made public on the website. [we are] pleased to have been offered a seat in 
the Stakeholder Forum. However [we] regret that the final selection of 
members seems to be guided by political motives rather than by stakeholder 
expertise : important European stakeholder organisations, both representing 
patients and specific industry sectors, could not take up a seat in the Forum. 
Furthermore, [we] note that it is yet to be determined who will represent 
‘Health related media’ in the Stakeholder Forum, and questions the relevance 
of the involvement of this stakeholder group in the EUnetHTA Joint Action. 
[we] notes that the timing of the setting up of the Stakeholder Forum did not 
allow for stakeholder representatives to participate in the first meeting of the 
Plenary Assembly of 20-21 May 2010 in Ljubljana. Given that Plenary 
Assembly meetings only take place once a year and that no stakeholder 
representative is foreseen to attend Executive Committee meetings, this goes 
counter to a smooth and efficient communication between EUnetHTA Joint 
Action bodies, as good governance principles would advocate. 
We perceived the process as a bit caotic - especially the preliminary meeting 
in Brussels - mainly due to diverging expectations of the different 
stakeholders and of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. 

• The selection criteria for industry representatives for the stakeholder forum 
have not been made transparent so far. 

• We felt that there was a lack of responsibility taken with respect to the 
decision regarding which of the patients' associations should have been 
maintained in the Stakeholder Forum. There was no obvious advantage or 
reason (to us) to restrict the number to 4 instead of 5. 

• The forum should see to have all members speaking and contribute to the 
debate at equal level. 
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2.8  Comments about EUnetHTA JA documents 
 

Q. Do you have any comments about the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
Stakeholder Involvement Policy & Standard Operating 
Procedure documents? 

 
A comment was provided by 8 (80%) of respondents and were categorised; 
 

• Comments about documents provided through other avenues  (n=3) 
Three respondents did not state comments on the documents in the current survey, but 
stated that they are/will be delivered through other routes eg, ‘We have constantly 
communicated and shared our comments during the review of these documents. We will 
then continue.’ 

 
• No significant comments (n=2) 

Two respondents indicated that they did not have significant comments, eg 
‘Generally, we do not see any significant objections and/or serious critical points for 
further discussion and deeper clarification.’ 
 

• Involvement of experts (n=3) 
There was a suggestion that the relationship between members of the SF and 
experts should be clarified (n=1), ‘[we] suggest including a provision in the 
Stakeholder Policy clarifying the link between experts and members of the 
Stakeholder Forum’. 

• Another suggestion was that experts should be ‘authorised’ by the 
stakeholders, ‘we think that suggested candidates should be vetted by the other 
stakeholders and agreed upon by them before being allowed to contribute to the 
workpackage’. 

• Another suggestion was that SF members should have access to experts’ 
contributions and that, ‘both procedures could be organised on an electronic 
basis’. 

 
• Plenary Assembly (n=1) 

There was a request for a more participatory process at the Plenary Assembly 
for SF representative ‘observers’, ‘I would plea for a change of this ‘observer 
status’….at least to have the possibility to participate in discussions’. 
 

• Role of stakeholders not accepted to the SF (n=1) 
One respondent queried the inclusion of these stakeholders and what their 
‘participation’ will entitle. They were concerned that, if these members can participate 
in the meetings that this would affect the balance of the SF, ‘..if they can, then there 
is an heavy unbalance towards industry that goes against article 4 of the SOP’. 
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• Role of Stakeholders (n=2) 
Two respondents called for a greater, participatory involvement of Stakeholders 
generally in the EUnetHTA JA eg, ‘It is however our understanding….that the 
EUnetHTA Joint Action aims at “involvement”, ie a more inclusive and continuous 
role for Stakeholders. We therefore hope that the revised documents will reflect this’. 
 

• Origins of the EUnetHTA JA (n=1) 
One respondent requested recognition that the EUnetHTA JA originated from 
founding acts of both the EUnetHTA 2006-2008 project and the High Level 
Pharmaceutical Forum. 
 

• Standardised definition of ‘EUnetHTA JA’ (n=1) 
There was a request for standardisation of the term ‘EUnetHTA JA’ throughout all 
documents.  
 

• Stakeholders (n=1) 
There was a suggestion that the list of stakeholders included in the High Level 
Pharmaceutical Forum should be used as a basis for stakeholders, and that ‘health-
related media’ should not be included. 
 

• Role of the EU Commission (n=1) 
There was a suggestion for highlighting the pivotal role of the EU Commission within 
the EUnetHTA JA. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• We have constantly communicated and shared our comments during the 
review of those documents. We will then continue. 

• As requested, [our organisation] will send its comments on the EUnetHTA 
Joint Action Stakeholder Involvement Policy & Standard Operating Procedure 
documents to the EUnetHTA Secretariat by 23 August. Amongst others, 
these comments include:  - Founding acts of the EUnetHTA Joint Action  [our 
organisation] calls for the explicit recognition that both the High Level 
Pharmaceutical Forum (HLPF) 2005-2008 and the EUnetHTA Project 2006-
2008 are founding acts of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. To reflect the 
partnership between the European Commission and Member States, [our 
organisation] advocates for a consistent use in wording with the denomination 
‘EUnetHTA Joint Action’.  - Stakeholder definition  [our organisation] calls for 
a review of the definition of stakeholders to ensure that it allows for active 
participation and the recognition that stakeholders bring considerable 
expertise on the development and use of health technologies. The list of 
relevant stakeholders developed by the High Level Pharmaceutical Forum  
should be a starting point for the EUnetHTA Joint Action. [Our organisation] 
notes that it is yet to be determined who will represent ‘Health related media’ 
in the Stakeholder Forum, and questions the relevance of the involvement of 
this stakeholder group in the EUnetHTA Joint Action.   - Scope of the 
Stakeholder Policy [our organisation] suggests clearly spelling out that the 
Stakeholder Policy has to be applied to all activities of the EUnetHTA Joint 
Action. This will ensure that Partners in the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
experience good practice and strive to replicate this practice in their 
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stakeholder policies at a national level.   - Stakeholder involvement in work 
packages  [our organisation]  welcomes the specific provision that foresees 
an involvement of stakeholders in work packages. [our organisation]  notes 
that members of the Stakeholder Forum have a key role to play in identifying 
relevant experts to support activities of work packages, as acknowledged by 
the EUnetHTA Executive Committee at the first Stakeholder Forum of 9 June 
in Dublin.   - Experts involvement in work packages  In light of the Executive 
Committee’s request to members of the Stakeholder Forum to identify 
relevant experts, [our organisation]  suggests including a provision in the 
Stakeholder Policy clarifying the link between experts and members of the 
Stakeholder Forum.   - Involvement of EU Institutions   [our organisation]  
welcomes the fact that the European Commission, representing the European 
Union, supports the EUnetHTA Joint Action. [Our organisation]  suggests 
underlining the pivotal role of the European Commission, in addition to that of 
the Member States, in ensuring that decisions of the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
are implemented. This will also ensure a link with the spirit of the High Level 
Pharmaceutical Forum 2005-2008. 

• no 
• [Our organisation]  has no substantial comments on the stakeholder 

involvement SOP.    Regarding the expert involvement SOP, we think that 
suggested candidates should be vetted by the other stakeholders and agreed 
upon by them before being allowed to contribute to the work package. 
Furthermore we suggest that the contributions of experts should be made 
accessible to the SF members. Both procedures could be organised on an 
electronic basis. 

• Our comments (once applicable) will follow accordingly (public consultation 
procedure). Generally, we do not see any significant objections and/or serious 
critical points for further discussion and deeper clarification. 

• See comments submitted by [name] 
• I provided comments to the first version following the first meeting of the 

Forum. You should be able to access that through the Coordinator.    With 
regard to the version of the SOP that was sent after that meeting, I have the 
following comments:    1. Plenary Assembly: the Forum will elect 5 
representatives to the assembly who will have to act as ‘observers’. I would 
plea for a change of this ‘observer status’, not with the aim of being able to 
participate in decision-making but at least to have the possibility to participate 
in discussions    2. Appendix 1: a number of organisations were confirmed the 
eligibility to participate in the Stakeholder Forum (AESGP, EDMA, EFNA, 
EuropaBio, GIRP). It is unclear what ‘participate’ means here; is it limited to 
receiving information/documents? Or can they participate also to the Forum’s 
physical and e-meetings? If they can, then there is an heavy unbalance 
towards industry that goes against article 4 of the SOP 

• With their current wording, both the policy and the procedure convey an 
observatory, consultative and advisory role to the Stakeholders. It is however 
our understanding, from  replies and comments during the Stakeholder Forum 
of June 9th, that the EUnetHTA Joint Action aims at “involvement”, i.e. a more 
inclusive and continuous role for Stakeholders. We therefore hope that the 
revised documents will reflect this. 
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2.9  Comments about EUnetHTA JA meetings 
 
Q.  Do you have any comments about the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder 
Forum meetings? 
(These are the planned yearly face-to-face meetings & quarterly e-
meetings). 
 
This question was answered by 9 of the 10 respondents (90%). Of these, 2 did not 
have any comments. Comments from the other 7 respondents were categorised; 
 

• Suggestion of a stakeholder as Chair of the SF (n=2) 
One respondent emphasised that they were disappointed that their suggestion to 
have a SF Chair had not been taken forward. They saw that this role (with co-chairs) 
would enable the stakeholders in the SF to organise themselves, to organise regular 
meetings and to be represented on the Exec Comm. There was a feeling that this 
would enable better communication.  Another respondent suggested that the meeting 
moderators should make more effort to ensure getting as many people to participate 
as possible, through managing group dynamics, eg by co-chairing by a stakeholder. 
 

• Length of meetings  (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that meetings should be longer, ‘to ensure that discussion 
and open-floor debates can take place, rather than merely presentations’ and 
considering the number of participants involved and topics discussed. 
 

• Meeting logistics  (n=2) 
Timing; one respondent recommended that the face-to-face meeting not be held 
close to the HTAi conference. 
Location; one respondent indicated that if not-for-profit organisations can’t be 
funded, then the face-to-face meetings should be held in Brussels to limit costs. 

 
• Pre-preparation  (n=1) 
In order to increase efficiency, one respondent recommended that ‘it is important 
that all relevant material is circulated well in advance’. 
 
 
• Nature of Stakeholders’ input  (n=1) 

One respondent perceived that stakeholders were not an ‘integral part of the 
EUnetHTA’ because their involvement is ‘consultative’ rather than contributory in 
nature. 
 

• Too early for comment (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that more time was needed to assess the efficiency of 
communication, eg one year. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• We are still frustrated that stakeholders are not an integral part of the 
EUnetHTA and that we are limited to be "consulted", thus avoid a true direct 
contribution.     We will have to work this way anyway even if we are not 
totally happy about this approach, this is still an improvement compared to 
having no stakeholder consultation. 

• [Our organisation], together with other stakeholders, had previously 
suggested that the Stakeholder Forum elects a chair amongst its members to 
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organise meetings as well as to act as a representative of the Stakeholder 
Forum in other EUnetHTA Joint Action bodies, notably the Executive 
Committee. [our organisation]  regrets that this has not been moved forward 
and that stakeholders are therefore not able to organise themselves. An 
elected Stakeholder Forum chair, together with co-chairs, would be the 
opportunity to organise regular meetings, also in between Annual Fora. 
Regular meetings of the Stakeholder Forum would also be the opportunity to 
invite EUnetHTA JA partners to discuss specific agenda points. This would 
have allowed a better communication between the Stakeholder Forum and 
the other EUnetHTA Joint Action bodies.   On Stakeholder Forum meetings 
themselves, [our organisation]  suggest to plan for longer meeting times, in 
order to ensure that discussion and open-floor debates can take place, rather 
than merely presentations. 

• no 
• No. 
• Future development of the Forum will provide an answer to this question. We 

have "to run at least one cycle / one year" in order to assess / evaluate the 
level of appropriateness, efficiency and effectiveness of proposed 
communication. 

• One suggestion would be to take care not to plan the face to face meetings 
too close to the HTAi meetings. 

• My comments are based on the only physical meeting held this year:    - 
Many of the participants did not intervene. This can happen in group dinamics, 
but it would be beneficial if the moderators made efforts to get as smany 
people as possible participating actively. There are simple techniques to do 
that and the meetings would be much richer.  - I would suggest that the 
meetings are co-chaired by one stakeholders' representative of the Forum 

• As notified in a letter dated 17 June 2010, [our organisation]  was very 
surprised and regretted that only patient organisations were eligible for travel 
expenses reimbursement.  [our organisation]  is a non for profit organisation 
with equally limited ressources as it is solely financed by membership 
contributions.  Therefore, in order to be able to remain a member of the 
stakeholder forum, we would like EUNetHTA organisors to review their 
decision.   If it is really impossible to reimburse travel expenses, we would 
then recommend to organize the meetings in Brussels, in order to limit the 
costs. 

• For the quarterly e-meetings, a duration of two-hours might be too short given 
the number of participants involved and the number of topics to be tackled.   
To be as efficient as possible, it is important that all relevant material is 
circulated well in advance. 

 
 

2.10 Consideration of SF members’ views within the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 
Q.  Do you feel confident that the views of Stakeholders will be 
adequately considered in the EUnetHTA JA? 
 
This question was answered by all 10 of the respondents; 4 (40%) did not know 
whether Stakeholders’ views will be adequately considered, 2 did not think that 
Stakeholders views would be considered, whilst 4 (40%) thought they would be. 
 
Comments were provided by 6 respondents and were categorised; 
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• Too early to comment (n=3) 

Three respondents indicated that it was too early in the JA for them to comment 
about this point. One clarified that involvement in operational work would allow them 
to comment and one indicated that they hoped it would and would be monitoring this, 
“We hope so and will closely follow this aspect”.  
 

• Improvement needed (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that the involvement of stakeholders should be improved. 
One expressed concern about limitation of involvement to public consultation due to 
its perceived ‘stagnant nature’, “they do not allow for discussions and exchanges of 
views between different experts, including stakeholders”. They also expressed 
concern about the mechanism for stakeholders’ views being reflected into the 
EUnetHTA JA, especially in light of the non-production of summaries of contributions 
to public consultation because of lack of funding, “…..is of the view that this is 
contrary to good practices and that this could lead to stakeholders views not being 
appropriately reflected in EUnetHTA Joint Action activities”.  
 

• Recommendations for improvement (n=2) 
One respondent made 2 recommendations for how stakeholders’ views can be 
considered in the JA; by producing summaries of contributions to be put on the JA 
website and by reviewing the structure of the JA to improve governance 
arrangements, eg in alignment with the High Level Pharmaceutical Forum. Another 
recommended that the SF be more participatory in nature – eg by involving 
stakeholders in brainstorming and feedback, rather than just observatory. 
 

• Positive comment (n=1) 
One respondent stated that changes requested by stakeholders into documents 
(Involvement Policy and Standard Operating Procedure) had been incorporated and 
‘so far so good’. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• I will be able to definitely respond yes or not only after having experienced 
true operational work. 

• As pointed out in [our organisation]  comments to the stakeholder policy, a 
number of areas could be further improved to ensure that stakeholder views 
are adequately considered in the EUnetHTA Joint Action. [our organisation]  
notes that in many instances, stakeholder involvement is foreseen solely via 
public consultations. Whereas public consultations are a good means to 
provide substantive comments on written documents, they do not allow for 
discussions and exchanges of views between different experts, including 
stakeholders. Furthermore, no process is foreseen to ensure that views 
expressed by stakeholders in public consultations will be taken on board by 
the EUnetHTA Joint Action. [our organisation]  notes that the stakeholder 
involvement standard operating procedures explicitly exclude the provision of 
summaries of contributions to public consultations because of lack of funding. 
[our organisation]  is of the view that this is contrary to good practices and 
that this could lead to stakeholder views not being appropriately reflected in 
EUnetHTA Joint Action activities. [our organisation]  suggests to find 
alternative ways to allow for the development of a summary of contributions to 
be put on the EUnetHTA Joint Action website.   [our organisation]  advocates 
for a review of the architecture of the EUnetHTA Joint Action in order to align 
it with good governance principles as previously applied in the High Level 
Pharmaceutical Forum. 
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• The Forum is in its "infancy", the level of implementation and further 
development of JA will create an opportunity to challenge this question in 
near future. 

• We hope so and will closely follow this aspect. 
• Members of the Forum have voiced the need for some changes in the 

Involvement Policy & Standard Operating Procedure documents. These have 
been integrated in the latest versions.    So, so far so good. 

• Stakeholders are still defined as observers.  We consider that, instead of 
being limited to a purely ex-post information platform, the Stakeholder Forum 
should rather become an ex-ante, early brainstorming and in-between 
feedback forum. 

 
 

2.11 Provision of feedback to members from the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 
Q.  Do you feel confident that adequate feedback about the 
EUnetHTA JA will be provided to Stakeholders? 
 
All 10 respondents answered this question. Of these, 1 did not know whether they 
would receive adequate feedback. The majority of the remainder thought that they 
would receive feedback; 8 (80%) whilst 1 (10%) thought they would not. 
 
A free text comment was provided by 6 respondents and categorised; 
 

• Satisfied so far (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that the communication so far had been good, “At this 
stage I can say that I am very satisfied about the communication received”. 
 

• Too early to tell (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that it was too early to determine this. One of these 
indicated they were confident this would happen, “I have hopes that this will be the 
case and am confident this will happen”. 
 

• Suggestions for improvement (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that the currently proposed is insufficient and 
recommended the appointment of a Chair of the SF who would participate in the 
Exec Comm, to act as a link. They also recommended the involvement of 
stakeholders in the individual workpackages. [Note – this has been also suggested 
elsewhere]. 
 

• Communication methods understood  (n=1) 
One respondent indicated stated the communication methods; quarterly e-meetings 
and documents circulated for consultation. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• I have hopes that this will be the case and am confident this will happen. 
• No mechanism further than reporting by the Executive Committee is foreseen. 

To ensure optimum feedback, [our organisation] previously suggested, 
together with other stakeholders, that a chair of the Stakeholder Forum 
participates in Executive Committee meetings. The chair could participate as 
an observer in meetings of the Executive Committee and would act as a link 
between the Forum and the Executive Committee. This would be in addition 
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to the representatives of the Stakeholder Forum participating in Plenary 
Assembly meetings. This should also be complemented by the involvement of 
stakeholders at the level of work packages, as outlines in the [our 
organisation]  comments to the Stakeholder Policy and Standard Operating 
Procedures. 

