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	1st Meeting of Working Package 4 on Technology Evaluation
Friday, 30th October 2008 at 10h00 (Brussels time)
at the offices of DG RESEARCH

SDME building, Room 9F



	List of participants


	Members:

Pfizer / Jeremy SALT (Chair)
OIE / Elisabeth ERLACHER VINDEL (Vice-Chair)

DEFRA / Philip WAKELEY

Fort Dodge / Geoffrey LABARQUE

Animal Health Services NL / Kees Van MAANEN

CVI – Wageningen / Aline De KOEIJER
University of Utrecht / Victor RUTTEN

Intervet SP AH / Ian TARPEY

ILRI / Philip TOYE

National Veterinary Institute DK / Gregers JUNGERSEN

INGENASA / Ana RANZ

IDEXX / Dragos GRADINARU

DISCONTOOLS / Declan O’BRIEN

DISCONTOOLS / Morgane DELAVERGNE
University of Liverpool/ Jim SCUDAMORE
	Invited:

 ETPGAH / Sophie FREDERICKX (Secretariat support)
DG RESEARCH / Isabel MINGUEZ TUDELA

DG RESEARCH / Geroid SAYERS

Apologies :

University of Murcia / Jose JOAQUIN CERON

VLA / Jason SAWYER

Animal Health Services NL / Frens WESTENBRINK

QIAGEN / Mary Von LANGSDORFF

IDEXX / Christian SCHELP

Janssen Ph / Leo Van LEEMPUT
CVI – Wageningen / Janet Van Der GOOT




	Agenda


1. Welcoming words – Declan O’Brien, Project Coordinator

a. ETPGAH and DISCONTOOLS

2. Approval of the Agenda of the first WP 4 meeting

3. Presentation on DISCONTOOLS WP 4

a. Objectives, description of work and deliverables

b. Jim Scudamore presentation

4. Mapping current technology tools

a. Pharmaceutical industry – Intervet SP

b. OIE 

c. Diagnostic industry – INGENASA

d. Academia – University of Utrecht

5. Methodology to identify new technologies

a. Scanning systems for new concepts

b. Review of new technologies (literature searches, workshops, conferences, networks)

c. Assessment and evaluation

6. Identification of relevant industries

a. Industries

b. Organisation of an annual workshop (2009)

7. technology transfer

8. AOB

a. date of next meeting

b. review of participants list

	Discussion


1. Welcoming words - ETPGAH DISCONTOOLS

Declan O’ Brien (DOB) opened the meeting by welcoming those present and made a brief presentation (attached) describing the connections between the European Technology for Global Animal Health (ETPGAH) and the DISCONTOOLS project.

DOB then handed the Chair over to Jeremy Salt (JS). JS invited all participants to briefly introduce themselves.

2. Approval of the Agenda of the 1st WP 4 meeting
The agenda was approved.
3. Presentation on DISCONTOOLS WP 4
Morgane Delavergne (MD) gave a short presentation to clarify the WP 4 framework (attached). On discussion, questions were raised on how to implement deliverable 4.5 “Use of new technologies where appropriate to assist the development of diagnostics, pharmaceuticals and vaccines”. It was agreed that the aim of this group is to identify new technologies that may need funding to get to the market and then disseminate information concerning these new technologies. 
Regarding the starting point to implement the work of this group, it was stated that WP 3 may suggest gaps and WP 4 will look at solutions to fill those gaps using new or old technologies. 

