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EUnetHTA Joint Action

Work package 4
Minutes of
WP4 Workshop 1
Online Tool and Service Workshop 1
HTA Core Model Application for Screening Technologies Workshop 1

March 18-19, 2010
Scandic Continental Hotel, Helsinki, Finland
Organized by
The Finnish Office for Health Technology assessment
within the National Institute for Health and Welfare (FINOHTA/THL, Finland)
in collaboration with the Agency for Regional Healthcare (Age.na.s, Italy),

This document contains minutes of three WP4 meetings organized in Helsinki in March 2010. WP4
Workshop 1, organized on March 18th, was a joint meeting for all WP4 member agencies (both
Strands A and B). On March 19th, two parallel meetings were organized for members of WP4
Strand A, one for the Online Tool and Service and another for the Screening application of the HTA
Core Model. Due to the early phase of the project and several overlapping topics, these meetings
took place to a large extent as a joint meeting. Participants, however, were divided into discussion
groups based on the main focus of their agency within Strand A (Online tool & service vs.
Screening application).
All presentations are available online at the EUnetHTA web site, Members Only section, WP4
Workroom.
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WP4 Workshop 1, Thursday March 18th
Chairs: Kristian Lampe (FINOHTA/THL) and Marina Cerbo (AGENAS)
Meeting room: Consul I-II
Participants:
Akiola Linda (THL, Finland), Antoine Sunya-Lee (DIMDI, Germany), Ballini Luciana (ASSR,
Italy), Becla Lidia (AHTAPol, Poland), Burnand Bernard (SNHTA, Switzerland), Børlum
Kristensen Finn (NBoH, Denmark), Cerbo Marina (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Cleemput Irina (KCE,
Belgium), Corbacho Belén (AETSA, Spain), Crabb Nick (NICE, UK), Dahlgren Helena (SBU,
Sweden), Endel Gottfried (HVB, Austria), Frønsdal Katrine B (NOKC, Norway), Gasparetto Teresa
(Regione del Veneto, Italy), Giorgi Rossi Paolo (Laziosanità, Italy), Groth Jensen Lotte (Dept of
Health Services Research and HTA, Denmark), Hovi Sirpa-Liisa (THL, Finland), Imaz Iñaki
(ISCIII, Spain), Kleijnen Sarah (CVZ, Netherlands), Lampe Kristian (THL, Finland), Lee Anne
(SDU, Denmark), Lo Scalzo Alessandra (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Mathis Stefan (LBI-HTA, Austria),
Mäklin Suvi (THL, Finland), Pace Asciak Renzo (SSD/MSOC, Malta), Pasternack Iris (THL,
Finland), Perrini Maria Rosaria (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Pertl Daniela (GÖG, Austria), Raustia Leena
(THL, Finland), Saarekas Oskari (THL, Finland), Saluse Janek (UTA, Estonia), Schnell-Inderst
Petra (University of Health Sciences, Austria), Sihvo Sinikka (THL, Finland), Stich Anne (IQWIG,
Germany), Waldron Caroline (HIQA, Ireland), Werkö Sophie (SBU, Sweden), Vieira Isaura
(INFARMED, Portugal), Zagórska Aleksandra (AHTAPol, Poland).
9:00 – 9:20 Kristian Lampe and Marina Cerbo welcomed the participants.
9:20 – 9:30 Welcome addressed by research professor Markku Pekurinen, director of Service
System Department of THL.
9:30 – 10:10 Introduction of WP4 Strand A and Strand B (FINOHTA & AGENAS)
Kristian Lampe and Alessandra Lo Scalzo presented the overview of the WP4 for years 2010-2012..
Kristian introduced strand A, and Alessandra presented plans for strand B.
10:10 – 10:30 previous work from WP4 2006–2008 (FINOHTA)
FINOHTA lead the WP4 of earlier EUnetHTA project in 2006-2008. Iris Pasternack introduced
thedeliverables from the previous project.
Questions:
- Question 1: Is there one core model or several different core models?
Answer: In the earlier project the HTA Core Model was delivered as two documents, "HTA Core
Model for medical and surgical interventions" and "HTA Core Model for diagnostic technologies".
The terminology and concepts were further clarified at the very end of the project (and after the
preparation of the two aforementioned documents). In that context it was decided that there is only
one HTA Core Model and the two "models" developed during the project are actually applications
of the HTA Core Model. Hence the same common structure can be used in several applications that
are developed for assessing various kinds of technologies. The online tool allows the user to select
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which application is used in each assessment project. Now we are building an application for
screening technologies.
- Question 2: Are the online tool and the screening model developed in a parallel process, are they
inter-related?
Answer: Yes, they are very much related to each other, as the online tool needs to allow users easy
access to the screening application. We work on them separately because of practical reasons, so
that each agency can focus their person-days on something in a more substantial manner. The
screening application will be developed mostly "on paper", but in such a format that it can be
afterwards easily fed into the online system.
10:45 – 11:30 Kristian Lampe introduced the HTA Core Model.
Questions:
- Question 1: Who are the primary recipients of summary of findings?
Answer: Summary will be primarily written for HTA experts. We will take this into further policy
consideration within this project.
- Question 2: It was claimed that HTA Core Model enables greater variability of topics within HTA
reports, but will the structure actually limit the information available?
Answer: Our basic assumption is that if agencies can jointly identify topics that are of interest to
them and their health systems, it is a good idea to produce jointly a core HTA that can be then
adjusted in local settings. This is an alternative to the more traditional approach in which agencies
in several countries may work on the same topic and e.g. repeat the same literature reviews multiple
times. Resources that are freed from unnecessary duplication of work may be used to look at more
technologies than before and hence there would be greater variability in information available. Part
of this process is the identification of most important topics, which will be looked at within WP4
Strand B and several other WPs of EUnetHTA.
- Question 3: Have you had any discussion about the language? Will we have to write reports in
English?
Answer: A tentative decision was made during the previous project that core HTA's will be written
in English. HTA units will write their own (local) reports in their own language. As this is an
important policy decision, we can discuss this within the current project as well.
- Question 4: Lifecycle, versioning of Core Model, how is it and applications updated?
Answer: Not known yet, will be discussed and the matter is part of the policy discussions.
11:30 – 12:00 Introduction to group discussions (FINOHTA & AGENAS)
Participants were divided into four discussion groups, each of which was assigned one of the
following topics as their main discussion topic. Another, secondary topic was assigned to each
group as well. Hence each of the four topics was discussed in two (or more) groups.
Each group was chaired by one of the participants. Notes were taken and results reported in each
group by another group member. Groups were asked to write down summary notes on a flip chart
paper and more detailed notes on computer.
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–
–
–
–