• The communication is "so far so good". 
• It is too early to tell. 
• At this stage I can say that I am very satisfied about the communication 

received. I can only hope it will continue like this.    It would be worth however 
defining what "adequate" feedback means. It may mean something different 
for the Stakeholders and for EUnetHTA partners. 

• We do acknowledge that the stakeholders will be informed via quarterly e-
meetings and that relevant documents, such as minutes of the stakeholder 
forum, will be circulated for consultation. 
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Chapter 3  EUnetHTA JA 
 
 
 
 

3.1 Objectives of the EUnetHTA JA 
 
 
Q.  Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA will be successful in achieving its 
objectives? 
 

• Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 
European collaboration on HTA. 

• Development of HTA tools & methods. 
• Application and field testing of developed tools & methods. 

 
 
1.  Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 
European collaboration on HTA. 
All 10 respondents answered this question (100%). Of these, 4 (40%) did not know 
whether this objective would be achieved. Of the 6 (60%) who indicated that they 
knew, all thought that this objective would be met. 
 
2.  Development of HTA tools & methods 
All 10 respondents answered this question (100%). Of these, 3 (30%) did not know 
whether this objective would be achieved. Of the 7 (70%) who indicated that they 
knew, all thought that this objective would be met. 
 
3.  Application and field testing of developed tools & methods 
All 10 respondents answered this question. Of these, 6 (60%) did not know whether 
this objective would be achieved. Of the 4 (40%) who indicated that they knew, all 
thought that this objective would be met. 
 
Please describe any concerns about EUnetHTA JA meeting its 
objectives; 
 
A comment was provided by 6 respondents and were categorised; 
 

• Too early to say (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated that they did not yet have enough experience in the JA 
to comment, on collaboration and potential for success. 
 

• Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 
European collaboration on HTA  (n=2) 

Two respondents provided a comment about the 1st objective. These related to the 
need to have political support, especially from the EU, “A more active involvement of 
the European Commission in the EUnetHTA Joint Action would help towards setting 
up of a sustainable European collaboration on HTA”, “including funding and capacity 
/ infrastructure building”. In addition, one highlighted the need for expanding to the 
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international arena, “in order to create highly competitive and competent environment 
for sustainable collaboration in-EU and out-EU”. 
 

• Development of HTA tools & methods (n=2) 
One representative indicated the importance of effectively involving stakeholders to 
quality assure the deliverables to, “meet the envisaged quality standards, 
expectations and ultimately acceptance of a wide range of stakeholders”, whilst 
another believed this objective would be met, “We are confident that the HTA tools 
will be developed in a successful way”. 
 

• Application and field testing of developed tools & methods (n=3) 
One representative commented that an indicator of success is the development & 
use of deliverables in all partner countries, “we will have to see how this articulates in 
truly developing tools and methods used effectively by all European member states”. 
Another representative emphasised the necessity of involving stakeholders in the 
process to enable efficient application of tools and methods, “in particular marketing 
authorisation holders..who..have the most expertise on the products at stake”, whilst 
one indicated it was too early to comment on the quality assurance process. 

 
Verbatim comments; 

• Again, our organization was only included recently. We are basically positive 
about what this JA will achive but we will have to see how this articulates in 
trully developping tools and methodes used effectively by all european member 
states 

• A sustainable European collaboration needs to be supported politically. Even 
though members of the EUnetHTA Joint Action have been nominated by EU 
Member States, discussions on the Directive on patients’ rights in cross-border 
healthcare seem to be on hold for the moment. [our organisation] is of the view 
that a more active involvement of the European Commission in the EUnetHTA 
Joint Action would help towards setting up of a sustainable European 
collaboration on HTA.     In order to be more successful than the EUnetHTA 
Project 2006-2008, it is important to involve stakeholders, who will contribute to 
ensuring that the EUnetHTA Joint Action deliverables meet the envisaged 
quality standards, expectations and ultimately acceptance of a wide range of 
stakeholders, and that tools and methods are effectively applied.    An efficient 
application of developed tools and methods is dependent on the level of 
involvement of stakeholders, in particular marketing authorisation holders who, 
as mentioned above, have the most expertise on the products at stake. 

• It has to be supported on "Pan-European" as well as local / national level, in 
terms of politics (including financing and capacity / infrastructure building). High 
level of acknowledgement and recognition is a desire for success; on several 
dimensions; across each individual stakeholder group representatives as well 
as across each individual member state. Moreover, EUnetHTA JA should 
incorporate international perspective on HTA development, in order to create 
highly competitive and competent environment for sustainable collaboration in-
EU & out-EU. 

• As we do not participate in the of the JA at a level sufficient to measure the 
extent of collaboration and potential for success, it is not possible for us to 
answer this question, at this stage. 

• I do not have enough insight of te work packages to be able to reply to this 
question. 

• We are confident that the HTA tools will be developed in a successful way. 
However, it is too early to give an opinion regarding the development of the 
methods and of the quality assurance process. 
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3.2 Structure of the EUnetHTA JA 
 
 
Q.  What effect do you think organising the EUnetHTA JA work in 8 
workpackages will have? 
 
All 10 respondents answered this question (100%). Of these, 3 respondents did not 
know the effect of organising the EUnetHTA JA this way. Of the 7 who expressed an 
opinion,  4 thought this structure was positive, whilst 3 thought this would have a 
mixed effect (both negative & positive). 
 
Please explain any concerns & how the EUnetHTA JA could have been better 
organised. 
 
Five representatives provided comment about the organisation of the EUnetHTA JA, 
which were categorised; 
 

• Greater involvement of stakeholders  (n=1) 
One respondent indicated the wish for greater involvement of stakeholders – beyond 
a “consultative body” and suggested that failure to do so could hinder the JA’s 
efficiency. 
 

• Too early for comment  (n=1) 
One representative indicated that it was too early for them to comment just on 
documents before being practically involved in the JA. 
 

• Length of documents (n=1) 
One representative indicated that some official JA documents were too long and took 
too much time to read, “Some reports are too voluminous”. 
 

• This set-up requires good communication between workpackages  (n=1) 
One representative emphasised the importance of effective communication between 
workpackages & a suggestion that deliverables were not homogenous in the 
previous project, “Good communication between the various workpackages’ leading 
teams will be determining”. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• I still consider that the only way to get successful outcomes would be to include 
stakeholders in the process and not as a "consultative body". This may delay 
efficiency of the whole action. 

• Success depends on capacities and resources allocation, both internationally 
as well as on national / regional levels. Moreover, dynamics of WP outcomes is 
critical; public consultations, feedback, dissemination of results and outcomes, 
monitoring & evaluation, implementation, etc. 

• Can not say at this stage, we have not really discussed the work plan so far 
and reading it on paper is nogt the same as discussing the practical 
implementation. 

• the larger,  the unclearer.  Some reports are too voluminous. Please respect 
readers' resouces. 

• Good communication between the various workpackages’ leading teams will be 
determining.  Moreover, in the previous EUnetHTA project, it was quite obvious 
that the quality of the deliverables were not homogeneous amongst the WPs. 
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3.2 Foundation for a sustainable European collaboration 
 
 

Q. Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA could serve as a foundation for a 
sustainable European collaboration at the end of the project? 

 
All 10 respondents answered this question (100%). Of these, 3 respondents did not 
know whether the EUnetHTA JA served as a foundation for a sustainable European 
collaboration at the end of the project. Of the 7 who expressed an opinion, all thought 
it would,  

 
Please explain your answer; 
A comment was provided by 9 of the 10 representatives, which were categorised; 
 

• Need (n=3) 
One respondent commented that the initiative was needed due to overlap and 
redundancies between countries, however made no comment about the likelihood of 
the project’s success. One stated the need for the initiative to be on a permanent 
footing, “the added value of the Joint Action is to develop a permanent network”, 
whilst one specified the need for success, “If not, then we will spend time and money 
for ‘almost nothing’ and ‘almost nobody’.” 
 

• Determinants of success (n=2) 
One respondent cited factors necessary for the project’s success; “right cooperation 
mechanisms, dynamics and structures….and JA objectives are achieved as much as 
possible”, whilst one said they would be able to comment on this when informed of 
the achievements. 
 

• Project deliverables  (n=2) 
Two respondents emphasised the prospective importance of the project’s tools and 
methods to enable continued HTA collaboration between the individual states – so 
that HTA producers can be connected, “Connecting HTA producers is the main 
issue”. One of these expanded further to recommend that this collaboration should 
be formal, “Policy should pledge institutions to cooperate transnationally”. 
 

• Political support required  (n=1) 
One representative indicated that political support was required for a suistainable 
European collaboration – specifically from the EU Commission, “…..a more active 
involvement of the European Commission in the EUnetHTA Joint Action would help 
towards setting up of a sustainable European collaboration on HTA”. 
 

• No opinion (n=1) 
Surprisingly, one representative gave no opinion, “This is not in our scope to give an 
opinion on this question”.  
 
Verbatim comments; 

• We are positive about this initiative as we have seen too much redundancies 
over past when comparing work done separately in the various member states 

• A sustainable European collaboration needs to be supported politically. Even 
though members of the EUnetHTA Joint Action have been nominated by EU 
Member States, discussions on the Directive on patients’ rights in cross-border 
healthcare seem to be on hold for the moment. [our organisation]  is of the view 
that a more active involvement of the European Commission in the EUnetHTA 
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Joint Action would help towards setting up of a sustainable European 
collaboration on HTA. 

• The added value of the Joint Action is to develop a permanent network 
• The EUnetHTA Joint Action Work Packages aim to consider all major relevant 

aspects for the reliable development of common HTA tools and methods that 
could form the basis of continued and sustainable collaborations and 
exchanges of information on HTA between EU Member States. 

• If not, than we will spend time and money for "almost nothing" and "almost 
nobody". 

• Once we are fully informed of the achievements, we will be better placed to 
comment. 

• It can (an dI hope it will suceed) as long as the right cooperation mechanisms, 
dynamics and structures are put in place and the the JA objectives are 
achieved as much as possible. 

• Connecting HTA producers is the main issue.  As national health services 
develop their own approaches to sanctioning new technologies, knowledge 
sharing of good practice in methods and processes should be spread out 
European wide. Policy should pledge institutions to cooperate transnationally. 

• This is not in our scope to give an opinion on this question. 
 

3.3 Role of an ongoing European HTA collaboration 
 
Q.  What do you think an ongoing European HTA collaboration should 
be doing? 
 

• Challenges to a European HTA collaboration (n=1) 
The following potential challenges to an ongoing European HTA collaboration were 
identified; “differences in economic situation of Member States, medical practices 
and value judgements”. Two respondent highlighted the benefit of co-ordinating 
efforts to reduce waste, “limit duplication of work”. 
 

• What a European HTA collaboration can NOT do (n=1) 
One respondent expanded within the sphere of the question to identify what can not 
be achieved by a European HTA collaboration; “issue an appraisal of 
technology…replace national HTA activity which is expected to take due 
consideration of country-specific conditions”. 
 

What a European HTA collaboration should be doing; 
• Enable more efficient HTA data sharing (n=3) 
• Capacity enhancement  (n=2) 
• Facilitating HTA experience / best practice exchange (n=3) 
• Strengthen stakeholder involvement (n=2) 
• Reducing HTA duplication (n=2) 
• Co-ordination of HTA activities (n=1) 
• Promotion of HTA activities (n=1) 
• Improving HTA methodological standards (n=1) 
• Maximise the use of resources (n=1)  
• Streamlining procedures (n=1) 
• Develop common tools and methods (n=1) 
• Increase transparency within the field (n=1) 
• Influencing policy makers to support HTA institutions (n=1) 
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• Identifying examples where international cooperation has enhanced patient 
care (n=1) 

• “Scientific assessment of the relative effectiveness of medicinal products” 
(n=1) 

• Comments about EUnetHTA JA specifically (n=2)  
• Giving an overview about prices and technologies associated with producing 

HTAs (n=1) 
• Recognise the specific differences for HTAs of medical devices (n=1) 
• Accelerating the coordination and evaluation of new products (n=1) 
• Harmonising and accelerating HTA conclusions (n=1)   
• Ensuring equitable access and reimbursement to all EU patients to effective 

products and other medical interventions  (n=1) 
• Assembling expertise on innovative products (n=1) 
• Therapies; diagnostics, therapy and care (n=1) 
• Areas; European, national and regional (n=1) 

 
Verbatim comments; 

• I believe the right directions have been shaped. Now the most critical part will 
be on how stakeholder involvement will trully operate and capacity of member 
states to  work together, maximazing their efforts together. 

• A European collaboration has the potential to identify good HTA practices and 
limit duplication of work through sharing of generalisable data, but is limited by 
differences in economic situation of Member States, medical practice and value 
judgments. Collaboration on HTA can therefore only consider the “scientific 
assessment of the relative effectiveness of medicinal products” and cannot 
issue any appraisal of a technology. A European HTA collaboration can 
coordinate and promote HTA activities by facilitating experience exchange, 
improving methodological standards, building capacity and enabling more 
efficient data sharing. It should however not replace national HTA activity which 
is expected to take due consideration of country-specific conditions. 

• Reduce existing inequalities  Avoid duplications  Maximise the use of resources  
Streamline procedures  Exchange best practices 

• An effective and sustainable ongoing HTA collaboration in Europe based on 
the working results of the EUnetHTA Joint Action might serve as a reliable, 
value adding system in diagnostics, therapy and care at the European, national 
and regional level. 

• Focusing on best possible quality of outcomes within pre-defined framework of 
EUnetHTA JA (WPs).  Enhancing the capacity and empowering of "still silent" 
members (member states, e.g. new /CEE/ member states) and stakeholders 
(e.g. patients). 

• 1. Accelerating the coordination and evaluation of new products  2. 
Harmonising and accelerating HTA conclusions  3. Ensuring equitable access 
and reimbursement to all EU patients to effective products and other medical 
interventions  4. Assembling expertise on innovative products. 

• Share information  Share good practice  Strenghten stakeholder involvement  
Increase transparency  Develop common tools and methods 

• Giving an overview on technologies and prices  using synergies in producing 
HTAs  Influencing policy makers to support HTA institutions  Providing 
examples of transnational cooperations for the good of the patient 

• HTA is an evidence driven process and many HTA agencies adopt a strict 
adherence to the hierarchy of evidence, demanding that technologies are 
supported by evidence from robust, randomised controlled trials. For many 
medical technologies and surgical interventions, such evidence is often limited 
or unavailable at the time of launch. Adopting a pharmaceutical paradigm, 
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based on an expectation of multiple randomized controlled trials being 
available at the time of launch, may lead to restrictions on access to many new 
medical technologies. It would be therefore important that the European HTA 
collaboration recognizes the specificities of HTAs of medical devices. 
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Chapter 4 Results – EUnetHTA JA Workpackages 
 
 

 

 4.1 Aims of WP4 
 
 

Q. What do you think are the aims of WP4? 
 
A comment was provided by 9 of the 10 respondents (90%). These were categorised 
into the following themes; 
 

• Development of HTA core methods/tool/model (n=8) 
Eight of the respondents stated that WP4 aims to develop a model for sharing HTA 
across countries. 
 

• Online tool production (n=2) 
Two of the respondents stated that the tool would be available in an online format, 
‘’develop an online Tool & Service for producing, publishing, storing and retrieving 
HTA information”. 
 

• Development of core HTAs (n=2) 
Two respondents included that the tool would then be used to perform two core HTA 
reports in practice eg, ‘perform two completely new Core HTAs on topics that are 
pertinent to several HTA agencies and that can be utilized when producing local HTA 
reports on the same topics’. 
 

• Explanation provided by another avenue (n=1) 
One respondent provided no explanation about the aims of WP4, but said these had 
been sent by another route. 
 

• Practical testing of the model (n=1) 
One of the respondents included discussion about the testing of the model in practice. 
 
 

• WP4 Objectives (n=1) 
One respondent identified that the aims documented in the WP4 workplan are 
actually activities, and proposed an objective, ‘To improve collaborative models for 
producing core HTAs. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Aim is to find common HTA model across countries 
• The EFPIA comments on WP4 will be sent to the EUnetHTA Secretariat as part 

of the EFPIA comments on the EUnetHTA Joint Action 3-year work plan. 
• Develop tools and common methods for HTA and test practical applications 
• Development of principles, methodological guidance as well as functional tools 

and policies for producing, publishing, storing and retrieving structured HTA 
information and Core HTAs (including a new application of the HTA Core 
Model on screening). The HTA Core Model shall be made available in online 
format for immediate practical application, including the new application on 
screening.  Therefore two joint Core HTAs and methods for the production of 
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Core HTAs on common topics will be developed, including experimenting 
different methods of collaboration among agencies and agreeing upon methods 
to select topics and to involve stakeholders in the assessment process. 

• CORE HTA development in brief (AIM members understanding):  - "tools and 
techniques" for HTA  - "basic concept / framework for HTA  - general model (to 
be understandable, transferable and further developed)  - universal "guidelines" 
for HTA, including concepts and frameworks  - "pre-tested" methodological 
"cook book" for HTA  - "how to" for HTA applicability and transferability across 
EU member states 

• This seems to be a very concrete work package with an aim to generate a 
common HTA report - with harmonisation of evaluation methods. 

• The objectives as formulated in the JA work plan are in fact activities 
(development and application of tools and methods).    Therefore I read the aim 
as following: 'To improve collaborative models for producing core HTAs'. 

• Pragmatic aims:  harmonizing HTAs,  making them understandable,  saving 
resources,  providing a useful model. 

• a) develop an online Tool & Service for producing, publishing, storing and 
retrieving HTA information.  b) perform two completely new Core HTAs on 
topics that are pertinent to several HTA agencies and that can be utilized when 
producing local HTA reports on the same topics 

 
 

4.2 Concerns about WP4 
 
 

Q. Do you have any concerns about WP4? 
 

All 10 respondents answered this question (100%). Of these, 6 had a concern about 
WP4 (60%), whilst 4 (40%) did not have any concerns. 
 
Explanation about WP4 concerns; 
Of the 6 respondents who had a concern about WP4, 5 provided an explanatory 
comment. In addition one had no comment at this stage, and one provided a positive 
comment, “This is the most important WP in our view”. 
 

• Stakeholder Involvement  (n=1) 
One respondent requested direct involvement of stakeholders in WP4 – further to 
public consultation. 
 

• Agreement on methodology (n=1) 
One respondent highlighted the difficulty posed by needing to decide on the common 
methodology, “All methods can be challenged from a scientific point of view. Limited 
data and limited research.” 
 

• Technology (n=1) 
One respondent indicated the example technology on which the model will be 
evaluated was unclear. 
 