Jim Scudamore (JS) made a presentation on the ETPGAH and “Technology Evaluation” (attached) adding clarity to the objectives of WP 4. On discussion, Philip Wakeley (PW) raised the concern that there is often a weakness in implementing methodologies coming from scientific papers. Isabel Minguez Tudela (IMT) replied that this is an important problem in Europe and that the Commission was considering the involvement of the Industry in this group as a guarantee for implementation. Finally, JS stated that there is a need to look at scientific and technological advances outside the Animal Health area as well.
4. Mapping current technology tools
a. Pharmaceutical Industry – Intervet
Ian Tarpey (IT) presented the industry approach to searching for technology tools (presentation attached) specifying that in relation to the isolation and growth of a pathogen traditional techniques are still preferred. From the industry point of view, access to technology is a constraint and transfer to production a real challenge. Regulatory aspects are also of high importance as it can take 5 years to develop a new vaccine and up to 2 years to complete the registration process.
On discussion, JS reminded that scale-up in manufacturing is an issue and that coordination with WP 3 will be needed on this subject. IMT agreed and specified that predicting output from production is very difficult, stressing Bluetongue as a recent example. It was stated that the licensing process may inhibit the adoption of new technology if products using old technology are shown to be as good – GM vaccine versus conventional vaccine. DOB remarked that recent outbreaks of disease in the EU have created a political climate where new technology is more appreciated.
b. OIE presentation
Elisabeth Erlacher-Vindel (EEV) gave a presentation on OIE work regarding new technologies. She explained that the OIE welcomes expert advice that might arise from WP4 and presented OIE publications including the Animal Health Code and the Manual of Diagnostic tests and Vaccines for Terrestrial Animals, specifying that they are updated regularly. The standards and guidelines are elaborated by experts and endorsed by the OIE commissions before they are sent for comments to all 172 OIE members. To be published they have to be adopted by all members. 

A new ad hoc group of experts will be convened in November to consider vaccines in relation to new and emerging technologies and in 2009 matters relating to diagnostic tests will be considered. 

EEV clarified that OIE has its own standard setting process which is science based and flexible so that information/data can be added to manuals if necessary. Small groups of experts are convened if needed and may share information with other networks.

c. Diagnostic Industry – INGENASA
Ana Ranz (AR) presented the work of INGENASA (presentation attached). INGENASA is focused on developing commercially viable products, they seek partners, participate in FP programmes and are willing to work in developing markets. AR confirmed that they seek validation of their tests from the OIE.

Dragos Gradinaru (GD) highlighted the fact that the market size for a future product is a critical factor. He explained that the timeline to develop diagnostic tests in Europe has been extended from 6 to 18 months. He also expressed the wish for the OIE to move towards active validation. 
PW stated that reference laboratories are often reluctant to endorse commercial companies and that OIE standards for the approval of diagnostic kits are not universally accepted. JS specified that the OIE has no legal basis to approve diagnostic tests. EEV explained that the procedure for validation and certification of diagnostic assays for infectious animal diseases has been adopted by all OIE members.  In addition all kits that have gone successfully through this procedure have to be adopted by the 172 OIE members during the General Session. 
PW added that financial constraints may prevent the development of diagnostics for non-profitable products, which could be a future gap to address to WP 3. DG concluded by saying that national, EU and OIE norms may be discordant, thus there is a need for harmonisation.

d. Academia – University of Utrecht
Victor Rutten (VR) provided a presentation (attached) on technology tools used in fundamental research. He stressed the need for more academia representatives in WP 4 to broaden out this perspective. 

VR clarified that 75% of their funding is from external sources with the government financing some work. Gregers Jungersen (GJ) explained that in Denmark research is driven by market potential and that they have agreements with external funders (such as industry) but that they do not produce any vaccine. 

5. Methodology to identify new technologies
a. Scanning systems for new concepts

b. Review of new technologies

c. Assessment and evaluation

PW explained the Test Development Programme (TDP) at VLA in DEFRA. He stressed that concepts are studied by expert panels composed of 4 people from DEFRA and external experts. Only a few proposals survive the panel assessment and those are essentially one-year projects. The focus is on commercially viable tests and investment is not made into orphan diseases. 
In Denmark, regarding serological diagnostics, there is a high screening capacity initiative to respond to the needs with the creation of platforms linking the work of the human and veterinary sectors. Relatively few projects are proposed, some were funded, but finance is a limiting factor. 