HTA Core Model
Topic selection and priority setting of Core HTA's
How to collaborate in Core HTA preparation
Stakeholder involvement

13:00 – 14:00 Group discussions
Meeting rooms Consul I-II, Senator I and III.
14:30 – 15:30 Reports from group discussions
Each group presented their results and summary points were collected to flip chart papers, which
are available as Attachment A of this document.
15:30 – 16:00 Conclusions
Finn Børlum Kristensen emphasized that after the previous EUnetHTA project ended, there was a
one year break in WP4 activities, and that now many new people have started to work in the project.
Influence should go also from here to the agencies. EUnetHTA members only website has lots of
new facilities. This is a key work package for EUnetHTA.
Kristian Lampe ended the meeting by thanking the participants and encouraging everyone to send
feedback on the WP4 plans and products in order to maximize international usability of our efforts.
17:00 - Dinner at the hotel
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WP4 Strand A meeting, Friday March 19th
The minutes below are common for the two parallel and to a large extent merged meetings: Online
Tool and Service Workshop 1, HTA Core Model Application for Screening Technologies
Workshop 1

Chairs Kristian Lampe and Iris Pasternack
Meeting room: Consul I-II
Participants:
Akiola Linda (THL, Finland), Antoine Sunya-Lee (DIMDI, Germany), Ballini Luciana (ASSR,
Italy), Becla Lidia (AHTAPol, Poland), Burnand Bernard (SNHTA, Switzerland), Børlum
Kristensen Finn (NBoH, Denmark), Cerbo Marina (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Cleemput Irina (KCE,
Belgium), Corbacho Belén (AETSA, Spain), Crabb Nick (NICE, UK), Dahlgren Helena (SBU,
Sweden), Endel Gottfried (HVB, Austria), Frønsdal Katrine B (NOKC, Norway), Gasparetto Teresa
(Regione del Veneto, Italy), Giorgi Rossi Paolo (Laziosanità, Italy), Groth Jensen Lotte (Dept of
Health Services Research and HTA, Denmark), Imaz Iñaki (ISCIII, Spain), Kleijnen Sarah (CVZ,
Netherlands), Lampe Kristian (THL, Finland), Lo Scalzo Alessandra (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Mäklin
Suvi (THL, Finland), Palmhøj Nielsen Camilla (NBoH, Denmark), Pasternack Iris (THL, Finland),
Perrini Maria Rosaria (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Saalasti-Koskinen Ulla (THL, Finland), Saarekas Oskari
(THL, Finland), Saluse Janek (UTA, Estonia), Schnell-Inderst Petra (University of Health Sciences,
Austria), Sihvo Sinikka (THL, Finland), Stich Anne (IQWIG, Germany), Waldron Caroline (HIQA,
Ireland), Werkö Sophie (SBU, Sweden), Vieira Isaura (INFARMED, Portugal), Zagórska
Aleksandra (AHTAPol, Poland).
9:00 – 9:10 Welcome
Participants were welcomed to the second day of the meeting. Most participants were the same as
during the first day.
As many participants are involved in WP4 strands, Alessandra Lo Scalzo first presented Strand B's
action points. AGENAS will send the WP4 Stakeholder Issue Standard Operating Procedure, and SI
and TS/PS questionnaires to everyone for comments in the near future.
9:10 – 10:30 Online Tool & Service and policies
Oskari Saarekas and Kristian Lampe presented the online tool and service. It can be found at
http://www.corehta.info.
The process through which a core HTA is produced is currently suggested to take place in the
following five phases:
1. Project definition, participants and their roles (project manager, primary investigator, reviewer
etc.). The collaborative model will be taken into account while developing this phase.
2. Protocol design This phase results in a Core HTA protocol, which is not a full research protocol
or research plan in traditional terms. Instead it is a protocol of what will be studied within an
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assessment, i.e. which questions will be answered. It also contains methodological guidance on
finding answers to the questions. A research group has freedom to define the protocol and the
framing of research may vary across domains, as long as the scoping stays the same. When the
project group is happy with the protocol, the project manager can lock it. After locking, only the
project manager can change it.
3. Research. During this phase a more detailed research plan, containing methodological details
e.g. on literature review will be developed and consequently the questions defined by the core HTA
protocol will be answered. The tool provides limited support for this phase, as it is not meant to
interfere too much with various research practices. It will have links to relevant guidelines within
the HTA Core Model and elsewhere.
4. Results acquired during the previous phase are uploaded to the system. This phase may overlap
the previous phase, i.e. the research group can share preliminary results to the research group using
the tool.
5. Review and publishing. After the research group has finalized their work, the material can be
submitted to a review and publication procedure. As this phase requires definition of several
policies, it will be implemented later.

EUnetHTA agencies can start using the online tool with the test user names and passwords (sent to
them earlier) and send feedback to developers. Agencies should test the system using a topic that
they are actually going to assess within the near future. Currently the testing can be done freely and
a more rigorous exercise will be performed in May.
Questions:
- Question 1: Can you copy/paste text for example from a Word-file?
Answer: Yes.
- Question 2: Do the tables that are included have a maximum size?
Answer: Not sure, will check.
- Question 3: Can images be posted?
Answer: Yes.
- Question 4: Is it possible to add an upload function of files (Excel or graphic files)?
Answer: Currently not, but we will try to make it happen.
- Question/Comment 5: Can the possibility to use a free selection of elements (e.g. in a short
project) be implemented also soon?
Answer: We are currently focusing on the core hta protocol, as that is needed for Strand B to start
their work in M15. On the other hand, the free selection is not a huge task to implement, so we will
try to do that as soon as possible too.
- Question 6: Who can make changes?
Answer: Roles of each participant of a core HTA project translate to different user rights. After the
protocol has been locked, only the project manager can unlock it, and then again changes can be
made by a larger group.
- Question 7: How to refine the research questions?
Answer: Good question, which was not discussed much during the 2006-2008 project. Will be
discussed within policies.
- Question 8: Can reviewers enter feedback directly using the tool?
Answer: Currently not, but it would probably be a good feature, will try implement.
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10:45 – 11:30 Adaptation of Core HTA information into local settings
Bernand Burnand from SNHTA presented experience from the WP5 of the earlier EUnetHTA
project. The Adaptation toolkit was developed by WP5. We will have to investigate how we can
integrate the toolkit with the HTA Core Model so that the combination supports the process in
which core HTAs are adjusted to local reports. Although this work will primarily take place in 2011
and 2012, we need start the thinking process. Current WP4 members should read the documentation
of former WP5 Adaptation Toolkit. It has been a very important piece of work. One key challenge
in the integration is that the toolkit considers the relevance and reliability of information within
domains as a whole, whereas the HTA Core Model splits the domains into topics and even smaller
issues. Despite some differences in the approach, there are many similarities that make integration
and interesting and useful effort.
11:30 – 12:00 Introduction to group discussions
Participants were divided into four groups depending on the focus of their agency. Group 1
discussed the Online Tool and Service and Groups 2-4 the application for screening technologies.
Participants were divided into groups 2-4 based on their interest in various domains of HTA.
–

