

              DRAFT MINUTES
SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE MEETING
Friday, 4th May from 14.00 - 18.00
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Chairmen :  
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Helena Jenzer 
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Teresa Bermejo Vicedo 

Gunar Stemer 

Anthony Sinclair 

Guillaume Hache

Nicolas Janus 

Jennie De Greef (Chief Operating Officer)

Annalisa Gardella (Events Coordinator)

Friday, May 4th
1. Welcome 
Vagn Handlos welcomed all to the meeting and announced the apologies from Trine Kart, who was not able to attend.

He also informed the SC that this will be his last meeting with the SC, since as previously informed, Cees Neef will be his successor as Chairman.

Vagn Handlos asked the SC if there were any points to be added to the agenda: none were added. 
Vagn Handlos commented that it would have been nice to visit the congress centre as in the past, but Jennie De Greef advised that there was not enough time for the visit, and that she and Annalisa Gardella went specifically a day earlier with the purpose to conduct a site visit of the congress centre and research venues for the presidents’ faculty dinner. She also mentioned that for the SC meeting in Milan, Kees was the only one who wished to attend.
2. Review and approval of minutes from the March SC/SAG meeting.
The minutes were approved by all members.

It was confirmed that presentations presented in PDF cannot be used for display at the congress, as the actual system requires PowerPoint presentations.
3. Quality of scientific programme: review of Milan participants’ evaluations and observations from the congress and the Milan facilitators’ reports.
The SC first reviewed the facilitators’ reports and each member gave a general overview of the seminar they had facilitated.
In general the comments were good. It was noted that the stakeholders of each seminar should start to plan well in advance the content of the presentations in order to receive the slides from the speakers before the congress.
It was agreed that there should be a uniform way to approach the speakers from all SC members, i.e. with a first contact to give general explanation on EAHP and the congress.

 It was then suggested to use webinars for further meetings to discuss the content of the presentation.
Action: EAHP staff will prepare a guidelines’ document for speakers with deadlines they will need to meet for the preparation of the congress.

Action: EAHP staff will look into the use of webinars and inform the SC.
With special reference to Seminar 10, Vagn Handlos reported a negative comment received from the Finnish member, which stated that the level of the seminar was too basic. It was noted that this comment was not reflected in the comments by the attendees.
Action: Vagn Handlos will send a letter to the Finnish member stating that considering the evaluation forms 

filled in by the participants, the level of seminar was appropriate.
With reference to the room used for the workshops, it was noted that these need a more flexible layout.

Action: EAHP staff will check with each workshop’s stakeholder which is the best possible solutions, and will arrange with congress centre.

Jennie de Greef reported that the board discussed the fact that most presentations had too many slides. A discussion took place and it was decided that the number of slides will not be limited, but the stakeholders will make sure that the slides are suitable for a 30 minute presentations.

The SC members commented on the comparison made among the 3 congresses and Gunar Stemer suggested asking the participants their preferred topics for future congresses.   

Action: EAHP staff will implement the questions in the Cyber café.
4. Paris  Programme

a. The SC reviewed the TG&LOs sent by the seminars’ stakeholders.
· It was noted that there seemed to be an overlapping between K1 and K2.

Action: Kees will change the abstract for K1 and resend it to the speaker together with the abstract of K2.

· For Seminar ST1 it was agreed to integrate with the subject of drug nutrition/ interactions.

Action: Helena will change the abstract accordingly
· For Seminar SO1 it was agreed to change a few sentences so that the abstract would reflect the speakers’ presentations.

Action: Francesca will rewrite the abstract accordingly
· For Seminar ST3, it was noted by the SC that the abstract places too much emphasis on the pharmacist, and the title should be changed to be better linked to the abstract.
Action: Andre and Anthony will change the title.
b. Speakers’ selection
· Gunar Stemer explained that for Keynote 3, he contacted the speaker and it was agreed that there will be only 1 speaker rather than 2 as previously discussed.
· For Seminar ST4, Nicolas contacted Dr. Krakowski and will confirm his availability.
Action: Nicolas will confirm Dr. Krakowski’s availability.
· For Seminar SO4  Gunar will confirm Florence Vandevelde’s availability.
Action: Gunar will confirm Florence Vandevelde’s availability
· For Seminar SC1, Vagn Handlos will contact a speaker from the joint commission to ask for availability.
Action: Vagn will send a speaker suggestion.
· For Seminar SC2 Kees will confirm Fred Schobben’s availability.
Action: Kees will follow up with Fred Schobben.
c. Mark each seminar with a seminar level: basic, intermediate, advanced

· A discussion took place on whether to give each seminar a level or not:  but it was decided that this is not possible as it is too difficult to adjust the level to the audience.

Kees suggested dividing the presentations into 3 parts going from basic to advanced content in order to meet the different levels of the audience.
Action: Stakeholders will make sure to have the presentations of the seminar structured accordingly.
· A discussion took place on the possible use of twitter during the seminar, and it was decided
that it could be possible to try the use of twitter for the Q&A session only  of one of the seminars to see how it goes.


Action:  EAHP staff will implement twitter feeds during Paris congress for 1 or 2 sessions.
d. Proposal by NVZA:  to hold a EJHP reviewers’ workshop at the EAHP congress. One of the experienced NVZA-reviewers (Pieter Hellemons) volunteered to participate as faculty. 
The proposal was reviewed and it was agreed to keep the proposal in mind for a workshop in 2014. The future editor in chief of the journal could be the speaker for this workshop.