• Uptake of HTA core model (n=1) 
One respondent indicated concern about the uptake and use of the model in practice, 
“sufficient capacities and capabilities on regional / local levels for full understanding 
and follow-up of the Core Model” 
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Verbatim comments; 
• This is the most important WP in our view 
• [our organisation]  is concerned that stakeholder involvement in WP4 is only 

foreseen via public consultation. [our organisation]  calls for direct involvement 
of stakeholders in all activities of this work package. 

• it is difficult to agree on a common methodology.All methods can be challenged 
from a scientific point of view. Limited data and limited research. 

• sufficient capacities and capabilities on regional / local levels for full 
understanding and follow-up of the Core Model 

• Not at this stage 
• It is not clearly stated which technology is going to be evaluated in this project. 

 
 
 

4.3 Aims of WP5 
 

Q. What do you think are the aims of WP5? 
 
A comment was provided by 9 of the 10 respondents (90%). These were 
categorised ; 
 

• Developing support for REA of pharmaceuticals (n=5) 
Five of the respondents included explanation of WP5 developing methodological 
guidance / tool / model for the relative effectiveness assessment of pharmaceuticals, 
eg ‘Development of improved relative effectiveness assessments (REA) by 
identifying areas where methodological guidance is needed and by providing it, 
suggesting ways to integrate REA of pharmaceuticals as a special version of the 
HTA Core Model.’ 
 

• No explanation provided (n=2) 
Two of the respondents did not include a comment about the aims of WP5; one 
because they were not involved in the workpackage and one because they were 
going to send their comments direct to the Secretariat. 
 

• Generation of extra data about pharmaceuticals (n=1) 
One respondent cited that WP5’s aim is, ‘Generation of additional data, post-
marketing, for products with missing data.’ 
 

• Journal publication (n=1) 
One respondent indicated the aim to publish the recommendations, 
‘Recommendations on the assessment of relative effectiveness shall be identified 
and published in an international journal’. 
 

• Suggested objective (n=1) 
One respondent cited problems inherent in the work of WP5 (this has been moved to 
the appropriate section about ‘Concerns about WP5’). They suggested that WP5 
should have had a different objective, ‘The aim of WP5 should be a common 
database about pharmaceuticals’.  
 
Verbatim comments; 

• We are not covered by this WP as we do not represent pharma industry 
• [our organisation]  comments on WP5 will be sent to the EUnetHTA Secretariat 
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as part of the [our organisation]  comments on the EUnetHTA Joint Action 3-
year work plan. 

• Develop tools and common methods to assess the relative effectiveness of 
medicines 

• Development of improved relative effectiveness assessments (REA) by 
identifying areas where methodological guidance is needed and by providing it, 
suggesting ways to integrate REA of pharmaceuticals as a special version of 
the HTA Core Model. Recommendations on the assessment of relative 
effectiveness shall be identified and published in an international journal. 

• Relative Effectiveness Assessment Tools and Techniques for drugs  "how to" 
HTA for pharmaceutical products  sophisticated "upgrade" of existing 
pharmacoeconomic principles, within the context of HTA framework 

• Generation of additional data, post-marketing, for products with missing data. 
• To improve Relative Effectivemess Assessments by improving methodologies 

and developing a common model. 
• REA unfortunately is not REA everywhere. not even in one country.  The word 

"relativ" is the problem. The clinical significance of REA has to be defined first.    
The aim of WP5 should be a common database about pharmaceuticals. 

• Development of methodological guidance for the assessment of relative 
effectiveness of pharmaceuticals 

 
 

4.4 Concerns about WP5 
 
Do you have any concerns about WP5? 
 
All 10 respondents answered this question (100%). Of these, 5 had a concern about 
WP4 (50%), whilst 5 (50%) did not have any concerns. 
 
 
Explanation about WP5 concerns; 
A comment was provided by 5 of the respondents and were categorised; 
 

• No explanation provided (n=2) 
Two of the respondents did not include a comment about the aims of WP5; one 
because they were not involved in the workpackage and one because they currently 
had no concerns about WP5. 
 

• Industry influence (n=2) 
Two respondents cited concern about bias from industry / commercial interests, 
‘inappropriate influence by an industry (industry bias)’. 
 

• Concern about lack of stakeholder inclusion (n=1) 
One respondent cited concern that no stakeholders were being involved in this 
workpackage, particularly marketing authorisation holders, ‘industry involvement is of 
utmost importance in this work package, which is foreseen to rely solely on public 
consultations and expert involvement…Industry is one of the most active developers 
of relative effectiveness assessments’. 
The involvement of industry in WP5 was seen as especially important about; 

• Aligning data endpoints and trial patient characteristics 
• Context-specific aspects of dossiers 
• Feedback to R & D to increase the relevance of Phase III studies 
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• Feasibility of EUnetHTA JA activities 
 

• Methods (n=1) 
One respondent expressed concerns about developing a ‘common methodology. All 
methods can be challenged from a scientific point of view’. 
 

• Limited data (n=1) 
One respondent cited difficulty with data and research, ‘Limited data and limited 
research’. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• [our organisation]  is concerned that no direct stakeholder involvement is 
foreseen in this work package, which is foreseen to rely solely on public 
consultations and expert involvement. However industry involvement is of 
utmost importance in this work package, in particular the involvement of the 
marketing authorization holder of the pharmaceutical reviewed in the foreseen 
pilot projects.   - The involvement of industry will be particularly important to a) 
align on data aspects such as endpoints, trial patient characteristics, etc b) 
understand which aspects of dossiers should be regarded as context-specific 
and c) optimise the feedback to research and development in order to increase 
the relevance of evidence generated in Phase III studies.  - As the developer 
and provider of health technology, industry will inform on the feasibility of any of 
the endeavours contemplated in the framework of the EUnetHTA Joint Action.   
- Industry is one of the most active developers of relative effectiveness 
assessments 

• It is difficult to agree on a common methodology.All methods can be challenged 
from a scientific point of view. Limited data and limited research.  Commercial 
interests. 

• inappropriate influence by an industry (industry bias) 
• Not at this stage. 
• Specific to pharma ; not in our remit 
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4.5 Aims of WP7 
 

Q. What do you think are the aims of WP7? 
 
A comment was provided by 9 of the 10 respondents (90%). These were 
categorised ; 
 

• Increasing available evidence on new technologies (n=4) 
Three respondents indicated that WP7 aims to consider new technologies and 
increase the available information on them, ‘It is important to pose questions on new 
technologies that require different data and scientific techniques for assessment’. 
 

• Increasing information exchange  (n=2) 
Two respondents cited increasing the exchange of information; to facilitate evidence 
generation and on current assessments of new technologies.  
 

• Collaboration to reduce duplication (n=2) 
The aim of collaborating on new technologies to reduce duplication was cited by two 
respondents. 
 

• Production of a web-based toolkit (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that WP7 aims to develop a tool – a web-based toolkit for 
evidence generation on new technologies, ‘implementation a web-based toolkit for 
structured exchange and storage of information on evidence generation on new 
technologies’. 
 

• No comments submitted through this avenue (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that their comments were submitted to the Secretariat 
directly. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Aim is to consider new technologies and assess how innovative technologies 
should be considered 

• [our organisation]  comments on WP7 will be sent to the EUnetHTA Secretariat 
as part of [our organisation’s]  comments on the EUnetHTA Joint Action 3-year 
work plan. 

• Increase the available evidence on new technologies and exchange 
information 

• Support of collaboration on new technologies and contribution to reduce 
duplication of work by exchanging information on and developing tools to 
facilitate evidence generation (implementation a web-based toolkit for 
structured exchange and storage of information on evidence generation on new 
technologies) as well as exchanging information on current assessments of 
new health technologies. 

• "all-in-one" place for collecting new data / reports / studies / possible questions 
for further research on HTA across sectors (pharmaceuticals, technologies) 

• It is important to pose questions on new technologies that require different data 
and scientific techniques for assessment. 

• Tu strenghten collaboration on new technologies and reduce duplication of 
work 

• facilitating evidence for new technologies  common assessment 
• Development of a  web-based toolkit including database containing information 
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on evidence generation on new technologies 
 

4.6 Concerns about WP7 
 
Q.  Do you have any concerns about WP7? 
 
9 of the 10 respondents answered this question (90%). Of these, 4 had a concern 
about WP7 (40%), whilst 5 (50%) did not have any concerns. 
 
 
Explanation about WP7 concerns; 
 
A comment was provided by 4 of the respondents and were categorised; 
 

• No concerns (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that they had no concerns at this stage, with one 
emphasising their interest in the work of this workpackage, ‘This is the other key WP 
in which we are very interested. We will closely follow progress and hopefully give 
inputs on this one as long as technologies considered are in our scope of 
competence’. 
 

• Transparency of data (n=1) 
One respondent indicated a concern that the data collected would not be freely 
available, ‘transparency / availability of all data (including negative outcomes)’. 
 

• Limited involvement of industry stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent expressed concern that industry would only be involved in WP7 in a 
limited activity, and emphasised they have a lot to contribute to selection criteria, 
‘[We are] concerned of that industry involvement will be limited to the development of 
the dataset. [We consider]  that industry has a great deal to contribute to the 
development of selection criteria together with other stakeholders, such as patients.’ 
 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• This is the other key WP in which we are very interested. We will closely follow 
progress and hopefully give inputs on this one as long as technologies 
considered are in our scope of competence 

• [We are] concerned of that industry involvement will be limited to the 
development of the dataset. [We consider] that industry has a great deal to 
contribute to the development of selection criteria together with other 
stakeholders, such as patients. 

• transparency / availability of all data (including negative outcomes) 
• Not at this stage. 
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4.7 Comments of the workpackages 
 
 

Q. Do you have any other comments about any of the other 
EUnetHTA JA workpackages? 

 
7 out of the 10 respondents answered this question; 3 did not have a comment, 
whilst 4 had a comment and these have been categorised; 

 
• WP2 – enable collaboration with stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent thought that their activity in communication meant that WP2 
should ensure stakeholder communication, ‘Given they are in charge of 
communication, the leading team of WP2 should ensure good collaboration with 
the stakeholders.’  
 
• WP3 – stakeholder involvement (n=1) 
One respondent thought that stakeholders should be involved in the Evaluation 
WP in designing survey questions, ‘Stakeholders could be involved in this WP by 
writing questions for the evaluation form.’ 
 
• WP6 – features and benefits (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that they wished for more in-depth explanation about 
the scope and advantages of WP6, especially in relation to the information 
management system, ‘no detailed explanation of "features & benefits" of such a 
HTA IMS (lack of clear concept)  WP 8 - same as for WP6, missing "vision" for 
training and local implementation strategies ‘. 
 
• WP8 – training & implementation (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that WP8 is lacking in training and implementation, 
‘missing "vision" for training and local implementation strategies’. 

 
• Comments to be fed back through another avenue (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that they will send their comments to the EUnetHTA JA 
Secretariat directly. 

 
Verbatim comments; 

• No 
• [our organisation]  comments on the EUnetHTA Joint Action work packages will 

be sent to the EUnetHTA Secretariat as part of the [our organisation] 
comments on the EUnetHTA Joint Action 3-year work plan. 

• No 
• No. 
• WP 6 - no detailed explanation of "features & benefits" of such a HTA IMS (lack 

of clear concept)  WP 8 - same as for WP6, missing "vision" for training and 
local implementation strategies 

• Too early to comment 
• WP2 Dissemination: Given they are in charge of communication, the leading 

team of WP2 should ensure good collaboration with the stakeholders.    WP3 
Evaluation: Stakeholders could be involved in this WP by writing questions for 
the evaluation form. 
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4.8 Comments on the EUnetHTA JA workplan 
 
 

Q. Do you have any other comments about the EUnetHTA JA 3-
year work plan? 

 
Three respondents provided an additional comment about the EUnetHTA JA 
workplan, one of which was a comment about administration regarding their sending 
a document to the Secretariat about their comments on the 3-year workplan. The 
other comments were categorised; 
 

• Missing participants  (n=1) 
One respondent indicated concern about missing members and stakeholders,  
facilitate active collaboration and participation of  "missing member states" (CEE 
member states) as well as "missing stake holders" (e.g. media). 
 

• Empowerment of stakeholders (n=1) 
One wished to have more active involvement in, and feedback from, the project [Note 
– this is also mentioned elsewhere]. 
 

• Project scale  (n=1) 
One respondent commented that the project is “very ambitious”. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• No 
• As requested by the EUnetHTA Joint Action Secretariat, [our organisation] will 

send its comments to the EUnetHTA Joint Action 3-year work plan by 23 August. 
• It is very ambitious. 
• No. 
• - facilitate active collaboration and participation of  "missing member states" (CEE 

member states) as well as "missing stake holders" (e.g. media)  - empower 
stakeholders to more active participation, provide feedback 

• No 
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4.9 Additional comments 
 
 

Q. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
 
6of the 10 respondents answered the question (60%), of these 3 did not have a 
comment. The other comments were categorised; 
 

• Expression of thanks for inclusion in the SF (n=1) 
One organisation wished to express their thanks for inclusion in the SF, ‘ESIP would like 
to thank EUnetHTA again for having accepted our organisation as one of the members in 
the Stakeholder Forum.‘ 
 

• Essential need for transparent communication with stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent emphasised the need for clear communication for all stakeholders; this 
had not been the case at the beginning, ‘It is very critical to set up open and transparent 
communication across all participating stakeholders; which was not the case from the 
very beginning of the Forum. However, it's been improved significantly.’  
 

• Situation is ok (n=1) 
One respondent reported that, ‘Things seem OK for the time being’. 

 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• No. Things seem OK for the time being.    Please also consider the comments 
we sent before the summer break on the policy and SOP documents 

• No 
• [Our organisation] would like to thank EUnetHTA again for having accepted our 

organisation as one of the members in the Stakeholder Forum. 
• It is very critical to set up open and transparent communication across all 

participating stakeholders; which was not the case from the very beginning of 
the Forum. However, it's been improved significantly. 

• No,    Thank you 
• thank you 

 
6. Submission 
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010

We ask for your help in completing this baseline survey for organisations which are members of the EUnetHTA JA 
Stakeholder Forum. We are requesting one response from your organisation. 
 
Your response may be attributed to you unless you indicate otherwise (when it would be kept confidential within the 
EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum, Executive Committee, Secretariat and the WP3 evaluation team). In exceptional 
cases we might contact you to ask you for further clarification about responses. 
 
There is no word count limit for your answers and the reply boxes expand.  
 
Please click NEXT when you have answered all questions on a page. You can click PREVIOUS should you wish to 
go back to the page before. Please click FINISHED at the end to submit your answers. 
 
Many thanks for your help completing this survey! 
 
 
 
Please complete this survey as soon as possible and by 2nd August. 

 
1. Introduction

 

Yes 
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010

How did your organisation become aware of the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum? 

 

Why did your organisation apply to be a member of the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder 

Forum? 

 

What do you think your role as a member of the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum will 

involve? 

 

What do you think you will gain from being a Stakeholder for the EUnetHTA JA? 

 

What do you think you will offer by being a Stakeholder for the EUnetHTA JA? 

 

 
2. EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum

55

66

55

66

55

66

55

66

55

66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010

Was the process of setting up the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum straightforward? 

Do you have any comments about the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Involvement Policy 

& Standard Operating Procedure documents? 

 

Do you have any comments about the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum meetings?  

(These are the planned yearly face-to-face meetings & quarterly e-meetings). 

 

 
3. EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum

55

66

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns about the setting up of the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum; 

55

66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010
Do you feel confident that the views of Stakeholders will be adequately considered in 

the EUnetHTA JA? 

Do you feel confident that adequate feedback about the EUnetHTA JA will be 

provided to Stakeholders? 

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns about how Stakeholders' views will be considered; 

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns you have about the provision of feedback to Stakeholders; 

55

66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010

Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA will be successful in achieving its objectives?  

What effect do you think organising the EUnetHTA JA work in 8 workpackages will 

have? 

 
4. EUnetHTA JA

  No Yes Don't know

Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable European collaboration on 

HTA.
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Development of HTA tools & methods. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Application and field testing of developed tools & methods. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Please describe any concerns about EUnetHTA JA meeting its objectives; 

55

66

Negative
 

nmlkj

Mixed (both negative & positive)
 

nmlkj

Positive
 

nmlkj

Don't know
 

nmlkj

Please explain any concerns & how the EUnetHTA JA could have been better organised; 

55

66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010
Do you think that the EUnetHTA JA could serve as a foundation for a sustainable 

European collaboration at the end of the project? 

What do you think an ongoing European HTA collaboration should be doing? 

 

55

66

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

Don't know
 

nmlkj

Please explain your answer; 
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66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010

WP4: Core HTA Model 

What do you think are the aims of WP4? 

 

Do you have any concerns about WP4? 

WP5: Relative Effectiveness Assessment of Drugs 

What do you think are the aims of WP5? 

 

Do you have any concerns about WP5? 

WP7: New Technologies 

 
5. Work packages of the EUnetHTA JA

55

66

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes - please explain any concerns about WP4;
 

 

nmlkj

55

66

No
 

nmlkj

Yes - please explain any concerns about WP5;
 

 

nmlkj
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66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010
What do you think are the aims of WP7? 

 

Do you have any concerns about WP7? 

Do you have any other comments about any of the other EUnetHTA JA 

workpackages? 

 

Do you have any other comments about the EUnetHTA JA 3-year work plan? 

 

55

66

55

66

55

66

 

No
 

nmlkj

Yes - please explain any concerns about WP7;
 

 

nmlkj

55

66
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EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum Baseline Survey 2010

Is there anything else you would like to add? 

 

Many thanks for completing this questionnaire! 

 

Please now click the 'Finished' button to submit your answers. 

 
6. Submission
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EUnetHTA JA Baseline Survey 2010 Stakeholders’ survey 
(for those that applied to join the Stakeholder Forum but were 
unsuccessful) 
 

 
Survey Report  
This reports the results of the Baseline 2010 Survey and has been compiled 
by EUnetHTA WP3 (Evaluation) – NETSCC. The respondents were 
stakeholders who applied to join the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum but 
were unsuccessful and the survey was distributed in Summer 2010. 
 

 
 
 
Report prepared by Dr Eleanor Guegan, 2011 
 
 
Disclaimer statements; 
 
This project was part-funded by the NIHR Health Technology Assessment 
programme (project number 05/52/03) and will be published in full in Health 
Technology Assessment in 2013. See the HTA programme website for further project 
information: http://www.hta.ac.uk/ 
 
The views and opinions expressed therein are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect those of the Department of Health. 
 