Kristian Lampe introduced the online tool and service discussion questions for Group 1:
–
–
–
–

Is the current division to phases feasible at face value (i.e. as starting point without rigorous
testing)?
Current pilot does not contain search function. What kind of searches should one be able to
do?
How should we handle references to literature? Integration to reference databases (Endnote,
Refworks, etc)?
What kind of metadata do we need (authorship, descriptors, classifications) and on
what/which level(s) (core hta, domain, assessment element)?

–
Iris Pasternack introduced screening application of the HTA Core Model discussion
questions for Groups 2-4:
• How to ensure sufficient expertise in the Domain teams?
• How to communicate: email, MO workroom, e-meetings?
• What do we expect from the general design team?
• What are the specificities of a screening technology compared to an intervention or
diagnostic technology in your domain? Both substance and methodology issues.
Each group selected a chairman and rapporteur from members of the group. Summary notes were
requested on flip chart papers and more detailed notes on a computer.
13:00 – 14:00 Group discussions
Meeting rooms Consul I-II, Senator I and III
14:30 – 15:00 Group discussions continue
15:00 – 15.45 Reports from discussions, conclusions and future plans
Findings from the groups discussions were collected on flip charts and discussed.
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Kristian Lampe thanked participants for productive and useful discussions that outline further
developments within WP4.
The EUnetHTA team within FINOHTA includes 5 persons, Kristian Lampe, Iris Pasternack, Leena
Raustia, Oskari Saarekas and Linda Akiola. Other FINOHTA personnel, such as Ulla SaalastiKoskinen, Suvi Mäklin, Sinikka Sihvo participate in the work of one or more domains when
developing the screening application and conducting core HTAs. You can contact the EUnetHTA
team of FINOHTA by email: eunethta@thl.fi. Screening application is coordinated by Iris
Pasternack. Kristian focuses more on online tool and policies.
Development of the screening application is big task; currently it seems to be that we need
particularly legal experts, even as reviewers. Member agencies are urged to try to identify such
experts.
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Attachment A: Notes on Group discussions on Thursday 18
March
Group 1: HTA Core Model
What remained unclear, what needs further clarification/elaboration?
 Limited practical experience on use


Learning curve ahead



Target group of the tool
o Daily work in HTA?
o Focus on the doers of HTAs
o All involved in doing HTA vs. project leader/manager/creator of the protocol?
o Different user rights (project manager in key role)



Rights management

What is needed of a Tool & Service that provides an easy-to-use interface to the HTA Core
model and information produced through it?
 Clear process required


Idea: core model content in English, local aspects in local language



Policy part
o E.g. policy on publicity of internal communication
o Stakeholder involvement
o Public review process



Help, FAQ

How would the Model best serve local HTA production?
How can we promote the adoption of the Model and the new Tool & Service by national
agencies?
 Support for local reports and success in promoting the tool highly related to each other


Shared information on topics that is worked on between the HTA agencies



Many young researchers – support by the Core model at performing the first HTA?



Core HTA will not answer local questions ->no answers to policy questions, but provides
evidence/information base for local use



Carrot: collaboration, speed, project management

Other
 Transfer of knowledge - project management capability (4 people during strand A to support
project managers of each core HTA (WP4/B and WP5)


Search function, description



Promote what? Use/production? => both
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How to identify different Core HTA reports when there are many of them? Is name
sufficient?

Group 2: Topic selection and priority setting
1. Proposals
We started the discussion reviewing the TS/PS procedure conducted during EUnetHTA 2006-2008
in order to elucidate the validity of the method. The aim was trying to decide possible ways to
improve the method and in case of necessity, learn from past experiences. Notes on earlier method:
2 step web based voting procedure
Intervention technology: 20 proposals, at last DES selected
Diagnostic technology: 14 proposals, MSCT selected
5 criteria: European scope, transferability, relevance for several domains, feasibility of
carrying out assessment and voters preferences.
Planned and ongoing projects (WP7) – POP- database should be checked.
Group the technologies that are “planned” and make a range from the most planned by the various
countries, to the less. POP is a Eunethta tool and this should assure that the most planned
technologies are the ones of common interest for European countries.
2. Filtering
Exclusion criteria: recently assessed in the European level
3. Prioritising
How risky to be when deciding a topic?
Level of complexity: simple vs complex topics
Not restricting to interventions or diagnostic
4. Draft questionnaire
--Further general notes on the discussion:
Initial brainstorming focused on the following issues:
-

-

-

Before deciding potential topics it should be clear if we have lo limit it to Interventions and
Diagnostic.
Filtering: we have to find topics that are common to all of us. This implies thinking in what
are the criteria that will permit to filter technologies that are common to all partners.
Is there any document to assist scoring the topics in terms of the European common interest?
POP database is fine but as there are new partners maybe it should be complemented with
input from new partners (Claudia sent a file to be filled out, can we use this update or do we
ask all again?)
Have we got to be risky or not when deciding?
New proposals on which they have no reports done or technologies that represent a real
problem when you´ve got to disseminate later (to take into account for the draft
questionnaire) and so avoiding duplication.
Define criteria for selection or topics that are universally valid or only for the definition of
the 2 interventions that we have to validate?
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-

How ambitious to be when selecting the topics of relevance for the policy makers in our
countries?
Think about accuracy: Pool of experts created? Validation rounds? Consultation?