 EEV mentioned that the FAO has a budget to directly fund laboratories. On the contrary, the OIE may attract funds and can ask a laboratory to work on a diagnostic but is not directly giving funds. EEV then stated that some of the experiences in the field of food safety may be useful as an example to identify new technologies.
	Action: MD to communicate with diagnostic experts in the food sector.


On the review of new technologies, the question about the current activities in China and India was raised by IMT. JS replied that some R&D is being placed in these countries to create local links and that we should look at publications and patent applications. Kees Van Maanen (KVM) stressed that it could be a huge opportunity but the language barrier is still a hurdle. IMT finally specified that there will be a meeting in China in December.
KVM mentioned that there is not so much transparency on what is currently going on even in Europe. DOB referred to the ERA-Net database giving access to documents and papers from 2004 and ongoing now. This could be of great help to WP 4, even if the hindsight is not very long.

Aline De Koeijer highlighted the necessity to establish criteria to develop tools in advance. IMT stressed again the importance of industry involvement in such projects as public/private partnerships are more likely to lead to commercial exploitation. IMT explained that new products may involve not only one new technology but a number of technologies and that scientific advice from the EMEA is important to indicate if a technology will be acceptable or not. To conclude, EEV expressed the urgent need for networks of expert people to assess ideas.

6. Identification of relevant industries
a. Industries

b. Organisation of an annual workshop?

DOB made a presentation (attached) to generate ideas of relevant industries, sectors or techniques. It was highlighted that intellectual property and patent issues are important. GJ explained that in Denmark diagnostics are based on high throughput and vaccines on DIVA tests. The participants suggested including water and food safety, mobile phone and space technologies as diverse fields that could lead to the identification of new technologies of interest to the animal health sector or that could provide interesting insights into how to look for new technologies.
	Action: As the outset, MD to explore relevant websites.


On further discussion, it was agreed that we should discuss new technology issues with a range of Technology Platforms (TP), such as the human medicines and food. The idea of inviting some TPs to present their ideas and how they look for new technologies was approved. JS proposed contacting research leaders in the US to discuss the new technologies that they discovered in the past 5 years and to explore what might appear in the next 5 years. The group will invite relevant experts to a future meeting to explore these issues.

	Action: JS to speak with US contacts.


Finally, the organisation of an annual workshop was discussed but it was agreed to reflect further on this matter at the next WP 4 meeting in March 2009.
7. Technology transfer
Concerning the question “How do we communicate?”, JS proposed that it should first be to the research funders and then to the research workers, EC and international organisations. It was proposed to contact as well the ETPGAH mirror groups, EPIZONE, OIE, FAO, Gates Foundation, Wellcome and MedVetNet. Concerning the question “Do we promote somebody else’s technology?”, it was agreed that this is not an issue if the technology is of a general benefit to the concerned parties. On discussion, it was also decided to communicate, as necessary, with veterinarians via the FVE.

	Action: MD to propose communication target groups for consideration by the WP.


8. AOB

a. Meeting date: The group agreed to meet on March 24th at 10.00 in Brussels
b. Participants: It was agreed that Albrecht Laufer, representatives from the human health sector, from Germany, Italy and Eastern Europe should be invited to participate in WP 4. All parties confirmed their permission to place the presentations made during the meeting on the ETPGAH website.
	Action: WP members to propose potential members in the human health sector, from Germany, Italy and Eastern Europe.


	1st DISCONTOOLS WP4 meeting on 31st October 2008: Summary of Actions


	Issue
	Action / Decision
	Who
	When

	Food safety – identifying new technologies
	· Communicate with diagnostic experts in the food sector
	MD
	January 2009

	Relevant stakeholders – Annual Workshop
	· Explore relevant websites
	MD
	January 2008

	US research leaders
	· Speak with US contacts
	JS
	Before March 2009

	Communication target groups
	· Propose communication target groups for consideration by the WP
	MD
	January 2009

	New WP4 members
	· Propose potential members 
	All
	Before March 2009
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