EUnetHTA project is supported by a grant from the European Commission. The sole 
responsibility for the content of this report lies with the authors and the European 
Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information 
contained therein. www.eunethta.net 
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Report Summary 
 
 
Methods 
This baseline survey was sent to all 5 umbrella stakeholder organisations who 
applied to join the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum but were unsuccessful. The 
survey was designed in 4 sections; of views about; role as general stakeholders of 
the EUnetHTA JA, the SF, the EUnetHTA JA, workpackages of the EUnetHTA JA. 
The survey included both ‘closed’ (allowing selection of a pre-defined response) and 
free-text, ‘open’ (allowing respondents to provide their own response) questions. The 
survey was designed as a web-based survey and was hosted by surveymonkey.com.    
The survey was piloted by non-native English language speakers for clarity and 
content from both NETSCC and the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat, members of the 
EUnetHTA JA Executive Committee and a representative from the EU Commission 
DG-Sanco. 
 
The overall response rate was 100%. 5 umbrella stakeholder organisations were 
surveyed and all 5 responded. The overall response rate was 100% - 5 of the 5 
recipients surveyed. The responses were analysed using Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (version 16) for the quantitative questions and NVivo (version 8) for 
the qualitative components. The qualitative results were analysed into themes 
according to iterative grounded theory1. 
 
Throughout the report, verbatim comments from respondents have been included – 
these are an exact copy of their responses, ‘word for word’. To maintain 
confidentiality, certain words have been edited and replaced by square brackets; [  ]. 
 
 
Results 
 
EUnetHTA stakeholders 

• Offer. Respondents cited the factors they would offer as a stakeholder for the 
EUnetHTA JA; specialist HTA knowledge (about biologicals & personalised 
medicine, manufacturers of non-prescription medicines, diagnostics, patient 
organisations and medicines distribution), specifications about EUnetHTA JA 
involvement and providing access to experts. 

• Gain. Respondents specified that they expected to gain; representation of 
their members’ facets of HTA expertise, involvement in the work of the 
EUnetHTA JA and specific benefits to certain stakeholders (eg ivd). 

• Consideration of stakeholders’ views within the JA. 80% of respondents 
did not think their views would be adequately considered in the JA, whilst 
20% thought they would be. Concern was expressed that other organisations 
do not possess the expertise to adequately represent them and some 
respondents were confused about the dynamics between those stakeholders 
that were accepted into the SF and those that were not. 

 
 
 Results about EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum (SF) 

• Awareness. Respondents became aware of the EUnetHTA JA SF from 
several avenues; from the EUnetHTA JA project, the European Pharma 
Forum, the EU Commission and an unspecified invitation. 

• Application. When asked why they had applied to join the EUnetHTA JA SF, 
respondents cited various reasons; representation of specialist HTA expertise, 
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general HTA knowledge, facilitation of experts to help the EUnetHTA JA and 
to enable dissemination about the JA. 

• Role. Respondents thought their role as a member of the SF would have 
involved; provision of specialist information from expertise into the EUnetHTA 
JA,  provision of information from EUnetHTA JA to their members, attending 
appropriate meetings, responding to consultations, involvement in EUnetHTA 
workpackages, facilitation of experts and information sharing with other 
stakeholders. 

• Loss through membership exclusion. Respondents thought the EUnetHTA 
JA SF would miss various things from their exclusion; expertise of key players, 
active engagement of commited stakeholders, decreased scope of EUnetHTA 
JA activities, decreased confidence in the EUnetHTA JA, non receipt of 
documents and inappropriate inclusion of less-experienced representatives. 

• Set-up. 40% thought the set-up of the EUnetHTA JA SF was not 
straightforward, 20% thought it was and 40% did not know. Concerns about 
the set-up of the EUnetHTA JA SF included; organised to fulfil certain type of 
stakeholder involvement, unclear choice of health industry selection, lack of 
clarity about why an applicant was declared eligible but was not selected, 
complexity in assigning representative and that it was a  learning process 
within the project. 

• Expression of views in the SF by representative. 100% of respondents did 
not think that their views would be adequately represented by their 
representative. Concerns included that the representative did not have 
sufficient experience and/or expertise to enable representation and that the 
respondent did not have a representative on the SF. 

• Comments about EUnetHTA JA SF documents. Comments included 
concern that the inclusion of stakeholders’ comments was too restrictive. 

• Provision of feedback to EUnetHTA JA stakeholders. 20% did not feel 
confident that adequate feedback about the EUnetHTA JA would be provided 
to stakeholders, 20% felt confident and 60% did not know.  Concerns 
included that stakeholders have limited knowledge about EUnetHTA JA and 
its activities, concern about being kept informed, confusion about how wider 
stakeholders would be informed and that feedback would need to pass 
between many people. 

 
 
EUnetHTA JA 

• Objectives. Respondents commented on the likelihood of the EUnetHTA JA 
meeting its objectives. 

 
      1.  Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 
European collaboration on HTA. 
4 respondents did not know if this would be achieved (80%) whilst 1 thought that this 
would be achieved (20%). There was a comment that it is important for an inclusive 
process to be able to achieve this objective. 

2. Development of HTA tools & methods 
2 respondents did not know if this objective would be achieved (40%) whilst 3 
thought this would be achieved (60%). One respondent questioned the willingness of 
partner agencies to collaborate together and emphasised the implications of different 
health systems. 

3.  Application and field testing of developed tools & methods 
2 respondents did not know (40%), whilst 3 thought this objective would be achieved 
(60%). There were no additional comments. 
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• Organisational structure. 60% of respondents did not know about the affect 
of splitting the JA into 8 workpackages and 40% thought the structure was 
positive. A comment was made about the need for communication between 
the work areas. 

• Potential of the EUnetHTA JA as a sustainable European HTA 
collaboration. 80% respondents did not know if the JA had the potential to 
lead to a sustainable European collaboration on HTA, whilst 20% thought this 
would act as a basis. Comments included; the requirement to harness 
international support, the need to focus on stakeholder management to 
increase confidence in the JA and the production of ‘ real life results’. 

• Functions of a sustainable European HTA collaboration. Suggestions for 
a sustainable European HTA collaboration included; simplifying HTA 
processes, providing guidance on general HTA issues, ensuring that quality 
standards are met in HTA and providing a definition of ;effectiveness’. 

 
 
EUnetHTA JA workpackages 

• Aims of WP4. These were categorised as; producing core HTAs, creating an 
online tool and developing a strategy for European collaboration. 

• Concerns about WP4. Concerns were categorised; insufficient involvement 
of industry and a special process required for ivds.  

• Aims of WP5. These were categorised as; developing principles and 
methodological guidance for conducting relative effectiveness assessments, 
developing a specialist HTA core model for pharmaceuticals and field testing 
of this model. 

• Concerns about WP5. Concerns were categorised; insufficient involvement 
of industry and a special process required for ivds. 

• Aims of WP7. These were categorised as; facilitating evidence generation on 
new technologies and supporting collaborative work on new technologies. 

• Concerns about WP7. Concerns were categorised; insufficient involvement 
of industry and specific requirements for ivds. 

• Comments about other workpackages. One respondent indicated they had 
received the workplans from WP3 and WP5 and had no comments. 

• Comments about the 3-year workplan. One respondent indicated concern 
that the SF would not enable sufficient input for all stakeholders (ie including 
those not successful in joining it). 

• Additional comments. These included; the desire for more transparency 
within the EUnetHTA JA, greater engagement of all stakeholders, documents 
sent out before meetings and concern that the survey was too long. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 4



Suggestions 
Some general suggestions have been identified from the survey for the EUnetHTA 
JA Secretariat from the survey; 

• Clarify the roles of all stakeholders within the EUnetHTA JA; both those who 
were successful in joining the EUnetHTA JA SF and those who were 
unsuccessful. 

• Clarify the roles of representatives within the SF for those stakeholders who 
were unsuccessful in joining the EUnetHTA JA SF. 

 
 
Reference 
1. Pope C et al, Qualitative research in health care; Analysing qualitative data,  
BMJ 2000; 320: 114-116 
 

 5



Contents 
 
Chapter 1  Methods........................................................................................7 

1.1  Survey Design .......................................................................................7 
1.2  Survey Piloting ......................................................................................7 
1.3  Survey Delivery .....................................................................................7 
1.4  Response Rate......................................................................................7 
1.5  Analysis .................................................................................................7 

Chapter 2  EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders........................................................8 
2.1  What the stakeholder will offer the EUnetHTA JA .................................8 
2.2  What the stakeholder expects to gain from the EUnetHTA JA ............10 
2.3  Consideration of stakeholders’ views ..................................................11 

Chapter 3  Results – EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum (SF)...................13 
3.1 Awareness of EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum.................................13 
3.2   Reason for applying to the EUnetHTA JA SF.....................................14 
3.3   Thoughts about what membership of the SF would have involved.....16 
3.4    Perceived SF’s loss by non-inclusion of the organisation..................17 
3.5   Set-up of the SF .................................................................................19 
3.6   Expression of views within the SF ......................................................20 
3.7  Comments about SF documents .........................................................21 
3.8  Confidence about receiving SF feedback............................................22 

Chapter 4  Results – EUnetHTA JA ............................................................24 
4.1 Potential for EUnetHTA JA to meet its objectives.................................24 
4.2 Effect of the EUnetHTA JA’s organisational structure ..........................25 
4.3 Potential of the EUnetHTA JA as a sustainable European HTA 
collaboration...............................................................................................25 
4.4 Functions of an ongoing European HTA collaboration .........................26 

Chapter 5  Results – EUnetHTA JA Workpackages ..................................28 
5.1  Aims of WP4........................................................................................28 
5.2  Concerns about WP4 ..........................................................................29 
5.3   Aims of WP5.......................................................................................30 
5.4   Concerns about WP5 .........................................................................31 
5.5   Aims of WP7.......................................................................................32 
5.6   Concerns about WP7 .........................................................................32 
5.7   Comments on the workpackages .......................................................33 
5.8   Comments on the EUnetHTA JA workplan.........................................33 
5.9    Additional comments .........................................................................33 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 6



Chapter 1  Methods 
 

1.1  Survey Design 
• This baseline survey was sent to all umbrella stakeholder organisations who 

applied to join the EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders’ Forum but were unsuccessful.  
• The survey was designed in 4 sections, of views about; role as general 

stakeholders of the EUnetHTA JA,  the SF, the EUnetHTA JA, workpackages 
of the EUnetHTA JA. 

• The survey included both ‘closed’ (allowing selection of a pre-defined 
response) and free-text, ‘open’ (allowing respondents to provide their own 
response) questions. 

• The survey was designed as a web-based survey and was hosted by 
surveymonkey.com 

• It was designed by the NETSCC WP3 evaluation team (Dr Eleanor Guegan 
and Dr Andrew Cook). 

• A copy of the survey is included in Appendix 1. 
 

 

1.2  Survey Piloting 
• The survey was piloted by non-native English language speakers for clarity 

and content from NETSCC. 
• The survey was piloted by the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat, members of the 

EUnetHTA JA Executive Committee and a representative from the EU 
Commission DG-Sanco (Anders-LamarkTysse). 

 

1.3  Survey Delivery 
• The contact details of the 5 stakeholder umbrella organisations who had 

applied to join the Stakeholder Forum but had been unsuccessful were 
obtained from the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat.  

• A pre-notification email was sent to survey recipients on 12 August 2010.     . 
• The survey invitation email containing the survey weblink was sent from 

surveymonkey on 20 August with a return date of 3 September.  
• As of 3 September there were 4 responses and a follow-up email was sent to 

the non-respondent, with a return date of 15 September.  
• By 15 September 2010 there were 5 responses. 

 

1.4  Response Rate 
• All 5 of the recipients surveyed responded.  

 

1.5  Analysis 
• The quantitative responses were analysed using Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (version 16) and the qualitative responses with NVivo 
(version 8).  

• The qualitative components were analysed into themes according to iterative 
grounded theory. 
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Chapter 2  EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders 
 
 

2.1  What the stakeholder will offer the EUnetHTA JA 
 
Q.  What do you think you will offer by being a Stakeholder for the 
EUnetHTA Joint Action? 
 
This question was answered by all 5 (100%) of the respondents. The comments were 
categorised; 
 

• Specialised HTA Knowledge (n=5) 
Unsurprisingly all the respondents emphasised the specialised HTA knowledge that 
their umbrella organisations represent and can bring to the EUnetHTA JA; biologicals 
and personalised medicine and effects upon drug development, from manufacturers 
of non-prescription drugs, from the IVD industry, from patient and public groups eg 
about the ‘real life’ use of health technologies and the medicines distribution sector. 
 

• Specifications about EUnetHTA JA involvement (n=1) 
One respondent specified how they envisaged themselves being involved in the 
EUnetHTA JA; to specific workpackages & the Executive Committee, submitting 
comments on documents in advance to meetings directly to workpackage leaders & 
the Secretariat and providing response to consultation documents distributed to the 
eligible stakeholders (not within the SF). 
 

• Providing access to experts (n=2) 
Respondents identified the suggestion of experts as part of their role; on diagnostics 
and for medicines distribution. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• As a non-selected stakeholder, [our organisation] will provide its specific input 
and expertise to the EUnetHTA Joint Action Work Packages and the 
EUnetHTA Executive Committee. In particular, [our organisation] will 
constructively contribute to the agenda-setting process by submitting its 
comments on any circulated documents to the EUnetHTA Secretariat and the 
Lead Partners of the Work Packages ahead of the meetings.     [Our 
organisation]  also wishes to attend the e-meetings in order to ensure best 
possible contribution of the European IVD industry to any decisions, 
conclusions or recommendations taken by the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum, 
especially when they have a direct impact on the activities of [our] member 
companies (e.g. selection of cases for HTA pilots and the development of 
methodologies for IVDs).    Moreover, [we] intend to liaise directly with the 
Lead Partners of the Work Packages and the EUnetHTA Secretariat to 
propose experts on diagnostics to support the activities of the Work Packages 
in accordance with the 3-year EUnetHTA Joint Action Work Plan.     Finally, 
[we] will respond to any consultations of relevance that may be addressed to 
the eligible stakeholders that were not selected for direct membership of the 
Stakeholder Forum over the course of the EUnetHTA Joint Action 2010-2012. 

• Patient organisations - in representing patient views - bring a unique 
perspective to HTA discussions.  It is the patient and the public who are the 
group most affected by HTA decicions and it is essential therefore that their 
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perspective is included in the decision making process. As stakeholders in 
EUnetHTA, patient groups are able to contribute important views on how 
decisions taken at EU level will impact on different groups of patients such as 
those with different illnesses and those in different socio-economic 
circumstances (such as hard-to-reach groups). Patient groups are also able 
to contirbute important information about how health technologies are used in 
the real world and this is a crucial aspect of HTA which may not currently 
receive sufficient attention - issues such as concordance with treatment, 
which has significant impact on the effect of a technology.   Patient groups 
are able to reach large numbers of the public and provide an important 
conduit between HTA protagonists and the public and patients. 

• [Our organisation] would like to join the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum to 
bring into focus the medicines distribution sector as a subject of HTA and to 
provide an access point for expert advice on this subject. We would like to 
inform policy and healthcare decision makers in European countries how the 
pharmaceutical full-line wholesale model as a health technology can 
contribute to bringing about high quality, safe, sustainable, and efficient 
distribution of medicines to guarantee equity in access and best value for 
money for Europe patients.    [Our organisation] would contribute to the 
Forum by highlighting the impact of sub-optimal use of available distribution 
technologies and models on the short- and long-term costs for Europe’s 
health care systems, broader public sector resources and potential inequities 
in patient access to medicines.       COSTS  A recent study of the U.S. market 
shows that full replacement costs of full-line wholesalers with direct 
distribution by manufacturers on a daily basis, assuming current provider 
service levels, would add at least $33.9 billion per year to the overall industry 
costs, or 15.5% of total pharmaceutical sales. This represents the value that 
distributors provide to the supply chain given current service levels. If 
manufacturers chose an alternative approach of weekly provider deliveries 
(the lowest cost alternative), the incremental cost to the system would be at 
least $6.8 billion. This represents an increase to the system equal to 
approximately 3.1% of total pharmaceutical sales. These dramatic increases 
in cost are driven primarily by the loss of an ability to aggregate products; 
resulting in dramatic increases in shipping, order processing and handling 
costs for manufacturers and providers.  The full-line wholesaling business 
model is extremely efficient, reducing transactions in pharmaceutical 
distribution from 528 billion without wholesalers' involvement to merely 28 
billion per year.    ACCESS TO MEDICINES  Aside from the quantifiable 
operating cost considerations, there are a number of other significant 
obstacles that would need to be overcome (e.g., poor fit for the manufacturer 
and provider core competencies, likely reductions in service levels, 
manufacturer and provider increased capital expenses, lack of provider 
storage space). Furthermore, the European Health Forum and its Working 
Group Pricing for example pointed out in an excellent paper on “Ensuring 
access to medicines in small markets in Europe” the value of the public 
service function that full-line wholesalers fulfil by making all medicines 
available through pharmacies for the patients in Europe whenever and 
wherever they are needed. It is clearly indicated in the paper that the absence 
of a full-line wholesaling function in a country is one of the main reasons why 
patients lack access to medicines. 

• Input of the knowledge and expertise of the manufacturers of non-prescription 
medicines, which produce 50% of all medicines. 

• There are two major benefits that [our organisation] will bring to the table 
regarding the EUnetHTA Joint Action.  First, [] we have through our members 
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a wide range on expertise in relation to HTA/CER on biologics and the new 
area of personlized medicin. The expertise will provide the EUnetHTA JA with 
information concerning but not limitied to the implications to drug 
development strategies:   - How to include factors of the external environment 
into drug development strategies   - Implications of EUnetHTA on drug 
development and pharmaceutical businesss   - Great insight into the 
technologies (Biologics and personlized medicine) that are under the 
EUnetHTA  JA process   - Methodological expertise 

 
 

2.2  What the stakeholder expects to gain from the EUnetHTA JA 
 
 

Q. What do you think you will gain from being a Stakeholder for the 
EUnetHTA Joint Action? 

 
This question was answered by all 5 of the respondents (100%). However, one of the 
comments addressed what the EUnetHTA JA would gain from their involvement & 
indicated they had not comprehended the question (this comment has been moved 
to the appropriate section). The comments were categorised; 
 

• Representation of facets of HTA expertise (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated a ‘publicity role’ in representing the views of their 
organisation members particular area of HTA expertise within the EUnetHTA JA; 
non-prescription medicines, the medicines distribution sector and the IVD 
industry. 
 