Taking into consideration the concerns above the following proposals were made:





Use the POP database from WP7 as source to detect potential subjects. It was proposed to
group the interventions, make a range from the more planned, detect uncovered topics and
use “the recently assessed in the European area” as exclusion criteria.
It was proposed not restricting to INTERVENTIONS AND DIGNOSTICS, in the sense that
if SCREENING technologies are on top of the list they should be taken into account.
Evaluate the level of complexity in terms of scope (specific vs complex) and number of
domains assessed.
Regarding PS and the criteria use to score the topics, it was discussed that ones the topic is
considered of European common interest the classical criteria for PS (ex. sufficient scientific
data, epidemiologic impact, economical impact, ethical/controversial) were in a way implicit
to this.

REGARDING STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT
-

-

Are the scientific societies considered in the definition that EUnetHTA SOP manual as
stakeholders?
When talking about screening or preventing interventions, where the population covered is
really high, the involvement of the local authorities and decision makers should be taken
into account.
Public consultation is focused on the guidance and HTA reports are to inform guidance, is
there much need for public consultation?

Group 3: Collaboration in doing core htas
1. How to maximize expertise in domain teams?
– Agencies should not specialize
– Pool of specialists needed: tools and skills matrix
– Criteria for working in collaboration needed to ensure quality
– The use of English speaking experts outside accepted: e.g. medicinal societies like
UEMS
2. How to ensure good coordination?
– Pool of project managers
– Project management procedural system
– Use of web
– Extra tasks: scoping, finding expertise, consultation for concerns
3. How to ensure good quality and acceptability of Core HTAs?
– Use of guidelines
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– Description of methodology
– Peer review is needed, "call for reviewers"
– Review of different stages
4. How to ensure proper reporting?
– One editor with expertise
– One summary writer with experience
– Writing instructions and style guide

Group 4: Stakeholder involvement
1. How to involve
– Specific questions - specific experts
–

SI is problematic in some contexts

–

Role of public consultation?

–

Feedback on feedback, transparency

2. On what to involve stakeholders?
– Deliverables
–

Topic selection (in the future)

–

Protocol

3. If stakeholders are asked “specific questions” (i.e. ?) are they playing as Experts? Can this
substitute systematic collection of primary data end information from e.g. samples of
subjects?
– Expert opinion is complementary to systematic review
–

Scientific societies as stakeholders?

–

Local policymakers /actors as stakeholders?

4. Questionnaire discussion
– Some comments made
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Attachment B: Notes on discussions on Friday 19 March
Group 1: Online tool and service
1. Is the current division to phases feasible at face value (i.e. as starting point without rigorous
testing)?
Division of phases:
phase 1: project definition
phase 2: protocol design
phase 3: research
phase 4: results
phase 5: review and publishing
After discussion of the items below, the group concludes that these phases should be feasible at face
value.
The following items were discussed:
 Phase 3 consists of finding answers to the questions of phase 2. During this phase you forget
the tool. You just do the work. Phase name may be reconsidered to make it clearer.


There may be need to put a status to an element, so the author can give an indication of the
status. E.g. completed/ work in progress or preliminary. Progress report should be available
easily.



They may be different ways to use the tool. We should have an overview of the most
important options. Now we should focus on doing an core HTA. Other options might be
extraction of data form an existing report. Maybe do update of previous core HTA’s.



The essence of the tool is that multiple persons/organisations can work on 1 model.

2. Current pilot does not contain search function. What kind of searches should one be able to
do?
 The idea behind this question is that if there will be many reports than it might be beneficial
to be able to search though these reports.


All domains should have metadata such as ICD-10, Mesh, ATC, But then there can specific
extra meta-data for domains or elements.



You should be able to define if you van to search Core-HTA’s or domains/elements. So a
limitation to content type.



One should be able to find "my items", i.e. easy access to own work.



One should be able to search based on technologies and patients.



One should be able to limit searches by content type (e.g. core htas, elements)

3. How should we handle references to literature? Integration to reference databases
(Endnote, Refworks, etc)?
 In the previous core HTA’s there were domain specific literature list. Do we want this
again? Do we want to use a specific program?


It is desirable to see the online tool as a dynamic thing that can be improved in the future.



An online reference system may be an option (refworks?!). A license is used to enter.
Maybe we can take a look at the tool at home after receiving more information.
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There will be some research, asking all countries to list which reference system they use to
see if it is possible to introduce 1 system. WP4/Stream A will conduct a small survey.

4. What kind of metadata do we need (authorship, descriptors, classifications) and on
what/which level(s) (core hta, domain, assessment element)?
 The following meta-data may be included as well: ICD-10, Mesh, ATC.


It should be possible to assign metadata on all the following levels: core hta – domain –
assessment element



We should have rules to who is author and contributor etc. Maybe everyone should be a
contributor. However, people may be strict on what is the intellectual property right. We
may need a distinction between writing (editor) rights and intellectual property management.



It was discussed that there a valid reasons for having authorship specified as specific as
possible. For one it is a reward for doing the work. But also for future updating purposes of
specific elements it is handy if only the authorship for these elements can be changed.
Specific names are preferred above agency names.



If a specific person develops a cost-effectiveness model, this person should have the
exclusive right for publishing this model.



It might be worthwhile to think about setting up a EUnetHTA journal because if you have
guarantee for publications authors might be easier inclined to participate.



Creative commons: this is kind of a license for data on the internet. You can restrict the use
of data for specific purposes. For example, if you use the data you have to feed the results
back into the public domain.

More on this topic from other groups:
 Topic selection very important when doing applications of Core Model


Clarity regarding promotion of use of Core Model for local HTAs



Call for HTA procedure



Acceptability – quality of EUnetHTA HTAs very important for promotion and uptake

Groups 2-4: Screening application of the HTA Core Model
1. How to ensure sufficient expertise in the Domain teams?
–

We need both screening and methodology experts, e.g. health economists. Double expertise?

–

We need to exchange expertise across domain teams.

–

More people needed in legal, social and ethical domains

2. How to communicate: email, MO workroom, e-meetings?
–

All three. Add face-to-face meetings.

