
Introduction. The Irish Health Service (HSE) Health Technology
Assessment Group (HTAG) aims to maximise the impact of its
work by collaborating with HSE Procurement, formalised through
an evidence-based Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). This
study aims to inform the MOU.

Methods. A sequential mixed-methods study design was used. A
rapid review of the literature identified no substantive body of evi-
dence on collaboration between independent national health tech-
nology assessment (HTA) and procurement bodies. Personnel
involved in HTA or procurement were invited by email to com-
plete a survey, take part in an interview, or both. The quantitative
and qualitative data were analysed using descriptive statistics and
thematic analysis, respectively. Findings were integrated using a
conceptual framework that examined the complementarity of
HTA and procurement processes relevant to an MOU.

Results. Thirteen surveys were completed (response rate was 13
percent). Eleven interviews (five Ireland, two Canada, three UK,
one New Zealand) were conducted between August and
November, 2017. No formalised collaboration between indepen-
dent national HTA and procurement bodies was identified.
However in New Zealand, HTA and procurement are an inte-
grated function of the Pharmaceutical Management Agency
(PHARMAC). In other jurisdictions, successful ad hoc collabora-
tions occurred where there was a clear need expressed by
Procurement for additional evidence required for decision-
making, and where HTA personnel tailored their research
approaches accordingly. Key themes to successful collaboration
were relationships, communication, clear roles, rigorous research
and ‘system support’. Good individual relationships and ready
access/communication promoted successful outcomes. Successful
outcomes included improved clinical practice, and major cost sav-
ings. Collaboration may be focussed on: innovative or established
devices; specific types of HTA/research products; specific catego-
ries/specialties; or specific procurement departments.

Conclusions. All participants considered collaboration to be ben-
eficial but requiring good relationships and ‘system support’.
Furthermore, successful collaboration requires clarity regarding
the purpose, parties involved, their roles, responsibilities, modes
of communication, information to be shared, and the expected
outcomes.
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Introduction. Citation analysis is a standard tool for measuring
the impact and influence of scientific work. One purpose behind
controlled trials is to answer clinical and policy questions and to
contribute directly or indirectly (contributing to systematic review
and meta-analyses) to the production of practice guidance. The
citation of trials within systematic reviews and policy or guidance
documents therefore represents an authentic and meaningful
measure of impact.

Methods. All 136 randomized controlled trials published by the
United Kingdom (UK) Health Technology Assessment (HTA)

programme in a 10-year period (2006-2015) were identified.
Web of Science citation index was used to collect citation data
relating to each trial. Altmetrics were used to identify additional
policy and guidance documents. Citation data were collected
and tabulated, and descriptive statistics produced. Additional
data were collected for principal ‘spin-off’ publications.

Results. Eighty-eight percent of trials were cited by at least one
Cochrane or non-Cochrane systematic review or meta-analysis;
37 percent by at least one Cochrane review (90 Cochrane reviews
in total); 85 percent by at least one non-Cochrane systematic
review or meta-analysis (365 in total). Forty-four percent of trials
were cited by at least one unique piece of published policy or
guidance. Mean number of review citations per published trial:
25.30; mean number of systematic reviews/meta-analyses per
trial: 3.34; mean number of guidance documents per trial: 0.85.
Trial investigators published the primary clinical outcome data
in 27 additional peer-reviewed journal articles, generating
citations in a further 66 unique reviews and 22 unique guidance
documents.

Conclusions. Based on the payback model, this sample of 136 UK
HTA trials represent meaningful impact: 88 percent of trials were
cited in systematic reviews and 44 percent in guidance documents.
Chronological data indicate that there might be a sizeable time-lag
between publication and impact, especially for policy documents
and Cochrane reviews.
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Introduction. The National Centre for Pharmacoeconomics
(NCPE) assesses the cost-effectiveness of new drugs for which
reimbursement by the healthcare payer, the Health Service
Executive (HSE), is sought in Ireland. This research aims to create
a systematic approach for the NCPE review group (RG) to assess
each of the cost-effectiveness models submitted by the applicant
by creating cost-effectiveness model appraisal guidelines.

Methods. The RG consists of clinical, statistical and health eco-
nomic expertise. In order to systematically appraise the HTA sub-
mission, which includes a cost-effectiveness model, clear
guidelines on how each of the members of the RG can work
together are required. The current members of the RG in the
NCPE were given a draft of the guidelines created by the primary
author, and additional feedback and testing was performed using
the expert experience of the team. A version of the guidelines was
tested for its usefulness.

Results. Three checklists were created. The purpose of the first
checklist is to evaluate if the cost-effectiveness model works cor-
rectly. The second checklist ensures that each of the assumptions
included in the HTA dossier are the same as those included in the
cost-effectiveness model. The final checklist validates the assump-
tions used in the cost-effectiveness model to ensure they are rea-
sonable and appropriate for decision making. The final version of
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