• Involvement in the work of the EUnetHTA JA (n=2) 
One respondent indicated a general comment about obtaining insight into the 
‘work of the EUnetHTA JA’. Another specified the benefits of access to 
documents and involvement of experts, ‘timely access to written material from the 
EUnetHTA JA Secretariat and direct engagement in the specific work packages’. 
 
• Specific benefits to stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent indicated they hoped to obtained specific benefits for their 
members; a recognition of the differences of IVDs in pilots and methods leading 
to development of ‘fast track HTA for IVDs’. 
 
• Not Applicable (n=1) 
One respondent seemed to either be confused by the wording of the question or 
the concept of stakeholders within the EUnetHTA JA; they thought that because 
they were not accepted into the SF that they have not been accepted as a 
stakeholder. 
 

Verbatim comments; 
• As a stakeholder for the EUnetHTA Joint Action, [our organisation] will benefit 

from timely access to written material from the EUnetHTA Secretariat and 
direct engagement in the specific work packages (e.g. the nomination of 
relevant experts) in order to represent the views of the IVD industry on HTA 
despite its exclusion from the Stakeholder Forum.    Through its involvement 
as a recognised stakeholder of the EUnetHTA Joint Action, [our organisation] 
hopes to obtain more harmonised rules on HTA of IVD products throughout 
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Europe. In particular, HTA pilots and methodology sets that will result from 
the EUnetHTA Joint Action should take account of the specifics of IVDs that 
differentiate them from pharmaceuticals and medical devices and therefore 
should be reflected in the development of a “fast track HTA for IVDs”. 

• There are several things that EUnetHTA will gain from having [us] as a 
stakeholder. The HTA development in EU over the last 20-10 years has been 
a strong driver in shaping the environment of the pharmaceutical sector. This 
has implied that HTA developments are high on the agenda of many 
stakeholders in the health care sector (manuefactors, payers, providers and 
patients) and something that is both considered a threat and an opportunity. 
Uncertainty regarding the assessment of drugs imply uncertainty in the drug 
development process which could lead to potential drug developments 
projects being closed down prematurely. Currently, the there is no real 
concensus on whether to support or work against further developments and 
power to the HTA agencies and this lack of concensus is true among patients, 
providers and manuefactors. The EUnetHTA JA will gain from including all 
stakeholders, having wide and open dialogue, full transparentcy in 
processess and a participatory role for all stakeholders. Have stakeholders 
included in this way is perhaps the only way in which the sceptics with in the 
industry, patient organisations and physicians can come at ease with the 
uncertain consequences of having EUnetHTA JA and further developments of 
HTA. The real issue is not what the stakeholders can bring the EUnetHTA JA,  
but much more what full engagement with stakeholders (open, participatory, 
transparent and real) can bring to the EUnetHTA JA in terms of support, 
understanding, reduced on sceptism and creation of winners on both sides. 

• Insight in the work of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. Drawing attention to the 
particularities of non-prescription medicines and its contribution to public 
health. 

• Impossible to answer as [our organisation] was not accepted as a stakeholder. 
• [Our organisation] would be enabled to bring into focus the medicines 

distribution sector as a subject of HTA. 
 

 

2.3  Consideration of stakeholders’ views 
 
Q.  Do you feel confident that the views of Stakeholders will be 
adequately considered in the EUnetHTA JA? 
 
All 5 respondents (100%) answered this question; the majority were not confident 
that stakeholders’ views would be adequately considered in the EUnetHTA JA (n=4, 
80%) whilst one was confident they would be. 
 
 
Please explain any concerns about how Stakeholders' views will be 
considered. 
 
A comment was provided by all five respondents and were categorised; 
 

• Other organisations do not possess the expertise (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated that the unique expertise of their members was so 
specialised that they could not be represented by other organisations eg, ‘As the 
knowledge of each stakeholder organisation is mainly focused on the industry sector 
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it represents, the expression of one industry stakeholder’s views through another 
stakeholder will not allow for an optimal representation of product-specific expertise’. 
These organisations represented IVDs, non-prescription medicines (and self care) 
and ‘practical experience of HTA’. 

• Not Applicable (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that they did not have a representative and therefore their 
views can not be represented at the SF. However, in fact they should be represented 
at the SF by another representative. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• We can not be represented by any other organization due to our unique 
expertise in the area of self-care and non-prescription medicines. 

• In his letter to you [name] [date], Andrzej Rys, Director Public Health and Risk 
Assessment of the European Commission points out that “comments and 
input can be provided through the Stakeholder Forum Member of their [i.e. 
the organisation and its members] choice.”    Nevertheless, in a highly 
specialised industry environment, it is not realistic to expect that the views of 
the European IVD industry could be represented adequately by any other 
body than [us] as IVDs clearly differentiate themselves from other healthcare 
products, like e.g. pharmaceuticals, medical devices or diagnostic imaging 
equipment, and therefore require a different approach HTA.     A first key 
differentiator from other healthcare products is that IVDs are not primarily 
intended to achieve a therapeutic effect, but instead serve mainly for the 
diagnosis of a disease or as monitoring tools to improve and optimise disease 
management. In fact, IVD tests deliver data that will lead to a therapeutic 
decision. Thereby, the patient and medical outcomes do not solely depend on 
the IVD test.     Another key differentiator from other healthcare products lies 
within the short life cycles and high innovation rates of IVDs (e.g. frequent 
improvements in sensitivity), as well as in their significantly shorter 
development phases. Therefore, the methodologies applied to IVDs differ 
substantially from those applied to pharmaceuticals where relative 
effectiveness and efficacy are assessed in long-term randomised controlled 
trials as the gold standard. In addition, and especially in the case of patient 
self-testing, the impact of IVDs often depends on the skills and education of 
both the patient and the healthcare practitioner and their ability to respond to 
the data in order to reveal potential beneficial effects of the intervention. 
Furthermore, the growing impact of personalised medicine in healthcare is 
also likely to ask for specific HTA methodologies.      As the knowledge of 
each stakeholder organisation is mainly focused on the industry sector it 
represents, the expression of one industry stakeholder’s views through 
another stakeholder will not allow for an optimal representation of product-
specific expertise, e.g. on IVDs. [Our organisation] is also afraid this lack of 
expertise will affect the overall quality of the Stakeholder Forum. 

• This question does not apply to [our organisation] as we do not currently hold 
a seat in the Stakeholder Forum. Consequently our views are not adequately 
expressed by our representative. 

• We don't have any representative 
• I don't think the groups at the table have the practical experience of HTA that 

[our organisation] has. 
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Chapter 3  Results – EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum 
(SF) 

 
 
 

3.1 Awareness of EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum 
 

Q. How did your organisation become aware of the EUnetHTA Joint 
Action Stakeholder Forum? 

 
A response was provided by all 5 respondents (100%) and were categorised; 
 

• EUnetHTA JA (n=2) 
One respondent cited the ‘EUnetHTA website’ and one thought they were 
contacted directly by EUnetHTA. 
 
• European Pharma Forum (n=1) 
One respondent cited this group and in particular the working group on relative 
effectiveness. 
 
• EU Commission (n=1) 
One respondent cited awareness of the EUnetHTA 2006-2008 project and 
informed by the EU Commission about the next stage of the project. 
 
• Unspecified invitation (n=1) 
One respondent cited ‘an invitation to attend the HTA meeting on November 6 
2009’, but not from where the invitation originated. 

 
Verbatim comments; 

• Health Technology Assessment is of growing importance for the IVD industry. 
This can clearly be seen by the fact that a number of national agencies is 
currently developing guidelines and core models for HTA that address the 
specific requirements of IVDs.    Representing the IVD industry active in 
Europe, [our organisation] has a high interest in a more harmonised market 
access procedure and the development of a core model for the HTA of 
diagnostics at European level and therefore has closely been monitoring 
previous activities of regional and national HTA institutions, research units 
and health policymakers and in particular the EUnetHTA Project which ran 
from 2006-2008.    Through its network of contacts within the European 
Commission, [our organisation] was then informed about the new phase of 
the EUnetHTA, offering an ideal opportunity to exchange information with 
other healthcare stakeholders and to advocate the development of IVD-
specific HTAs in European countries via the Stakeholder Forum. 

• We were member of the European Pharma Forum and of the working group 
on relative effectiveness. 

• As an organisation with a strong interest in HTA we keep an eye on the 
EUnetHTA website and saw the call for stakeholder interest. 

• We received an invitation to attend the HTA meeting on November 6, 2009, in 
Brussels. 

• Don't know - contacted by EUnetHTA I think 
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3.2   Reason for applying to the EUnetHTA JA SF 
 

Q. Why did your organisation apply to be a member of the 
Stakeholder Forum? 

 
A comment was provided by 5 respondents (100%) and were categorised; 
 

• Representation of specialist HTA knowledge (n=4) 
respondents applied to represent knowledge in specialist HTA areas; 
neurological diseases, drug development, ivd and medicines distribution. 

 
• Knowledge and expertise in HTA (n=2) 

   Two respondents cited a reason for applied because of their knowledge and 
expertise in HTA. 
 

• Facilitation of experts (n=1) 
One respondent identified the identification of experts to contribute to the 
EUnetHTA JA. 

 
• To enable dissemination (n=1) 
One respondent said that they needed to be involved in the EUnetHTA JA to be 
able to disseminate about it, ‘….it would not be possible for [us] to endorse and 
advocate for a process if we do not know how the process is runned’. 

 
Verbatim comments; 

•  [Our organisation] represents members that produces the products that are 
the basis for work of the EUnetHTA JA. Also, [our organisation] have through 
their members great expertise on: 
- How to include factors of the external environment into drug development 
strategies 
- Implications of EUnetHTA on drug development and pharmaceutical 
businesss 
- Great insight into the technologies (Biologics and personlized medicine) that 
are under the EUnetHTA  
Further it would not be possible for [our organisation] to endorse and 
advocate for a process if we do not know how this process is runned. 

• Health Technology Assessment is of growing importance for the IVD industry. 
This can clearly be seen by the fact that a number of national agencies is 
currently developing guidelines and core models for HTA that address the 
specific requirements of IVDs. 
Representing the IVD industry active in Europe, [our organisation] has a high 
interest in a more harmonised market access procedure and the development 
of a core model for the HTA of diagnostics at European level and therefore 
has closely been monitoring previous activities of regional and national HTA 
institutions, research units and health policymakers and in particular the 
EUnetHTA Project which ran from 2006-2008. 
Through its network of contacts within the European Commission, [our 
organisation] was then informed about the new phase of the EUnetHTA, 
offering an ideal opportunity to exchange information with other healthcare 
stakeholders and to advocate the development of IVD-specific HTAs in 
European countries via the Stakeholder Forum. 

• To contribute to the work of the EUnetHTA Joint Action. 
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• [Our organisation] applied to the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum to bring into 
focus the medicines distribution sector as a subject of HTA and to provide an 
access point for expert advice on this subject. 

• [Our organisation] applied because it belived its knowledge and expertise in 
HTA, and longstanding interest demonstrated by its role in the development 
of a toolkit for patient groups on how to contirbute to HTA (now translated into 
Spanish, Swedish, Mandarin, Polish and Italian) and its work with the LSE to 
develop and deliver a training course on HTA for patient groups (currently 
being delivered for the fourth time) means that we believe we can make a 
significant contribution to EUnetHTA. 
Neurological diseases are going to have an increasing importance in 
healthcare decisions because many neurological illnesses are associated 
with old age and we have an ageing population, so we believe [our 
organisation] has a perspective that is important in HTA decision making. 

 
 
 
 

 15



 

3.3   Thoughts about what membership of the SF would have involved 
 

Q. What did you think your role as a member of the Stakeholder 
Forum would have involved? 

 
This question was answered by all 5 respondents (100%), although one referred to 
the answer to another question. The comments were categorised; 
 

• Provision of specialist information from expertise into the EUnetHTA JA 
(n=3) 

Three respondents indicated the provision of specialist HTA knowledge; drug 
development, biologicals & personalised medicine, IVD technologies and general, 
‘provide expertise’. 
 

• Provide information from EUnetHTA JA to their members (n=3) 
Three respondents indicated that they would inform their membership about the 
EUnetHTA JA; a conduit with patient groups, general and to allay fears; ‘A very 
important role would have been to communicate to our own members directly about 
the work in the EUnetHTA JA which will have implied that sceptics would have been 
provided with information that would have reduced their worries and uncertainties.’ 
 

• Attending meetings (n=3) 
Three respondents cited attending meetings eg, ‘Our role would have been to attend 
appropriate EUnetHTA meetings’. 
 

• Responding to consultations (n=2) 
Two respondents indicated that they would respond to EUnetHTA JA consultations. 
 

• Involvement in EUnetHTA workpackages (n=1) 
One respondent cited, ‘the constructive participation to the Work Packages’. 
 

• Facilitation of experts (n=1) 
One respondent cited the facilitation of experts within their HTA speciality. 
 

• Information sharing with other stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent cited the, ‘productive flow of information’ between them and other 
stakeholders. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• [Our organisation] have through their members great expertise on:   - How to 
include factors of the external environment into drug development strategies   
- Implications of EUnetHTA on drug development and pharmaceutical 
businesss   - Great insight into the technologies (Biologics and personlized 
medicine) that are under the EUnetHTA  Providing the EUnetHTA JA with 
these insights is of course a huge role as a member of the stakeholders 
Forum. A very important role would have been to communicate to our own 
members directly about the work in the EUnetHTA JA which will have implied 
that sceptics would have been provided with information that would have 
reduced their worries and uncertainties. 

• Attendance of the meetings  * Provide expertise  * Inform membership 
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• Through participation to the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum, [our organisation] 
would have highlighted the essential role of IVDs within the healthcare value 
chain and ensured a better and more productive flow of information between 
manufacturers of IVD technologies and the other stakeholders involved. [Our 
organisation’s] members are in a privileged position to provide the EUnetHTA 
Stakeholder Forum with the most up-to-date information on market access 
regulations for IVD technologies at the international level. With regard to 
reimbursement decisions, our member companies expect to be significantly 
affected by HTA in the future. In this context, [our organisation] wishes to 
emphasise that enhancing the use of IVDs in national screening programmes 
involving IVD tests will in fact trigger an overall decline of healthcare 
expenditure as spending on IVDs is an investment in the future health of 
citizens.    As the development of comprehensive core models for HTA should 
involve the views of all affected stakeholders, [our organisation] would have 
provided the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum with its experience and expertise 
in the specific area of IVDs. In particular, this involvement would have 
comprised the regular attendance of meetings, the timely contribution to 
stakeholder consultations on deliverables and the constructive participation to 
the Work Packages as well as the facilitation of experts on IVD-related issues. 

• Our role would have been to attend appropriate EUnetHTA meetings, to 
respond to EUnetHTA consultaitons and to provide a conduit to a range of 
patient groups (through [our organisation] and through the participants of the 
training courses) to ensure widespread understanding of EUnetHTA activities. 

• Please consult our answer to question 1. 
 
 

3.4    Perceived SF’s loss by non-inclusion of the organisation 
 
 

Q. What will the Stakeholder Forum miss by your organisation not 
being a member of the Stakeholder Forum (but having access 
to documents and the opportunity to comment on them in 
writing)? 

 
This question was answered by all 5 respondents (100%). The comments were 
categorised; 
 

• Expertise of key players (n=3) 
Respondents indicated a resultant lack of expertise by their organisation not being a 
member of the SF; self-care, non-prescription medicines & relation to social security, 
ivds and the pharmaceutical distribution sector. 
 

• Active engagement (n=1) 
Active engagement from committed stakeholders, ‘The opportunity to upfront have 
engaged stakeholders in a very constructively manner’. 
 

• Exclusion leading to decreased scope of EUnetHTA JA activities (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that the exclusion of their speciality (ivd) leads to 
decreased scope of the EUnetHTA JA activities, ‘IVDs clearly differentiate 
themselves from pharmaceuticals or medical devices which should be reflected in the 
development of a “fast track HTA for IVDs”. 
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• Increasing confidence in the EUnetHTA JA (n=1) 

One respondent thought they would have increased confidence from the industry 
about the EUnetHTA JA, ‘…mitigated scepticism and worries on behalf of the 
industry’. 
 

• Non receipt of documents (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that they had not received access to the documents 
discussed in the SF. 
 

• Inclusion of less-experienced representatives (n=1) 
One respondent cited concern that the stakeholder included within the SF for their 
group – patient organisations was less experienced and has less competency in HTA, 
‘The approach taken - to ignore whether the patient group stakehodlers have any 
competency in HTA - means that the input from a patient group based on experience 
is missing.  We believe that this is a major disadvantage for EUnetHTA’. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Insight in the area of self-care and non-prescription medicines and their 
importance to social security bodies. 

• By rejecting [our organisation’s] request to form part of the industry group of 
the EUnetHTA Stakeholder Forum, the specific value of IVDs and the 
longstanding commitment of our industry to the development of ground-
breaking technologies for the benefit of patients risk to be ignored. IVDs 
contribute to improving the quality of life of patients with acute and potentially 
fatal as well as chronic and rare conditions all over Europe and play a most 
vital role in modern healthcare systems by influencing ca. 70% of clinical 
decisions.    Based on more than 30 years of experience, the contribution of 
[our organisation] would have therefore been highly beneficial to the overall 
outcome of the Stakeholder Forum. However, as it currently stands, the lack 
of expertise regarding IVDs and their specific characteristics will clearly limit 
the work of the involved stakeholders. From our point of view, this is plainly 
undesirable, even more so since, based on objective facts and literature 
research, it is not clear why – in terms of strategic value, diversity of interests 
and relative impact of HTA to market access and policy relevance – other 
health industry sectors were chosen to participate in the Stakeholder Forum 
over the IVD sector.     IVDs clearly differentiate themselves from 
pharmaceuticals or medical devices which should be reflected in the 
development of a “fast track HTA for IVDs”. Applying the same requirements 
and methodology set to both IVDs and pharmaceuticals or medical devices  
would not reflect the profound differences between these products. A “fast 
track HTA” that takes account of the specifics of IVDs would clearly ensure 
the most beneficial clinical, patient and economic outcomes. 

•  [Our organisation] is the voice of the pharmaceutical distribution sector. 
Furthermore, [our organisation] did not have adequate access to documents 
discussed in the Stakeholder Forum. 

• The opportunity to upfront have engaged stakeholders in a very construtively 
manner and mitigated sceptism and worries on behalf of the industry. 