–

We need a communication protocol that everyone adheres. If a domain team decides to use
the workroom for document drafting, everyone should use it.

–

Workroom can be used for both storing the documents and drafting them.

–

Email alerts are needed when adding document to the workroom

3. What do we expect from the general design team?
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–

Definition of screening

–

Glossary

–

Overall coordination of the work, enabling interaction with domain teams

–

Identify overlaps

–

Ensuring that there is the possibility to test the draft Model and commenting it during the
preparation phase.

–

Style and editorial guidance

–

"Umbrella" methodology issues

–

Should consist of one member of each domain team

4. What are the specificities of a screening technology compared to an intervention or
diagnostic technology in your domain? Both substance and methodology issues.
Effectiveness:
– Healthy people: consequences in test selection, low prevalence causes false positive results
–

Different study types need to be linked: RCT. observational, registries, accuracy studies,
modeling

Costs:
– Time horizon - discounting
–

Costs alongside the intervention

–

Extra costs (FP) or less costs (prevention)

–

Outcomes: final (QoL, LYS), intermediate

–

What to compare: no screening, other type of screening?

Organizational, ethical, social, legal:
– Prevention
–

Healthy population

–

Multidisciplinarity

–

Multisequence: disease-test(s)-treatment -organisation

–

Quality assurance

–

Coverage
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EUnetHTA Joint Action

Work Package 4
Minutes of
WP4 2nd Ftf Meeting

November 25th -26th , 2010
Regus Centre, Rome, Italy
Organized by
The Agency for Regional Healthcare (Age.na.s, Italy),
in collaboration with the Finnish Office for Health Technology Assessment
within the National Institute for Health and Welfare (FINOHTA/THL, Finland)