• The stakeholder forum will miss the opportunity to have informed views from 
patient organisations.  The approach taken - to ignore whether the patient 
group stakehodlers have any competency in HTA - means that the input from 
a patient group based on experience is missing.  We believe that this is a 
major disadvantage for EUnetHTA. 
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3.5   Set-up of the SF 
 
Q. Was the process of setting up the Stakeholder Forum 

straightforward? 
 
This question was answered by all 5 of the respondents (100%); 2 did not know 
(40%), 2 thought it was not a straightforward process (40%), whilst 1 thought it was a 
straightforward process (20%). 
 
Please explain any concerns about the setting up of the Stakeholder Forum; 
A comment was provided by 3 respondents about the set-up process and were 
categorised; 
 

• Organised to fulfil certain type of stakeholder involvement (n=1) 
One respondent cited that the organisation seemed geared towards a certain type of 
stakeholder, ‘the process seemed mediated to accommodate a buraecratic need for 
a certain type of stakeholder involvement’. 
 

• Unclear choice of health industry selection (n=1) 
One respondent found the selection of health industries to participate in the SF 
confusing, ‘The situation was even more complicated by the fact that the Stakeholder 
Involvement Policy SOP had not listed any criteria for the composition of the 
stakeholder groups of the Stakeholder Forum other than the fact that the 
representation should be balanced 
 

• Lack of clarity about why an applicant was declared eligible but was not 
selected (n=1) 

One applicant would have appreciated greater clarity about the decision process, ‘the 
limited insight into the various rationales behind the composition of the industry 
stakeholder group which was decided by the EUnetHTA Secretariat does not explain 
why [our organisation] was declared eligible, but not accepted as a member of the 
Stakeholder Forum.’ 
 

• Complexity in assigning representative (n=1) 
One respondent emphasised the difficulty in assigning expertise representatives to 
the SF, ‘However, such arrangement does not take account of the complementary 
input and experience which can be provided by each of the eligible stakeholders, 
which made it an extremely challenging task to identify a suitable compromise for the 
composition of the Stakeholder Forum.’ 
 

• Learning process within the project 
One respondent suggested that it depended on a learning process, It seems that 
stakeholder involvement required a kind of learning process within the project. 
 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• It depends on the perspective - the process seemed mediated to 
accommodate a buraecratic need for a certain type of stakeholder 
involvement. 

• It seems that stakeholder involvement required a kind of learning process 
within the project. 

• According to the Stakeholder Involvement Policy SOP, the interested 
organisations are to propose amongst themselves up to four candidates for 
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the Stakeholder Forum if there are more than four eligible organisations 
belonging to the same stakeholder group. However, such arrangement does 
not take account of the complementary input and experience which can be 
provided by each of the eligible stakeholders, which made it an extremely 
challenging task to identify a suitable compromise for the composition of the 
Stakeholder Forum 2010-2012. The situation was even more complicated by 
the fact that the Stakeholder Involvement Policy SOP had not listed any 
criteria for the composition of the stakeholder groups of the Stakeholder 
Forum other than the fact that the representation should be balanced.     
Unfortunately, the limited insight into the various rationales behind the 
composition of the industry stakeholder group which was decided by the 
EUnetHTA Secretariat does not explain why [our organisation] was declared 
eligible, but not accepted as a member of the Stakeholder Forum. [our] 
membership brings together 23 National Associations and 42 major 
companies engaged in the research, development, manufacturing or 
distribution of IVD products in Europe. Through its affiliated National 
Associations, [our organisation] represent in total more than 500 companies 
across Europe and therefore could have provided valuable contributions to 
the Stakeholder Forum. 

 
 

3.6   Expression of views within the SF 
 
 
Q.  Do you think your views will be adequately expressed in the 
Stakeholder Forum by your representative? 
 
All 5 survey respondent organisations did not believe that their views would be 
adequately expressed by their representative in the Stakeholder Forum (100%).  
 
All 5 respondents provided a comment about concern about how their views will be 
expressed and these were categorised; 
 

• Representative do not have enough experience (n=3) 
 Three respondents indicated that the representative nominated to represent them 
did not have the expertise or experience to do so adequately; general experience, 
self-care & non-prescription medicines and ivds eg, ‘As the knowledge of each 
stakeholder organisation is mainly focused on the industry sector it represents, the 
expression of one industry stakeholder’s views through another stakeholder will not 
allow for an optimal representation of product-specific expertise’. 
 

• No representative on SF forum (n=2) 
Two respondents stated that their views would not be expressed in the SF because 
they don’t have a representative.  
 
 
Please explain any concerns about how your views will be expressed. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• We don't have any representative 
• We can not be represented by any other organization due to our unique 

expertise in the area of self-care and non-prescription medicines. 
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• In his letter to [us] Director General Christine Tarrajat from 16 July 2010, 
Andrzej Rys, Director Public Health and Risk Assessment of the European 
Commission points out that “comments and input can be provided through the 
Stakeholder Forum Member of their [i.e. the [our organisation] and its 
members] choice.”    Nevertheless, in a highly specialised industry 
environment, it is not realistic to expect that the views of the European IVD 
industry could be represented adequately by any other body than [our 
organisation] as IVDs clearly differentiate themselves from other healthcare 
products, like e.g. pharmaceuticals, medical devices or diagnostic imaging 
equipment, and therefore require a different approach HTA.     A first key 
differentiator from other healthcare products is that IVDs are not primarily 
intended to achieve a therapeutic effect, but instead serve mainly for the 
diagnosis of a disease or as monitoring tools to improve and optimise disease 
management. In fact, IVD tests deliver data that will lead to a therapeutic 
decision. Thereby, the patient and medical outcomes do not solely depend on 
the IVD test. Another key differentiator from other healthcare products lies 
within the short life cycles and high innovation rates of IVDs (e.g. frequent 
improvements in sensitivity), as well as in their significantly shorter 
development phases. Therefore, the methodologies applied to IVDs differ 
substantially from those applied to pharmaceuticals where relative 
effectiveness and efficacy are assessed in long-term randomised controlled 
trials as the gold standard. In addition, and especially in the case of patient 
self-testing, the impact of IVDs often depends on the skills and education of 
both the patient and the healthcare practitioner and their ability to respond to 
the data in order to reveal potential beneficial effects of the intervention. 
Furthermore, the growing impact of personalised medicine in healthcare is 
also likely to ask for specific HTA methodologies.      As the knowledge of 
each stakeholder organisation is mainly focused on the industry sector it 
represents, the expression of one industry stakeholder’s views through 
another stakeholder will not allow for an optimal representation of product-
specific expertise, e.g. on IVDs. [Our organisation] is also afraid this lack of 
expertise will affect the overall quality of the Stakeholder Forum. 

• I don't think the groups at the table have the practical experience of HTA that 
[our organisation] has. 

• This question does not apply to [us] as we do not currently hold a seat in the 
Stakeholder Forum. Consequently our views are not adequately expressed by 
our representative. 

 
 

 

3.7  Comments about SF documents 
 
 

Q. Do you have any comments about the Stakeholder Involvement 
Policy & Standard Operating Procedure documents as well as 
the expert involvement procedure? 

 
All five of the respondents provided a comment about the SF documents (100%) and 
these were categorised; 
 

• Comments already provided to the Secretariat (n=3) 
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Three respondents indicated that they had already provided their comments to the 
EUnetHTA JA Secretariat; no extra comments were provided. 
 

• Too restrictive involvement (n=2) 
Two respondents commented that the procedure should have enabled the inclusion 
of all stakeholders (one emphasised the expertise of industry). 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• It should have been including all stakeholders 
• Too restrictive; not sufficiently taking into account the expertise of the industry. 
• YES. [Our organisation] has submitted a modified version of the documents 

on stakeholder and expert involvement to the EUnetHTA Secretariat via email 
on 27 August 2010. 

• [Our organisation] gave feedback in the consultaion process 
• We have no further comments about the Stakeholder Involvement Policy & 

Standard Operating Procedure documents or the expert involvement 
procedure. 

 
 

3.8  Confidence about receiving SF feedback 
 

Q. Do you feel confident that adequate feedback about the 
EUnetHTA JA will be provided to Stakeholders? 

 
This question was answered by all 5 of the respondents (100%); 3 stated that they 
did not know (60%), 1 thought it would not (20%) and 1 thought it would (20%). 
 
Please explain any concerns you have about the provision of feedback to 
Stakeholders. 
A comment was provided by 4 respondents and these have been categorised; 
 

• Limited knowledge about EUnetHTA and its activities (n=1) 
Concern about stakeholders having limited knowledge about EUnetHTA 
generally. 
 
• General concerns (n=1) 
One respondent express general doubt that stakeholders would be kept 
adequately informed, ‘have yet to be convinced that all relevant stakeholders will 
be kept fully informed of what is happening.’ 
 
• Specific concerns (n=1) 
One respondent expressed concern that they would not be involved in their 
specialty; ivds 
 
• Confusion about identification & informing of wider stakeholders (n=1) 
One respondent commented about wider stakeholders (beyond the EUnetHTA 
JA and the SF), and confusion about how they will be identified. 

 
• Recognition of receipt of documents (n=1) 
One respondent commented that they knew that they would receive copies of the 
documents, ‘[We] is aware of the fact that all documents will be circulated to 
stakeholders, even if they were not accepted as members of the Stakeholder 
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Forum. Thereby, [we] will be able to relay any important information to its 
members, in particular the experts of the HTA Task Force.’ 
 
• Communication of information between many people (n=1) 

One respondent emphasised that the information would need to pass through many 
people due to limited constitution of the SF, ‘As the number of stakeholders is limited 
the information has to passe through a greater number of people or through greater 
for a in order to be communicated to all stakeholders’. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• have yet to be convinced that all relevant stakeholders will be kept fully 
informed of what is happening. There is liimited knowledge about EUnetHTA 
and its activities and role among many stakeholders (let alone knowledge 
about HTA itself) so I am not sure how stakeholders will be identified and 
informed. 

• As the number of stakeholders is limited the information has to passe through 
a greater number of people or through greater for a in order to be 
communicated to all stakeholders 

• [Our organisation] is aware of the fact that all documents will be circulated to 
stakeholders, even if they were not accepted as members of the Stakeholder 
Forum. Thereby, [our organisation] will be able to relay any important 
information to its members, in particular the experts of the HTA Task Force. 
However, [we] believes that it would have been important to be more directly 
involved as IVDs represent an important element of the healthcare chain and 
their correct Assessment and timely market access will have a considerable 
impact on patients and overall healthcare systems 

• It is too early to say if sufficient feedback will be provided. Some pieces of 
information received were comprehensive and gave a good insight in general 
terms. We noticed the good intentions to provide some feedback but are 
uncertain to what extent this will also cover key areas of the project until 
2012.. 
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Chapter 4  Results – EUnetHTA JA 
 
 
 
 

4.1 Potential for EUnetHTA JA to meet its objectives 
 
Q. Do you think that the EUnetHTA Joint Action will be successful in 
achieving its objectives? 

 
• Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 

European collaboration on HTA. 
• Development of HTA tools & methods. 
• Application and field testing of developed tools & methods. 
 

 
1. Development of a general strategy & business model for sustainable 

European collaboration on HTA. 
All 5 of the respondents (100%) answered the question; 4 did not know (80%) whilst 
1 thought that this would be achieved (20%). 
 
One respondent expressed concern, emphasising that it was important to get 
everyone on board and that restricting stakeholder inclusion was counter-productive; 
‘I think that there is great uncertainty on whether EUnetHTA JA will be able to 
develop a general strategy & business model for sustainable European collaboration 
on HTA - the hurdle is to get everybody on board. Limiting the number of 
stakeholders was not a step in the right direction’. 
 
 

2. Development of HTA tools & methods 
All 5 of the respondents (100%) answered the question; 2 did not know (40%) whilst 
3 thought this would be achieved (60%). One respondent questioned the willingness 
of partner agencies to collaborate together and emphasised the implications of 
different health systems, ‘Not sure that there will be willingness to work together from 
all HTA agencies to meet the objectives of a core HTA data set and common use of 
an analysis of effectiveness.  Also, context is important for HTA and the healthcare 
sytems are so different across EUrope that I don't yet see how context can be 
addressed.’ 
 

3. Application and field testing of developed tools & methods 
All 5 of the respondents (100%) answered this question; 2 did not know (40%), whilst 
3 thought this would be achieved (60%). There were no additional comments. 
 
Please describe any concerns about EUnetHTA Joint Action meeting its objectives. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• I am sure that tools and methods will be developed. However, I think that 
there is great uncertainty on whether EUnetHTA JA will be able to develop a 
general strategy & business model for sustainable European collaboration on 
HTA - the hurdle is to get everybody on board. Limiting the number of 
stakeholders was not a step in the right direction 
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• Not sure that there will be willingness to work together from all HTA agencies 
to meet the objectives of a core HTA data set and common use of an analysis 
of effectiveness.  Also, context is important for HTA and the healthcare 
sytems are so different across EUrope that I don't yet see how context can be 
addressed. 

 
 

4.2 Effect of the EUnetHTA JA’s organisational structure 
 
 

Q. What effect do you think organising the EUnetHTA Joint Action 
work in 8 workpackages will have? 

 
All 5 respondents answered this question (100%); 3 did not know (60%) and 2 
thought the structure was positive (40%). 
 
Please explain any concerns & how the EUnetHTA Joint Action could have been 
better organised. 
A comment was provided by one respondent and categorised; 
 

• Need for communication between the work areas (n=1) 
One respondent raised concern about the, “Potential for work to be carried out in 
silos and the interaction between different areas to not be incorporated.” 
 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Potential for work to be carried out in silos and the interaction between 
different areas to not be incorporated. 

 
 
 

4.3 Potential of the EUnetHTA JA as a sustainable European HTA 
collaboration 
 
 
Q. Do you think that the EUnetHTA Joint Action could serve as a 
foundation for a sustainable European collaboration at the end of the 
project? 
 
All 5 of the respondents answered this question (100%); 4 did not know (80%), whilst 
1 thought this would (20%). 
 
 
Please explain your answer; 
2 respondents provided comments, which were categorised; 
 

• Harness of support (n=1) 
One respondent indicated a requirement of gaining ‘widespread support’, presumably 
from the international HTA community and suggested that the charisma of the 
leadership was important in securing this. 
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• Stakeholder management (n=1) 

One respondent indicated the need to focus more on stakeholder management to 
increase confidence in the EUnetHTA JA. 

• Production of results (n=1) 
One respondent indicated the need to produce ‘real life results’ to increase 
confidence in the EUnetHTA JA. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Yes, if additional efforts are allocated towards stakeholder management and 
"real life results" can convert the sceptics to being more optimistic 

• I think that depends on the charisma of the leadership to gain widespread 
support. 

 
 

4.4 Functions of an ongoing European HTA collaboration 
 
 
Q. What do you think an ongoing European HTA collaboration should 
be doing? 
 
A response was provided by 3 respondents. These were categorised; 
 

• Simplifying the HTA process in different countries (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that a European collaboration should aim to make the 
process simpler for different countries. 
 

• Give guidance on HTA issues (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that a European collaboration should give guidance on 
specific HTA issues. 
 

• Ensure that certain quality standards are maintained (n=1) 
These include standards and common methods. 
 

• Consensus about effectiveness (n=1) 
 

 
Verbatim comments; 

• "LEAN" the process of having HTA hurdels in every member state 
• • Give guidance on specific issues e.g. technologies which are not clearly 

classifiable, (e.g. self-testing which needs patient and/or health care 
professional follow-up activities (such as treatment or lifestyle changes).    • 
Ensure that member states follow a minimum of standards and common 
methodologies in the assessment of health technologies.     [Our organisation] 
will be happy to contribute to this collaboration by providing a specific 
example where a Member State assessed a diagnostic monitoring test as if it 
was a pharmaceutical – not taking into account that a diagnostic test per se 
does not have any impact on the health status of a patient. The IVD test 
merely generates information from which the person in question and the 
attending physician have to draw the corresponding conclusions (changes in 
lifestyle, treatment adjustments etc.). 
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• It should be clarifying what constitutes effectiveness so that at least that 
assessment would be universal across Europe.  Patients cannot understand 
how some governments consider a drug to be sufficiently effective that it 
should be reimbursed and other governments dont.  A European collaboration 
should ensure that thre is a common view on effectiveness but the context - 
infrstructure, funding etc - varies from country to country. 
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Chapter 5  Results – EUnetHTA JA Workpackages 
 
 

5.1  Aims of WP4 
 
 

Q. What do you think are the aims of WP4? 
 
This question was answered by 5 of the respondents (100%) and the comments 
were categorised; 
 

• Process for producing core HTAs (n=2) 
Two respodents inciated that this workpackage aimed to facilitate the production of 
core HTAs; one expanded in depth that this would help standardisation and aid 
international use. 
 

• Creation of an on-line core HTA tool (n=2) 
Two respondents cited the production of an online tool for producing core HTAs eg, 
‘WP4 aims to provide an online toolbox for the application of HTAs to support a 
systematic and automated use of HTA through a shared and common structure’. 
 

• Strategy for European HTA collaboration (n=1) 
Erroneously, one respondent cited, ‘Strategy for sustainable European collaboration 
on HTA.’ This is the aim of WP8. 
 

• Unable to comment (n=2) 
Two respondents were unable to provide a comment; one because they didn’t have 
time, ‘since we are not a stakeholder’ whilst another had not received the documents. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Creat an easy-to-use online tool and service for producing and utilizing CORE 
HTAs. 

• Strategy for sustainable European collaboration on HTA. 
• [Our organisation] believes WP4 is an attempt to standardise structure and 

methodologies of health technology assessments as, even though there is 
international guidance available (e.g. from INAHTA), HTA applications are 
increasingly diverse. [Our organisation] also believes that core models would 
contribute to reducing the differences in content (and results) across local, 
national and regional boards. Moreover, [our organisation] understands that 
WP4 aims to provide an online toolbox for the application of HTAs to support 
a systematic and automated use of HTA through a shared and common 
structure. 

• I do not have the time to review individual workpackages and respond to 
these questions since we are not a stakeholder. 

• We have not received any documents about WP4. Consequently we cannot 
comment on them. 

 

 28



5.2  Concerns about WP4 
 
Do you have any concerns about WP4? 
 
Three respondents answered this question; one (33%) had no concerns whilst two 
had concerns (67%). 
 
 
Explanation about WP4 concerns. 
 
Two respondents provided a comment about concerns about WP4, which were 
classified; 
 

• Sufficient input of relevant industries (n=1) 
One respondent expressed concern that industry would be adequately involved,  

 
• Special process required for ivds (n=1) 

One respondent highlighted that ivds required a special process for HTA, ‘[Our 
organisation] advises the members of the EUnetHTA Joint Action to explore further 
ways of assessing an IVD, for instance through the so-called “fast track HTA-
procedure”’ and The main concern is, however, that the core models and 
methodologies that may result from this cooperation will not reflect the specific 
characteristics of IVD products. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Sufficient input of the concerned industries. 
• Different types of technologies – such as pharmaceuticals, medical devices, 

diagnostic imaging equipment and in vitro diagnostics – require different types 
of assessment and levels of evidence.     The actual in vitro examination (not 
to be confused with the sampling procedure) does not per se do “good” or 
“harm” in fact it has no direct impact on the patient – it is only the therapeutic 
decisions that are implemented following the diagnostic results which will do 
“good” or “harm”. An IVD generates information from which the person in 
question and the attending physician have to draw the corresponding 
conclusions (changes in lifestyle, treatment adjustments). In this regard, the 
applied concepts which are the basis of the HTA of pharmaceuticals are in 
fact not applicable to in vitro diagnostics.    [Our organisation] believes that 
the development of a standard core model for HTA that takes account of the 
specifics of IVDs would be a rather complex task. Therefore, [our organisation] 
advises the members of the EUnetHTA Joint Action to explore further ways of 
assessing an IVD, for instance through the so-called “fast track HTA-
procedure” which entered into force in Germany on 1 July 2010 
(Verfahrensordnung zur Beurteilung innovativer Laborleistungen im Hinblick 
auf Anpassungen des EBM). As [our organisation] members already have to 
comply by this procedure to access the German market, this model 
questionnaire could easily be expanded to other countries, too.    The main 
concern for [our organisation] members therefore is not the fact that HTA 
procedures will be harmonised throughout Europe - this will indeed facilitate 
market access procedures for [our organisation] members. The main concern 
is, however, that the core models and methodologies that may result from this 
cooperation will not reflect the specific characteristics of IVD products. 

 

 29



5.3   Aims of WP5 
 

Q. What do you think are the aims of WP5? 
 
This question was answered by 4 out of the 5 respondents. One of the respondents 
had no comments. The rest of the comments were categorised; 
 

• Develop methodological guidance for conducting relative effectiveness 
assessments (n=3) 

Two respondents indicated that WP5 aimed to develop methodological guidance 
for the relative effectiveness assessment of pharmaceuticals. 
 
• Develop principles for conducting relative effectiveness assessments 

(n=1) 
One respondent indicated that WP5 aimed to develop principles for relative 
effectiveness assessments. 
 
• Development of a specialised HTA Core Model (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that WP5 aims to develop a version of the HTA Core 
Model specific for pharmaceuticals. 
 
• Field testing of this special HTA Core Model (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that WP7 will perform testing of the specialised HTA 
Core Model for pharmaceuticals. 
 

Verbatim comments; 
• Develop the methodological basis for conducting relative effectiveness 

assessments 
• Develop principles and methodological guidance for relative effectiveness of 

pharmaceuticals. 
• The stated objective of WP5 is the integration of Relative Effectiveness 

Assessment (REA) of pharmaceuticals as a special version of the HTA Core 
Model. This will then be field tested for the development of tools and methods.    
Key concepts in the accomplishing of this include the following:    • Relative 
effectiveness – the extent to which an intervention does more good than harm 
compared to one or more intervention alternatives for achieving the desired 
results when provided under the usual circumstances of health care practice.    
• Efficacy - is the extent to which an intervention does more good than harm 
under ideal circumstances;    • Relative efficacy – can be defined as the 
extent to which an intervention does more good than harm, under ideal 
circumstances, compared to one or more alternative interventions;     • 
Effectiveness – is the extent to which an intervention does more good than 
harm when provided under the usual circumstances of health care practice.      
Based on these concepts a number of tasks are to be set up within WP5, 
ultimately to develop a methodology which will allow for rapid and full REA. 
The output of these assessments would then have an impact on 
reimbursement policies within the EU. 

• We have no further comments about WP5. 
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5.4   Concerns about WP5 
 
Q. Do you have any concerns about WP5? 

 
Three respondents answered this question; 1 had no concerns (33%) whilst 2 had 
concerns (67%).Two respondents provided a comment and these were categorised; 
 

• Input of relevant industry (n=1) 
One respondent indicated they were concerned about the input of relevant industry. 
 

• Specialist input about ivds (n=1) 
One respondent indicated specific concerns that need to be considered about ivds; 
‘WP5 is not designed to be able to provide a valid methodology for REA of in vitro 
diagnostics which constitute an integral part of theranostics.’ 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Sufficient input of the concerned industries 
• WP5 repeatedly refers to "drugs" and should therefore not directly concern IVD 
products. However, WP5 should also be dealing with theranostics, the process of 
testing patients for possible reactions to new medication and tailoring the right 
treatment for each individual on grounds of their test results. In this case, the findings 
of WP5 would also play an important role for [our] members. IVDs act within 
healthcare as what is known as an enabling technology: they allow for an accurate 
diagnosis which can then lead to discern which of the available therapeutic options 
may be the most indicated. This key relationship between diagnosis and therapy is 
not explicitly recognised at any stage within the WP5 proposal. One can assume that 
when there is a reference to the “usual circumstances of health care practice” that 
routine diagnostic procedures have taken place, and when one operates under “ideal 
circumstances” that the diagnostic state of a patient is known precisely. However 
these conditions are both postulated in various cases and are not subject to the 
proposed methodology at all. We must conclude that, as presented, WP5 is not 
designed to be able to provide a valid methodology for REA of in vitro diagnostics 
which constitute an integral part of theranostics.
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5.5   Aims of WP7 
 

Q. What do you think are the aims of WP7? 
 
This question was answered by 4 of the respondents. However, one said that they 
could not comment because they had not received any of the relevant documents. 
Comments from the other respondents were categorised; 
 

• Facilitating evidence generation for new health technologies (n=2) 
Two respondents identified the overarching aim of WP7 of facilitating evidence 
generation for new technologies. One expanded further and indicated the activities 
involved, ‘are to facilitate the generation of evidence for new health technologies by 
sharing data, methods and information and collecting data.’ And one highlighted the 
stage of production, ‘early in the product life cycle (pre-coverage)’. 
 

• Support collaboration on new technologies (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that an aim of WP7 is to support collaborative working,  
‘Support collaboration on new technologies’. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• We have not received any documents about WP7. Consequently we cannot 
comment on them. 

• Identify processes for facilitating evidence generation and HTA or HTA-like 
assessments can be done early in the product life cycle (pre-coverage) 

• Support collaboration on new technologies. 
• [Our organisation] believes the aims of WP7 are to facilitate the generation of 

evidence for new health technologies by sharing data, methods and 
information and collecting data. Furthermore, WP7 also addresses the 
assessment of new non-pharmaceutical technologies which may include IVDs. 

 
 

5.6   Concerns about WP7 
 
Q.  Do you have any concerns about WP7? 
 
This question was answered by 3 of the respondents; 1 did not have any concerns 
(33%), whilst 2 did have concerns (67%). Their comments were categorised; 
 

• Sufficient industrial input (n=1) 
One respondent expressed concern about the involvement of industry in WP7. 
 

• Realistic assessment of a specific technology (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that ivds should allow for analysis of the data  
‘in a way that results in potential beneficial effects of the intervention.’ 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• Sufficient input of the concerned industries. 
• As mentioned earlier, the impact of IVDs often depends on the skills and the 

education of both the patient and the healthcare practitioner and their ability 
to respond to the data in a way that results in potential beneficial effects of the 
intervention. [Our organisation] believes that this needs to be taken into 
account accordingly. 
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5.7   Comments on the workpackages 
 

Q. Do you have any other comments about any of the other 
EUnetHTA Joint Action workpackages? 

 
This question was answered by 2 of the respondents; 1 had no comments on the 
other workpackages whilst 1 indicated they had received workplans from 3 & 5 and 
had no further questions on these. 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• No 
• We received WPs 3&5 and have no further comments on them. 

 
 
 

5.8   Comments on the EUnetHTA JA workplan 
 
 

Q. Do you have any other comments about the EUnetHTA Joint 
Action 3-year workplan? 

 
A response was provided by 3 respondents; 2 indicated that they had no further 
comments. One respondent provided a comment, which was categorised; 
 

• Involvement of stakeholders not successful in joining the SF (n=1) 
One respondent expressed concern that just having the SF would not provide 
enough opportunity for all stakeholders to express their views, ‘I am not sure that 
the stakeholder forum will provide enough opportunity to allow the stakeholder 
views to be incorporated effectively.  The stakeholder forum should have a role, 
therefore, in ensuring that the individual work packages are involving appropriate 
stakeholders.’ 

 
 
Verbatim comments; 

• No 
• I am not sure that the stakeholder forum will provide enough opportunity to 

allow the stakeholder views to be incorporated effectively.  The stakeholder 
forum should have a role, therefore, in ensuring that the individual work 
packages are involving appropriate stakeholders. 

• We have no further comment on the EUnetHTA Joint Action 3-year work plan. 
 

5.9    Additional comments 
 
 

Q. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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An additional comment was provided by 3 respondents, which were categorised; 
 
 
 
 

• More transparency (n=1) 
One respondent indicated that they hoped the project would become more 
transparent over time, ‘….hope very much that the EUnetHTA JA will evolve in a 
way that the project becomes event more transparent’. 
 
• Greater engagement with stakeholders (n=1) 

One respondent indicated that they wanted a more participatory involvement of all 
stakeholders, ‘….a full participatory dialouge with all stakeholders.’ 
 

• Survey too long (n=1) 
One respondent thought that the survey is too long for their category of 
respondent, ‘The survey is too long for stakeholders who were not successful - its 
rather a lot to expect the time and in depth consideration that is needed to 
complete the survey in as detailed way it requires.’ 
 
• General administration requests (n=1) 
One respondent requested that they receive all documents before stakeholder 
meetings. They also requested a survey report and that their responses be kept 
confidential. 
 
 

Verbatim comments; 
• The survey is too long for stakeholders who were not successful - its rather a 

lot to expect the time and in depth consideration that is needed to complete 
the survey in as detailed way it requires. 

• Please be so kind to send us all documents prior to the stakeholder meetings, 
so we may submit comments. Please also send us all documents including 
the other stakeholders' comments following the meeting.  We kindly request 
for our reply to the Joint Action survey to remain confidential. 

• We hope very much that the EUnetHTA JA will evolve in a way that the 
project becomes event more transparent and engages in a full participatory 
dialouge with all stakeholders. 
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WP3: NETSCC           1st March 2010  
Project 
Team 

Names  Project 
Status 

R / A / 
G 

NETSCC                     Andrew Cook, Eleanor Guegan Delivery G 
Period February 2010  Risk G 
 Quality G 

PROJECT STATUS 
Main Project Milestones Current status Target 

Date 
R / A/ G 

Planning     
WP3 baseline questionnaire in 
collaboration with WP6 On schedule 

03/05 G 

Email invitation to questionnaire 
participation On schedule 

03/05 G 

Processing     
Initial EUnetHTA JA member 
questionnaire recipient list (to be 
modified over time) 

Completed 
03/05 

G 

Reporting     
Report of WP3 project plan at 
Exec Comm Feb 10 meeting 

Completed 25/02 G 

Meetings    
Exec Comm meeting Completed 25-26/02 G 

Key: Current Status   Red-risk to end date, Amber-risk but plan to bring back on schedule, Green -no risk. 

Main tasks completed this period 
• Using information from Secretariat, a 1st draft database of EUnetHTA JA questionnaire 

recipients has been completed 
• Ongoing planning of baseline questionnaire, including questions to be included 
• Ongoing collaboration with WP6 about the format of the joint baseline questionnaire 
• Attendance at Exec Comm meeting to present WP3 workplan 
 

Main tasks to be completed next period 
• Prototype questionnaire development 
• Arrangement of logistics for Plenary Assembly (certificate distribution, computer access, 

promotional statement on printed material) 
• Design of completion certificates 
• Participation at e-meeting 7th April to ask for Exec Comm endorsement of email invitation to 

complete questionnaires & final check of feedback to proposed baseline questionnaire 
• Attendance at WP6 face-to-face meeting to obtain feedback about WP6 part of questionnaire; 

15th-16th April 
• 1st invitation to be sent to baseline questionnaire recipients; 3rd May 

 

Feb 2010 1



 EUnetHTA JA – WP NUMBER 3 1/2 

WP3: NETSCC           4th May 2010  
Project 
Team 

Names  Project 
Status 

R / A / 
G 

NETSCC                     Andrew Cook, Eleanor Guegan Delivery G 
Period March - April 2010  Risk G 

PROJECT STATUS 
Main Project Milestones Current status Target 

Date 
R / A/ G 

Planning     
Certificate distribution at the 
Plenary Assembly On schedule 

20-21/05 G 

Presentation about survey at 
Stakeholder Forum  On schedule 

09 / 06 G 

Stakeholder baseline surveys On schedule 06-08 G 

Processing     
EUnetHTA JA individuals’ 2010 
baseline survey (1st send-out) Underway 

17/05 G 

Reporting     
None this time    
Meetings    
WP6 face-to-face meeting 
Exec Comm e-meeting 

Completed 

Completed 

15-16/04 

7/04 

G 

Key: Current Status   Red-risk to end date, Amber-risk but plan to bring back on schedule, Green -no risk. 

 

4th May 2010 1
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4th May 2010 2

Main tasks completed this period 
• Piece published in the 1st EUnetHTA JA e-newsletter to notify readers about the 

baseline survey (31st March) 
• Refinement of contact database for individuals of the EUnetHTA JA member 

organisations 
• Piloting of baseline questionnaire for individuals of the EUnetHTA JA member 

organisations – including EUnetHTA JA members, Exec Comm members, NETSCC 
colleagues, NETSCC non-native English speakers,  

• Workshop piloting WP6/WP8 baseline questions at WP6 face-to-face meeting 
• Refinement of baseline questionnaire including Executive Committee endorsement 
• Pre-notification email sent to individuals of EUnetHTA JA member organisations (19th 

April) 
• Email of baseline questionnaire to individuals of EUnetHTA JA member organisations, 

3rd May with return date 17th May, n=175. 
• Design of survey completion certificates 
• Design of evaluation form for Plenary Assembly 
 

Main tasks to be completed next period 
• Entry & data analysis of individuals’ baseline survey data (using SPSS database) 
• Participation at the Plenary Assembly to distribute survey completion certificates to 

those who have completed the survey & encouragement of those not yet responded 
• 1st reminder for survey non-completers (27th May with return date 16th June) 
• Entry & data analysis of evaluation of Plenary Assembly 
• Development of prototype stakeholder surveys x 3 (for those in the Stakeholder Forum, 

those who applied but were not accepted into the forum & those who could potentially 
have applied but didn’t) 

• Participation at the Stakeholders’ Forum to publicise survey (9th June) 
• Preparation of copy for the 2nd EUnetHTA JA e-newsletter (copy deadline of 25th June) 
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WP3: NETSCC           1st July 2010  
Project 
Team 

Names  Project 
Status 

R / A / 
G 

NETSCC                     Andrew Cook, Eleanor Guegan Delivery G 
Period May – June 2010  Risk G 

PROJECT STATUS 
Main Project Milestones Current status Target 

Date 
R / A/ G 

Planning     

Stakeholder baseline survey On schedule 19 / 07 G 

ED2 – finalized evaluation plan Completed 1st July  

Processing     
EUnetHTA JA individuals’ 2010 
baseline survey (3rd send-out) Underway (end date 9th July) 

09 / 07 G 

Reporting     
None this time    
Meetings    
Plenary Assembly 
 
 
Stakeholder Forum 
 

Completed 2 presentations; WP3 
evaluation & Evaluation 

Completed; WP3 Stakeholder Forum 
presentation 

 

20/05 

 

09/06 

G 

Key: Current Status   Red-risk to end date, Amber-risk but plan to bring back on schedule, Green -no risk. 

 

4th May 2010 1
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Main tasks completed this period 
• Email of baseline questionnaire to individuals of EUnetHTA JA member organisations, 3rd May 

with return date 17th May, n=175. Response rate of 64% achieved. 

• Finalisation of survey completion certificates & printing for awarding at the Plenary 
Assembly. 

• Attendance at EUnetHTA JA Assembly. Two presentations given. 1; WP3 evaluation 
(introduction to the WP) and 2; Evaluation (reporting of response rate by 
organizations, encouragement of non-responders & awarding certificates to 
responders). 

• Distribution to Plenary Assembly members of Plenary Assembly evaluation forms. 
Response of 71% (29/41) achieved. This Plenary Assembly evaluation form was 
used as a template for WP7 face-to-face meeting evaluation. 

• Data entry of Plenary Assembly evaluation forms into SPSS database. 

• 2nd email of baseline questionnaire to individuals of EUnetHTA JA member 
organizations, 27th May with return date of 14th June. Total response rate of 87% 
achieved. 

• Emailing of WP leaders to notify them of non-responders within their organizations. 

• 3rd email of baseline questionnaire to individuals of EUnetHTA JA member 
organizations; June 15th with return date of 9th July. 

• Preparation & delivery of presentation about WP3 stakeholder surveys to members of 
the Stakeholder Forum at SF meeting 9th June. 

• Design of pilot baseline questionnaire for members of the Stakeholder Forum. 

• Preparation of text for inclusion in the 2nd e-newsletter to be sent to EUnetHTA JA 
members. 

• Presentation of 6-month checkpoint report at EUnetHTA Exec Comm meeting 30th 
June. 

• Finalization and submission to the EUnetHTA Secretariat of deliverable ED2; a 
finalized evaluation plan. 

 

 
Main tasks to be completed next period 

• Piloting of baseline questionnaire for EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum members – including 
Exec Comm members, NETSCC colleagues, NETSCC non-native English speakers. 

• Email distribution of the baseline questionnaire for EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum 
members. 

• Design, piloting & distribution of questionnaire for those Stakeholders who applied to join the 
Stakeholder Forum but were not successful. 