This document contains the minutes of WP4 2nd Ftf meeting held in Rome on the 25th -26th
November 2010. On November 25th there was a joint meeting for all WP4 member agencies (both
Strands A and B). On November 26th, two parallel workshops were organized for members of WP4
Strand A, one for the Online Tool and Service and another one for the Screening application of the
HTA Core Model. Participants were divided into discussion groups based on the main focus of their
agency within Strand A (Online tool & service vs. Screening application).
All presentations are available online at the EUnetHTA web site, Members Only section, WP4
Workroom.
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WP4 Meeting, Thursday, 25th November
Chairs: Kristian Lampe (FINOHTA/THL) and Marina Cerbo (AGENAS)
Meeting room: Tosca-Norma (Regus Centre, Rome)
Participants:
Akiola Linda (THL, Finland), Antoine Sunya-Lee (DIMDI, Germany), Becla Lidia (AHTAPol,
Poland), Børlum Kristensen Finn (NBoH, Denmark), Carletto Angelica (University Hospital
“A.Gemelli”, Italy), Cerbo Marina (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Corio Mirella (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Crabb
Nick (NICE, UK), de Laet Chris (KCE, Belgium), Derksen Joke (CVZ, Netherlands), Ferroni
Eliana (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Frønsdal Katrine (NOKC, Norway), Gasparetto Teresa (Regione del
Veneto, Italy), Giorgi Rossi Paolo (Laziosanità, Italy), Groth Jensen Lotte (Dept of Health Services
Research and HTA, Denmark), Harrington Patricia (HIQA, Ireland), Imaz Iñaki (ISCIII, Spain),
Jefferson Tom (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Kleijnen Sarah (CVZ, Netherlands), Lampe Kristian (THL,
Finland), Lo Scalzo Alessandra (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Mäklin Suvi (THL, Finland), Marlow Mirella
(NICE, UK), Mathis Stefan (LBI-HTA, Austria), Pasternack Iris (THL, Finland), Perrini Maria
Rosaria (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Pertl Daniela (GÖG, Austria), Raatz Heike (SNHTA, Switzerland),
Rosén Måns (SBU, Sweden), Ruggeri Matteo (University Hospital “A.Gemelli”, Italy), Rüther
Alric (IQWiG, Germany), Saalasti-Koskinen Ulla (THL, Finland), Saarekas Oskari (THL, Finland),
Saluse Janek (UTA, Estonia), Schnell-Inderst Petra (University of Health Sciences, Austria),
Segnan Nereo (ARESS - Regione Piemonte, Italy), Soeterdal Ingrid (NOKC, Norway), Tringali
Michele (Regione Lombardia, Italy), Turk Eva (IPH-RS, Slovenia), Vieira Isaura (INFARMED,
Portugal), Vignatelli Luca (ASSR-RER, Italy), Werkö Sophie (SBU, Sweden), Wilbacher Ingrid
(HVB, Austria).
9:00 – 9:15 Kristian Lampe and Marina Cerbo welcomed the participants.
9:05 – 9:25 Welcome addressed by Dr. Ruocco chief director of department of International Affairs
at Italian Ministry of Health. He highlighted the importance of EUnetHTA Joint Action and the
interest of the Ministry of Health in the international collaboration.
9:25-9:35 Marina Cerbo presented the meeting agenda and some practical information was given
about the breaks and the social dinner. Then participants were invited to present themselves.
9:35 – 10:10 WP4 Strand A and Strand B (FINOHTA & AGENAS): first year objectives and
deliverables
Marina Cerbo and Kristian Lampe gave an overview of the WP4 activities after one year. Marina
showed the objectives, commitments by year, the activities to be undertaken each year. Kristian,
after reminding the objectives and deliverables of the whole WP4, focused his presentation on
strand A tasks and activities status. In addition Kristian introduced the Stakeholder Involvement
policy in WPs. In particular he presented the Modes of participation through Stakeholder Advisory
Group (SAG), procedures and the upcoming activities of SAG in WP4.
10:10 – 10:30 Strand A & B policies (FINOHTA)
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Kristian Lampe introduced the proposals related to the process and timeline for crafting policies
relevant for HTA Core Model / Online Tool & Service and the proposal of WP4 working groups
structure.
Comments/questions:
1. One participant wondered if the number of persons in the proposed Coordination Working
Group was too large (see below, within conclusions).
2. It was pointed out that there is likely to be less availability of expertise in some of the 9
domains (legal, ethical) and that agencies should pay particular attention in identifying
persons with expertise in various domains.
11:00 – 11:45 STRAND B First Results (AGENAS)
Alessandra Lo Scalzo and Maria Rosaria Perrini presented the results of the three surveys
conducted by Agenas, within the strand B.
Alessandra showed the results of the first two surveys, focusing respectively on Stakeholder
Involvement practices and Topic Selection-Priority Setting experiences among WP4 partners. Both
the surveys were based on a questionnaire agreed with WP4 partners and submitted to all of them.
Comments/questions:
1. Were the connection between the nature of the adoption of an official transparent process of
priority setting and the use of criteria for prioritizing explored? They were not. Only a
descriptive elaboration of the data has been performed.
2. Good material for a publication.
3. It could be useful to specify the “other” criteria used by the partners for prioritizing.
Alessandra recalled the methodological procedure to be followed for the topics selection for the
production of two Core HTAs. That procedure was agreed in the 1st ftf meeting of WP4 held in
Helsinki in March 2010. After showing the results and critical points resulting from the application
of the procedure, Alessandra described the new Topic Selection-Priority Setting methods for the 2
Core HTAs agreed with all partners after the meeting in Helsinki.
Maria Rosaria presented the results of the topic proposals collected from the WP4 partners through
an ad hoc identification form previously agreed with all partners.
11:45 – 13.00 DISCUSSION
Summary table of results
1. It was proposed that the core HTAs produced within Strand B should not be seen as
something that can be used for real. Kristian L reminded the participants that during the
planning phase of the JA it was discussed that this time the core HTAs should be more "for
real" than during the previous project, where even the HTA Core Model was still under lot
of development. The concern raised by some participants was to justify the inconsistency
with the agreed procedure to the European Commission (EC); but it was pointed out by
some attendees that operating in a testing / pilot phase less rigorously should not
compromise the meaning and value of the project (if any objection would raise from the
European Commission). Hence the core HTAs can still be regarded as pilot products, with
possible shortcomings. The idea of the tighter timeline (as compared with 2006-2008
project), however, is that the information would be adequate and current at the time of
publication.
2. In addition many participants expressed their concern about the broad scope of the selected
technologies, especially the genetic test for cancer (Diagnostics). On the one hand someone
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stated the need to define the scope in more specific terms, but on the other hand, it was
argued that this should be a matter to be solved within the editorial teams of two core HTAs.
3. Most of the participants recognized the need to provide more information to narrow the
scope of the topic for the core HTA. The proposal was to select the topics for the two Core
HTAs collecting the interest of all the partners on the technologies already proposed
4. The majority stated that a new procedure is needed to achieve this goal.
14:00 – 14:30 Adaptation – initial proposal for procedure to be discussed in the meeting
(FINOHTA)
Iris Pasternack presented the proposal for the Adaptation of HTA information across documents. In
particular Iris explained the users, the purposes and the tools useful for the adaptation. The actual
work on adaptation will commence only in March/April 2011 the earliest.
Comments/questions:
1. How is adaptation related to the handbook? It will probably be a part of the handbook. Do
we really need an adaptation tool? Adaptation should be a part of reporting and part of the
handbook.
2. The Adaptation toolkit /from the earlier project is available in EUnetHTA Members Only
website.
3. While creating the elements in Core HTA, they could be marked so that you could see
which elements could be adapted easily.
It was agreed that there is a need for a working group to continue with this. Voluntary can turn to
Iris.
14:30 – 15:30 Collaborative Models and Methodological issues (FINOHTA & AGENAS)
Marina Cerbo showed the organisational structure of WP4 and proposed to test two different
models of collaboration among WP4 partners in order to produce jointly the two Core HTAs. The
two Collaborative Models were presented: in the Collaborative Model 1 each domain (9) is
composed by researchers from different agencies participating to WP4B; in the Collaborative
Model 2 each of the 9 domains is managed by a different Associated Partner that has a specific
expertise on that domain. Some issues to be discussed among the attendees were pointed out.
Kristian Lampe emphasized the need of active involvement of APs, inviting them to assume the
responsibility of the domain’s groups.
Comments/questions:
1. Most of the participants agreed on the need to define the technologies to be assessed, before
choosing the collaborative model to test. The next step will be to make the working groups
for the two Core HTAs and the nine Domain teams within each Core HTA.
2. A procedure is needed to achieve this goal.
16:00 – 16:30 Conclusions
POLICY
Coordination Working Group (CWG)
 Some issues raised about the number of persons in this WG (Inaki Imaz proposes a smaller
group) the same observation has been posed by Mans Rosen from SBU “smaller groups
working better” so KL suggested to reconsider this issue (but as KL asked if someone
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thought that the size could be problematic most attendees – through raised hands – said no).
It was agreed tentatively that a larger group would be more appropriate to ensure wide
representation.
PROCEDURES
 No comments or observations, everyone agreed with the proposals for the next activities.
CORE HTAs
Choosing the topics
 The participants shared the idea to submit a new survey to all partners (the form was agreed
and validated in the conclusions session) asking them to indicate their interest in the specific
technologies already proposed (distinguishing among the three macro categories). The
partners will be also asked to provide at the same time a rank of their interests – in the
column (grades rank). It was also agreed to add information about the diseases related to
each technology proposed.
 After this 1st phase and after analyzing the data provided by the responders, a new form will
be sent to all members in order to collect their interest in being involved in the assessment of
1 or more domains for the technologies selected. All partners will weight their preferences
with a rank (from 1 – the most interesting, to 5 – less interesting), and will also specify if
they wish to take part in the Domain Teams in collaboration with others, by themselves or
either of them and finally as Primary Investigator. An example of the form was shown to the
attendees. The results will be analyzed to build up the Core HTAs Team (choosing between
collaborative model 1 and collaborative model 2) and within each Core HTA the Domain
Teams.
Several considerations have been raised from the audience:
o There are 19 Associated Partners involved in the WP4 strand B, each AP should
have the responsibility of at least one domain. So each AP will have to indicate its
interest for at least one domain.
o In addition it is important that the partners with experience in the development of
Core Models and the previous Core HTAs (on DES and MSCT), indicate their
preference in being Primary Investigator of Domain Teams’ participant.
o As about the Collaborative Model 2 (where Domain Teams will be composed by
members of a single partner), the warning is to be flexible on some domains e.g.
legal aspects and ethical aspects, where it is more difficult to suppose that a single
partner could assess the domains alone.
 Agenas proposed to plan an e-meeting, after having the results of the first questionnaire, to
discuss and agree on the topics identified.
At 16.30 the meeting ended.

20:00 – Social Dinner
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WP4 Strand A meeting, Friday, 26th November
The minutes below are common for the two parallel workshops: Online Tool and Service and HTA
Core Model Application for Screening Technologies

Chairs: Kristian Lampe and Iris Pasternack
Meeting rooms: Tosca-Norma and Carmen (Regus Centre, Rome)
Participants:
Akiola Linda (THL, Finland), Antoine Sunya-Lee (DIMDI, Germany), Becla Lidia (AHTAPol,
Poland), Børlum Kristensen Finn (NBoH, Denmark), Carletto Angelica (University Hospital
“A.Gemelli”, Italy), Cerbo Marina (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Corio Mirella (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Crabb
Nick (NICE, UK), de Laet Chris (KCE, Belgium), Derksen Joke (CVZ, Netherlands), Ferroni
Eliana (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Filippi Chiara (Regione Veneto, Italy), Frønsdal Katrine (NOKC,
Norway), Gasparetto Teresa (Regione Veneto, Italy), Giorgi Rossi Paolo (Laziosanità, Italy), Groth
Jensen Lotte (Dept of Health Services Research and HTA, Denmark), Harrington Patricia (HIQA,
Ireland), Imaz Iñaki (ISCIII, Spain), Kleijnen Sarah (CVZ, Netherlands), Lampe Kristian (THL,
Finland), Lo Scalzo Alessandra (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Mäklin Suvi (THL, Finland), Marlow Mirella
(NICE, UK), Pasternack Iris (THL, Finland), Perrini Maria Rosaria (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Raatz
Heike (SNHTA, Switzerland), Rosén Måns (SBU, Sweden), Ruggeri Matteo (University Hospital
“A.Gemelli”, Italy), Rüther Alric (IQWiG, Germany), Saalasti-Koskinen Ulla (THL, Finland),
Saarekas Oskari (THL, Finland), Saluse Janek (UTA, Estonia), Schnell-Inderst Petra (University of
Health Sciences, Austria), Segnan Nereo (ARESS - Regione Piemonte, Italy), Soeterdal Ingrid
(NOKC, Norway), Turk Eva (IPH-RS, Slovenia), Vieira Isaura (INFARMED, Portugal), Vignatelli
Luca (ASSR-RER, Italy), Werkö Sophie (SBU, Sweden), Wilbacher Ingrid (HVB, Austria).
9:00 – 9:15 Welcome
Participants were welcomed to the second day of the meeting. Most participants were the same as
during the first day.

Workshop on Core Model for screening at 9:00 - 15:00
Workshop participants split themselves into domain teams. Effectiveness, costs, ethical and
organisational domains formed their own teams; domains with only few participants merged
together (HPCU & DTC and Social & Legal); Safety domain team was missing.
The teams worked with one or several of the tasks described below in italics. The aim is to produce
a draft of the Screening Model for WP4 Stakeholder Advisory Group review by December 15. All
updated documents should be sent to Iris by Dec 13 to achieve that.
We discussed also about how to proceed with preparing the Introduction section for the Screening
Model deliverable. It was agreed that Iris makes the first draft, circulates it first to the Coordination
and Editing team, and then to all Domain investigators. Final version goes for Domain reviewers for
comments.
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Task 1 Editing the Domain methodology section
Problem: The Domain Methodology text should be brief and easy to read on screen. Longer text
pieces should be linked as separate pdf-files, "Guidelines". Text that is relevant also for other
Domains should separated into "Common methodologies" pool.
Task: Go through the Methodology text of your Domain and
a) Identify and mark text that belong to the general or sharable methodologies, e.g.
– Guidance to critical appraisal of published
o HTAs
o Systematic reviews
o Trials
o Observational studies
o Modelling studies
o Statistics
o Register data
– Guidance on how to do
o Scoping/PICO
o Systematic review
o Modelling
o Register analysis
o Questionnaire
o Interview
b) Identify and mark text that is specific for this Domain but can be presented as independent pdfdocument behind a link e.g.
– Description of the translational model (in Organisational Domain)
– Quadas quality assessment tool (in Safety Domain)
Task 2 Editing the 'Information source' field in the AE-table
Problem: The 'Information source' text will pop up in a small window in the Core Model Online
protocol, in conjunction with the assessment elements. It should give something AE-relevant
additional information. It should not repeat the information that is given in the Methodology
section.
– In some Domains the problem is that the 'Information source' fields are empty: please try to
fill in them but only if there is something specific for that AE.
– In other Domains there may be too much text that repeats the general principles given in
the Methodology section.
Examples of good 'Information source' texts:
– "Inquiry of technical officers at the Ministry of Health"
– "Horizon scanning databases"
– "EMEA web site"
– "Comparative policy studies"
Examples of less useful 'Information source' texts:
– "Systematic review of literature"
– "Qualitative research methods"
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Task:
Go through the 'Information source' fields in your AE-table. The field should give a hint about
– where to find information to this question and
– what kind of information should I look for.
Check that the information is specific for that particular assessment element and that it does not
repeat general principles that are given in the Domain Methodology section. Be specific; give
details and links to relevant sources.
Task 3 Identifying possible overlapping issues and "order of doing"
Problem 1: Some elements are for the first sight overlapping. Usually it is intentional that there
are similar element in two Domains because the viewpoint is meant to be different. Anyhow there is
a risk that the HTA doers search, and read the same articles and do double work if this is not
coordinated.
Problem 2: There are certain elements (or Domains) that require information from certain other
element (or Domain) in order to be able to start even formulating research questions. These
requirement of order should be somehow marked in the Model.
Task: Go through the elements in your Domain.
– Identify issues in other AE-tables (preferably at ID level) where there is a possible overlap.
– Identify issues in other AE-tables (ID or Domain level ) where there is a need to consider
order of doing.
E.g. Order of doing:
Organisational Domain could consider:
– In order two answer the question in our ID G0005 we need to have the information from
HPCU Domain ID A0011
or
– The information in our ID G0007 is probably valuable for the effectiveness domain D0026
before they start assessing it.
Task 4 Editing the 'Clarification' field in the AE-table
Problem:
– The clarifications are often missing
– Current content is heterogenous
o Describes issue in other words (can be helpful, but sometimes is not)
o Gives an example of the issue
o Hints additional aspects
o Hints methodology (avoid this)
o Interpretation
Task:
– Go through the elements in your domain.
– Analyse the clarifications and harmonize. Examples are illustrative ways to clarify the
issue.
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Workshop on Online tool and service at 9.00-15.30
Participants: Akiola Linda (THL, Finland), Børlum Kristensen Finn (NBoH, Denmark), Cerbo
Marina (AGE.NA.S, Italy), Crabb Nick (NICE, UK), de Laet Chris (KCE, Belgium), Ferroni Eliana
(AGE.NA.S, Italy), Gasparetto Teresa (Regione Veneto, Italy), Imaz Iñaki (ISCIII, Spain), Kleijnen
Sarah (CVZ, Netherlands), Lampe Kristian (THL, Finland), Rüther Alric (IQWiG, Germany),
Saarekas Oskari (THL, Finland), Soeterdal Ingrid (NOKC, Norway), Werkö Sophie (SBU,
Sweden).
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Kristian Lampe first presented some key concepts, most of which were already agreed on in the
previous project 2006-2008.
Assessment elements defined by the HTA Core Model are divided into core elements and non-core
elements. The motivation for this is to reduce the vast number of elements into a more manageable
set within each application (e.g. "screening model"). The status as core/non-core may be different
for each element within different applications, since some piece of information may be more
important in the context of assessing certain types of technologies. The core/non-core status is
defined by the assumed importance and transferability of the element (or actually its information
content) within each application (see original article).
During the discussion it became apparent that actually transferability may be different on the
following three levels:
1. Assessment element level
Transferability is largely an assumption, an "educated guess", at least until we have more
data to measure transferability directly.
2. Core HTA level
Answers to an issue defined by an assessment element may have different transferability
depending on the topic of the Core HTA. Transferability on this level may even be in two
different categories: before answering the question (assumption) and after answering the
question (more accurate assumption as one knows what kind of data has been found).
3. Local report
This represents the "real" transferability of information, as it is judged by those who produce
local reports.
In the previous project it was agreed that assessment elements are described in more details as
element cards that contain information on e.g. where to find answers or the origin of the element.
The structure of entering the results need to be defined for the Online Tool & Service. The original
idea of previous project of including also the answers as "cards" was confirmed in the discussion.
Hence an answered issue defined by an assessment element will be recorded in the database as a
"result card" or "answer card" that contains the answer + relevant metadata (such as authors, dates,
etc.).
Framing of various domains still requires thinking. It was agreed that a core HTA project clearly
needs a common scope, i.e. agreed on focus of analysis that all domains should include in their
analysis. The framing may be different in separate domains due to methodological reasons or
available research materials. We still need to decide whether domain framing should be done prior
the research. The group agree that prior agreement on also domain framing would be a good idea.