• Entry & data analysis of individuals’ baseline survey data (using SPSS database) 
• Entry & data analysis of evaluation of Plenary Assembly. 
• Posting of survey completion certificates to those who have completed their survey but were 

not represented at the Plenary Assembly. 
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WP3: NETSCC           1st September 2010  
Project 
Team 

Names  Project 
Status 

R / A / 
G 

NETSCC                     Andrew Cook, Eleanor Guegan Delivery G 
Period July - August 2010  Risk G 

PROJECT STATUS 
Main Project Milestones Current status Target 

Date 
R / A/ G 

Planning     

Processing     
Stakeholder Forum baseline 
survey On schedule 

06/09 G 

Survey for those not in SF On schedule 30/09 G 
Analysis of individuals’ baseline 
survey On schedule 

27/09 G 

Reporting     
None this time    
Meetings    
None this time 
 
 
 

   

Key: Current Status   Red-risk to end date, Amber-risk but plan to bring back on schedule, Green -no risk. 

 

4th May 2010 1
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Main tasks completed this period 
 

• Baseline questionnaire for participants from EUnetHTA JA organisations closed with 
a final response rate of 154 / 175 = 88%. 

• Piloting of baseline questionnaire for EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum members – 
including Exec Comm members, NETSCC colleagues, NETSCC non-native English 
speakers. 

• Email distribution of the baseline questionnaire for EUnetHTA JA Stakeholder Forum 
members. Completion rate to date is 10/12 = 83%. The non-responding organisations are 
ECPC and EGA. 

• Design, piloting & distribution of questionnaire for those Stakeholders who applied to join the 
Stakeholder Forum but were not successful. This survey is underway with a return date of 3rd 
September before follow-ups are sent. 

• Entry & data analysis of individuals’ baseline survey data (using SPSS database) 
• Entry & data analysis of evaluation of Plenary Assembly. 
• Posting of survey completion certificates to those who have completed their survey but were 

not represented at the Plenary Assembly. 
• Plenary Assembly evaluation 

 
 

 
Main tasks to be completed next period 

• Baseline partner survey analysis 

• Plenary Assembly evaluation report preparation 

• Preparation of report of baseline partner survey  

• Preparing copy for EUnetHTA JA e-newsletter 

• Preparation for WP6 meeting presentation 

• Reporting of WP6 questions at face-to-face meeting; 12th-13th October (preparatory e-
meeting with P Chalon 27th September) 

• Attendance at WP1 (Exec Comm) face-to-face meeting; 14th-15th October 

• SF survey analysis 

• Preparation of report of baseline SF survey  
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Status Report Template 

      

WP3: NETSCC                 Month:  2nd November 
Project 
Team 

Names  Project 
Status 

R / A / 
G 

NETSCC                     Andrew Cook, Eleanor Guegan Delivery  
Period September – October 2010  Risk  
 Quality  

PROJECT STATUS 
Main Project Milestones Current status Target 

Date 
R / A/ G 

Planning     

Not applicable    

Processing     
Analysis of Stakeholder Forum 
baseline survey On schedule 

By 
31/12/10 G 

Analysis of survey for those not 
in SF On schedule 

By 
31/12/10 G 

Analysis of individuals’ baseline 
survey On schedule 

By 
30/11/10 G 

Reporting     
Report of WP2, WP6 & WP8 
questions at WP6 face-to-face 
meeting 

Completed  G 

Reports for Lead Partners of 
WP2, WP6, WP8 and tool 
developers 

On schedule By 
30/11/10 

G 

Meetings    
WP6 face-to-face meeting, 12-
13 October  

Completed - - 

WP1 face-to-face meeting, 14-
15 October  

Completed - - 

WP1 e-meeting, 8 September  Completed - - 
SF e-meeting, 22 September    

Key: Current Status   Red-risk to end date, Amber-risk but plan to bring back on schedule, Green -no risk. 

Main tasks completed this period 

• Plenary Assembly evaluation report  

• Preparing copy for EUnetHTA JA e-newsletter 

Feb 2010 1
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• Preparation for WP6 meeting presentation 

• Reporting of WP6 questions at face-to-face meeting; 12th-13th October (preparatory e-
meeting with P Chalon 27th September) 

• Attendance at WP1 (Exec Comm) face-to-face meeting; 14th-15th October 

• Analysis of Stakeholder Forum baseline survey 

• Analysis of individuals’ baseline survey  
 
Main tasks to be completed next period 

• Analysis of individuals’ baseline survey & report preparation 

• Analysis of Stakeholder Forum baseline survey & report preparation 

• Analysis of survey for those not in SF & report preparation 

• Preparation of interim technical report 

• Stakeholder Forum e-meeting 24 November 

• Exec Comm e-meeting 8 December 
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APPENDIX WP3.5 

ED3 – copies of the status reports sent every 2 months from 
WP3 to the Secretariat; Jan-Feb 10, March-April 10, May-June 

10, July-August 10, September-October 10 
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	Confidential FINAL SF report for submission
	Survey Report 
	 Purpose. The purpose of the SF was categorised as; gathering expert input into the EUnetHTA JA, enabling information transfer, improving HTA generally, contributing to analysis, providing an intermediary link between stakeholders & the JA to help the decision-making process and facilitating the stakeholder involvement process.
	 Awareness. Respondents became aware of the EUnetHTA JA SF through; the European Commission, EUnetHTA Secretariat, previous EUnetHTA 2006-2008 project, other stakeholders and from key EUnetHTA JA project personnel.
	 Application. When asked why they had applied to the EUnetHTA JA SF, respondents cited various reasons; contributions to the EUnetHTA JA, reciprocal working practices & sharing information, ensuring an even EUnetHTA JA SF balance, representation of their umbrella organisation members’ perspectives and benefits to organisations’ members by involvement in this European initiative on HTA.
	 Involvement. Responses about what involvement would mean were categorised into the themes; general input (for aims & objectives, to implement the workplan), specific input, reciprocal information exchange, gains from involvement , facilitating interactions, logistics of participation, avoidance of redundancy and a wish for greater involvement.
	 Benefits of involvement. Anticipated gains from membership of the EUnetHTA JA SF were cited as; increasing general HTA knowledge, specific representation of facets of HTA, recognition for the umbrella stakeholder organisation, benefits resulting from the EUnetHTA JA aims and the opportunity to comment on documents before publication. 
	 Offer. SF members expected to offer by being a member of the SF; sharing general HTA expertise, specific expertise (industrial, rare diseases & orphan drugs, health insurance, payers and insured person perspective and medical devices), identification of experts, providing a governance role for the SF, disseminating EUnetHTA JA results, providing input of end-users’ views and commitment to EUnetHTA JA activities.
	 Set-up. Concerns about the set-up of the SF were categorised; Restriction of stakeholder members, stakeholders not included in the first Plenary Assembly, equal contribution of stakeholders needed, requirements to join the SF and communication of the call for stakeholders
	Chapter 1  Methods
	1.1  Survey Design
	1.2  Survey Piloting 
	1.3  Survey Delivery
	1.4  Response Rate
	1.5  Analysis

	Chapter 2  EUnetHTA JA Stakeholders’ Forum
	2.1  Purpose of the EUnetHTA JA SF
	 Contribution to analysis (n=1)
	One respondent indicated that having stakeholders involved in the EUnetHTA JA ‘contribute to a transparent analysis’.
	 Intermediary link (n=1)
	One respondent highlighted their role in enabling information exchange and supporting decision-making.

	2.2  Awareness of the EUnetHTA JA SF
	Q.  How did your organisation become aware of the EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder Forum?
	This was answered by all 10 respondents (100%) and comments were categorised;
	 European Commission (n=6)
	The main route whereby the organisations had become aware of the EUnetHTA JA SF was through the European Commission (DG Sanco), which was cited by 6 of the organisations. 
	 EUnetHTA Secretariat (n=3)
	Three respondents cited the EUnetHTA JA Secretariat or project (2 of these cited them in combination with the European Commission). 
	 Previous project  (n=2)
	Two respondents cited the previous project, EUnetHTA 2006-2008 (1 of these cited them in combination with the European Commission).  
	 Other stakeholders (n=1)
	One respondent cited ‘other stakeholders’, in combination with the European Commission and via membership of the EUnetHTA 2006-2008 project.  (BEUC)
	 Key EUnetHTA JA project personnel (n=1)
	One respondent cited that their organisation had been informed by a key member of the EUnetHTA JA. 
	Verbatim comments;

	2.3  Application to join the EUnetHTA JA SF
	Q.  Why did your organisation apply to be a member of the EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder Forum?
	This was answered by all 10 respondents (100%) and comments were categorised;
	 Contributions to the EUnetHTA JA  (n=3)
	 One organisation indicated generally that they thought the EUnetHTA JA would benefit from their involvement of institutional healthcare providers but did not specify what these benefits would be.
	 One specified that they could bring their essential expertise (developers of new technologies) to contribute to the aims and objectives to the EUnetHTA JA by “bringing key information and experience on the producing of concrete..HTAs”.
	 One organisation specified that they could bring substantial value to the EUnetHTA JA by; 1. Technical and clinical knowledge about products being tested, 2. Provision of evidence & data (including unpublished studies), 3. Contributing to HTA scope by input about feasibility & relevance of research, 4. Specialist knowledge about industry perspective about diversity of national healthcare systems.
	 Reciprocal working practices & sharing information  (n=1)
	 One organisation identified that joining the EUnetHTA JA could help their members through reducing duplication by “recipicrocal and timely exchange of information”. They also stated that dialogue could enable responsive research and facilitate planning processes for both their members and EUnetHTA JA (eg in horizon scanning).
	 Ensuring an even EUnetHTA JA SF balance (n=1)
	 One organisation highlighted that HTA is a sensitive topic and they joined to ensure that there was a balanced representation on the EUnetHTA JA of public health vs commercial.
	 Representation of members’ perspectives (n=4)
	 One organisation cited themselves as an important voice in their field (imaging and healthcare IT). 
	 Three others cited themselves as having joined to represent the perspectives of their constituent members; patients/consumers, patients’ quality of life and payers.
	 Benefits to organisations’ members by involvement in this European initiative on HTA (n=5)
	 There were general statements from two organisations that the EUnetHTA JA is a promising European HTA initiative for their organisations’ members. 
	 One organisation specifically indicated that their organisations’ members are affected by HTA outcomes which affect the use of the products they develop. 
	 Another organisation indicated that co-operating on HTA was important to their organisation to achieve the aims of their organisation, “to promote the highest standards of medical practice to achieve the highest quality of healthcare for all patients in Europe”.
	 One organisation highlighted that their members could receive benefit from feedback about clinical research needs and areas of uncertainty. 
	 Description of organisations (n=2)
	 Two of the organisations provided descriptions about themselves, but did not provide any detail about why they had joined the EUnetHTA JA SF.
	Verbatim comments;

	2.4  Anticipated involvement in the EUnetHTA JA SF
	Q.  What do you think your role as a member of the EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder Forum will involve?
	This was answered by all 10 (100%) representatives and comments were categorised;
	 General input (for aims & objectives, to implement the workplan) (n=6)
	 One saw their involvement as helping to achieve the aims and objectives of the EUnetHTA JA. They also saw involvement in ensuring the EUnetHTA JA project deliverables met stakeholders’ standards; quality standards, expectations and acceptance.
	 One organisation stated they thought their role would involve providing general input and feedback.
	 One envisaged advising the JA to help it achieve its objectives and the project progress.
	 Commitment to implementing the EUnetHTA JA workplan.
	 Aiding on various levels; political, national and European.
	 Commenting on documents & surveys issued by EUnetHTA JA.
	 Specific input  (n=5)
	 One organisation specified they saw their input as being through those discussions on HTA affecting their products/services.
	 The benefits of involvement of the pharmaceutical industry were described; feasibility of future evidentiary and analytical standards, align on data aspects (end points, trial patient characteristics) and aid understanding about what aspects of dossiers should be seen as context-specific.
	 The specific input into developing & implementing pricing, reimbursement and purchasing policies at the national level. Advice about feeding HTA into these policies and decision-making processes.
	 Providing the patients’ perspective.
	 One organisation specified the workpackages in which they could be involved; WP4 (implementation), WP7 (assessing technologies cf doctors’ fees), WP8 (communicating the model for capacity building).
	 Reciprocal information exchange (n=1)
	 There was indication of involvement by feeding back to R & D to increase the relevance of evidence generated in PhaseIII studies.
	 Gains from involvement (n=2)
	One organisation seemed to describe what they expected to gain from their involvement; being kept up-to-date on EUnetHTA JA activities and relaying information to their members and Board of Directors. Bringing the perspective of their organisation in the confidence that this would be taken on board.
	 Facilitating interactions  (n=3)
	 One organisation saw the SF as developing a pool of stakeholder expertise, whilst another saw themselves as having a facilitative role for interactions between individual stakeholders using expertise from multiculturual and multifactorial environments.
	 One organisation stated their expectation that the EUnetHTA would provide a cooperative environment and that the relationship would be of a cooperation role rather than consultative.
	 One specified liaising with stakeholders who were not part of the SF.
	 Logistics of participation  (n=2)
	 One organisation specified that they thought their involvement would include participation in meetings and conference call.
	 One thought their involvement would involve participating in yearly face-to-face meetings and quarterly e-meetings.
	 Concerns  (n=1)
	 One organisation wished that stakeholders had a more active & inclusive involvement.
	 Avoidance of redundancy  (n=1)
	 One organisation indicated that they expected to get competencies from their key experts to ensure avoidance of unnecessary work.
	Verbatim comments;

	2.5  Anticipated gain from the EUnetHTA JA SF
	Q.  What do you think you will gain from being a Stakeholder for the EUnetHTA Joint Action?
	 Increase general HTA knowledge (n=7)
	The most frequently cited potential gain was information exchange with fellow European HTA experts about, including; HTA methods, processes, actors, challenges, problems, science, policy rationale, different countries’ experiences with HTA and EUnetHTA activities to develop their own  HTA practice. It was seen as useful to learn from others involved, as being useful to stakeholders’ constituent members.
	 Specific facets of HTA  (n=2)
	Two respondents cited more specific learning; relative effectiveness assessments “to generate the data needed to make relative effectiveness assessments on a sounder scientific basis”  and patients’ perspective “ensure that EUnetHTA outcomes have an integrated patient perspective”.
	 Recognition for the organisation (n=1)
	One respondent thought that their being involved in the EUnetHTA JA would lead to recognition from involvement of their experts – as ‘part of the solution and not part of the problem’.
	 EUnetHTA JA Aims (n=1)
	One respondent broadly stated that, because of their involvement in HTA, their members would benefit from the aims of the EUnetHTA JA.
	 Opportunity to comment on official documents pre-publication (n=1)
	One respondent cited the only benefit of involvement in the SF as the ‘possibility to comment on EUnetHTA’s activities before publication’.
	Verbatim comments;

	2.6  Contribution to the SF
	Q. What do you think you will offer by being a Stakeholder for the EUnetHTA Joint Action?
	A comment was provided by all 10 of the respondents (100%) and these were categorised;
	 Share expertise (n=4)
	One respondent said they would share their experience in health technologies for the benefits of maximising use and promoting innovation, ‘we are ready to share recognized competencies accumulated over years and decades in the field of healthcare technologies. We will offer and "integrated" thinking about workflow to maximize use of healthcare technologies and promote innovation.’
	One respondent indicated that they could disseminate the EUnetHTA JA results through activities such as meetings, consultations and on their website, ‘will participate in dissemination of the results and outcomes of the joint action, amongst others, through its regular meetings and consultations with the members of its Standing Committee on Health, representing the responsible national organisations, and via its website.’ They would also encourage their members to disseminate results on a national level, whilst another indicated dissemination of results within the patient community.
	 Input of views of end-users (n=3)
	Verbatim comments;

	2.7  Set-up of the  EUnetHTA JA SF
	Q.  Was the process of setting up the EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder Forum straightforward?
	This question was answered by all 10 respondents. Of these, 4 (40%) did not think the process was straightforward, 1 did not know and 5 (50%) thought the process was straightforward. A comment was provided by 6 of the respondents and were categorised;
	 Concerns about restriction of stakeholder members (n=4)
	 Equal contribution of stakeholders needed (n=2)

	2.8  Comments about EUnetHTA JA documents
	Q. Do you have any comments about the EUnetHTA Joint Action Stakeholder Involvement Policy & Standard Operating Procedure documents?
	A comment was provided by 8 (80%) of respondents and were categorised;
	 Comments about documents provided through other avenues  (n=3)
	Three respondents did not state comments on the documents in the current survey, but stated that they are/will be delivered through other routes eg, ‘We have constantly communicated and shared our comments during the review of these documents. We will then continue.’
	 No significant comments (n=2)
	There was a suggestion that the relationship between members of the SF and experts should be clarified (n=1), ‘[we] suggest including a provision in the Stakeholder Policy clarifying the link between experts and members of the Stakeholder Forum’.
	 Another suggestion was that experts should be ‘authorised’ by the stakeholders, ‘we think that suggested candidates should be vetted by the other stakeholders and agreed upon by them before being allowed to contribute to the workpackage’.
	 Another suggestion was that SF members should have access to experts’ contributions and that, ‘both procedures could be organised on an electronic basis’.
	 Plenary Assembly (n=1)
	There was a request for a more participatory process at the Plenary Assembly for SF representative ‘observers’, ‘I would plea for a change of this ‘observer status’….at least to have the possibility to participate in discussions’.
	 Role of stakeholders not accepted to the SF (n=1)
	One respondent queried the inclusion of these stakeholders and what their ‘participation’ will entitle. They were concerned that, if these members can participate in the meetings that this would affect the balance of the SF, ‘..if they can, then there is an heavy unbalance towards industry that goes against article 4 of the SOP’.
	 Role of Stakeholders (n=2)
	Two respondents called for a greater, participatory involvement of Stakeholders generally in the EUnetHTA JA eg, ‘It is however our understanding….that the EUnetHTA Joint Action aims at “involvement”, ie a more inclusive and continuous role for Stakeholders. We therefore hope that the revised documents will reflect this’.
	 Origins of the EUnetHTA JA (n=1)
	One respondent requested recognition that the EUnetHTA JA originated from founding acts of both the EUnetHTA 2006-2008 project and the High Level Pharmaceutical Forum.
	 Standardised definition of ‘EUnetHTA JA’ (n=1)
	There was a request for standardisation of the term ‘EUnetHTA JA’ throughout all documents. 
	 Stakeholders (n=1)
	There was a suggestion that the list of stakeholders included in the High Level Pharmaceutical Forum should be used as a basis for stakeholders, and that ‘health-related media’ should not be included.
	 Role of the EU Commission (n=1)
	There was a suggestion for highlighting the pivotal role of the EU Commission within the EUnetHTA JA.

	2.9  Comments about EUnetHTA JA meetings
	2.10 Consideration of SF members’ views within the EUnetHTA JA SF
	2.11 Provision of feedback to members from the EUnetHTA JA SF
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