10

EUnetHTA JA WP4 – Minutes of 2nd Ftf Meeting in Rome on November 25-26, 2010. CONFIDENTIAL NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION

The image describing the structured HTA information (SHTAI), core HTAs and local HTAs
requires amendments. The shortcut from SHTAI to local reports needs to be made clearer. Also, we
need new types of intermediary projects (parallel to core HTAs), such as rapid HTA, REA HTA.
On the right hand side there should also be a "My HTA", which is a self-defined template that uses
the elements from the HTA Core Model.
As during the previous project, it was suggested that the HTA Core Model could and should be
used also in such a manner that answers to elements are filled in into the cards using an existing
HTA report. This can be viewed as possibly a very useful method of increasing the volume of the
SHTAI that can then again be used for core HTAs and/or local reports.
Core HTAs and other types of intermediary products serve as more detailed structures that also
promote the international collaboration of agencies interested in similar topics.
Jurisdiction needs to be defined for various structures and products. Whereas local reports and "My
HTAs" are property of individual (national/regional) agencies, the SHTAI, core HTAs and REA
HTAs are primarily controlled by EUnetHTA. There is actually shared responsibility of most parts,
as national agencies cannot use the HTA Core Model in whatever way they want (Terms of Use are
set) and on the other hand EUnetHTA should not define/dictate rules that agencies are not
comfortable with.
The following rules are (at least) required for each intermediary project type (e.g. rapid review
template):
1. Set of elements that are used
2. Whether relevance assessment is required or all elements of set should always be used
3. Whether justification for irrelevance is required
4. Whether answers to relevant questions are required (or whether they can be skipped due to
e.g. lack or resources or time).
FEEDBACK FROM FIRST PILOT
Participants received a table in which all relevant textual feedback from the first pilot has been
compiled. There is a vast number of feedback comments and there was time to discuss only some of
the most difficult issues. The remaining issues will be discussed later through email. Conclusions of
the discussion are included below:
 Users should be able to retrieve different versions of the core HTA protocol (e.g. with and
without the methodological guidance), also in different formats (HTML, PDF,
RTF/WORD). Also locking and opening the protocol should be made easier.
 Domain-level framing requires further thinking and discussion with screening model
developers. In the meantime the domain framing step in the tool should have project scoping
options preselected by default to speed up protocol design.
 "Complete" boxes have raised some concern/objections, people feel that the system should
bring things automatically forward. They were included so that larger groups could view the
intermediate data without proceeding. A button for easily marking a step completed and
moving on to the next incomplete step should be added whenever manually marking a step
completed provides no benefit (e.g. when only one person is responsible for completing the
step).
 The process of judging the relevance of assessment elements and translating them into
research questions and including justifications for irrelevant issues was perceived as very
arduous by some respondents. It was agreed that we cannot change the nature of the process,
as creating a HTA protocol is always quite a big task. The process itself has been agreed on
earlier. The translation of elementary questions needs to be done as the Model needs to be
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very technology-independent. Explanation why something is irrelevant has also been
commented on positively several times earlier. We need to explore possibilities of making
this process smoother, for example by providing the possibility of translating the question
immediately after marking it as relevant and providing a possibility to define the explanation
of irrelevance at a later stage. Instead of always having to write a free form explanation the
system should in addition provide some predefined frequently used explanations to choose
from.
Project manager can manage the roles.
Questions/comments:
o Can you revise it later, after it is finished?
o Version control and end user added value are important.Earlier publishing for some
parts (before the HTA is ready)?
Information in the pool is important because a mistake can go unnoticed for a long time.
That is why original sources are important.
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