Action: Kees Neef will get back to NVZA and let them know that the proposed workshop will be kept in consideration for 2014 in collaboration with BMJ.
e. Highlights of French hospital pharmacy

The French SC members presented to the SC their idea to structure the seminar focusing on different projects carried out in French hospitals.

Action: Andre will submit final abstract and TG&LOs. 
f. Workshop proposals

· Review of proposed workshop by Antonella Tonna 
The SC reviewed the workshop proposal submitted by Antonella Tonna and accepted it.

Action: Jennie De Greef will confirm to Antonella the workshop.
Vagn Handlos proposed to the SC members that they ask their member countries for other workshop proposals that can be sent and evaluated by the SC if suitable for future congresses.

Action: SC members will  ask their organisations for suggestions 
g. Synergy Programme

· Define SC member stakeholder for each synergy seminar.

The SC members reviewed the abstract for the Synergy programme and stakeholder and support persons were assigned for each seminar.

Action: Kees will send an e-mail to Arnold Vulto asking if he is available to be the support person for the synergy seminar “Biosimilars, don’t look into the mirror”.
It was clarified that the actual work of developing each synergy programme does not need to start until the seminar has been sold to industry. It could be although useful for the stakeholders to already think of speakers’ suggestions in order to speed up the process for later.

It was decided to place the synergy programme in time slots not competing with seminars.

Action: EAHP staff will add synergy time slots on the Paris programme perhaps on the first day from 11.30 – 13.00.
Vagn Handlos reminded the SC members that the SC will have control on the content and choice of the speakers for the synergy programme, and it was agreed that the synergy seminars should be organized with the same modus operandi as for the other seminars of the congress.

Concerned was raised that there could be “first and second class” speakers, but it was agreed that the first choice should be the quality of the speakers for all the seminars, both for the congress programme and for the synergy.  The difference being that the Synergy income could cover higher speaker fees if necessary.
It was therefore decided to bring to the OC the proposal of raising the fee for the congress speakers.
Action: Jennie De Greef will ask the OC if possible to raise the speakers’ fees.
It was also noted that to allow SC members to best follow the programme a SOP document is needed.
Action: EAHP staff will put together a guideline for the Synergy programme.
· SC member stakeholder will be responsible to coordinate with the Synergy presenters on the e-learning content.

It was clarified to the SC members that the e-learning part will take place only post-congress , approximately in May.
h. Review of stakeholder and support person info sheet and requested deadlines
The stakeholder and support person info sheet was reviewed and changes were made in the document sent after the meeting to the SC.

Action: Annalisa will resend the updated document for Paris congress to the SC and prepare a general one to adapt for each congress.
Saturday, May 5th

5. Review of abstract module

On Saturday, May 5th, at around 11.00am Luc Vanoppen, IT person in charge if the abstract module and online abstract submission, joined the meeting to discuss with the SC members possible changes to the actual system.
Below points were discussed:

· Abstracts sent for revision to the author should not be processed further by the committee if no changes have been made by the author.

This is possible, but at the moment this is not visible in the reviewer’s page but it is a feature that can be added.  The history of the changes is not possible to be implemented, and the author will have to insert a new field for the 2nd review.

Proposal is to ask the author to edit the abstract by using an extra text field where they need to provide information. 
Action: EAHP staff will add text on the website to explain to the authors how this will work.
Action: Action: COVR will implement this as an extra option.
For the reviewers it will be possible to view the 2 abstracts on the screen simultaneously in order that they may compare the revisions.

Action: COVR will implement this as an extra option.

· Abstracts should be limited to either a word count limit (e.g. 300) or a character limit (e.g. 300).

Luc explained that the limitation has a 3-5% margin on the allowed count. It was decided to keep this as it is for now.
· Discussion on how to handle graphs and tables in the abstracts.

The decision was made to only allow tables, and that the tables would need to be added only at the end of the abstract submission process without allowing the possibility to copy & paste. It was also noted that once somebody starts to fill in the abstract text field this should be completed for all the 5 areas, whereas the  other information can be inserted before and saved, and then it is possible to continue with the abstract submission at a later stage. 
Action: COVR will update the submission module.
Action: EAHP staff will add information on the submission guidelines.
· It was asked if each reviewer can have access only to the abstract they will have to review.

Action: EAHP staff will set up the reviewer’s content so that this will be possible.
· It was asked whether it is possible to save after review of each abstract and to have 2 save buttons, one at top and one at bottom.
Action: COVR will implement this option.
· It was asked whether for the 2nd review it is possible that the reviewer can see both the comments sent to the author and the 1st review comments.
Action: COVR will implement this option.
After Luc Vanoppen left the meeting further discussion took place on the abstract submission and it was decided that the scoring method would be kept as it is now.

Action: Vagn Handlos will prepare a paper describing the agreement for the review process and the filtering steps before the November meeting. 

It was also decided to keep the International poster session.
A discussion took place on whether or not to include in the abstract book the accepted abstracts not presented at the congress.
It was decided to first send a letter to those authors who did not present the poster and did not notify EAHP of their absence at the congress. As a second step they would be removed from the online BMJ abstract book and on the online poster walk it would be written a sentence saying: “Poster not available as it was not displayed at the congress”.
Action: EAHP staff will draft a SOP for how to handle authors of accepted abstracts who do not present their posters at the congress.
a. 2014 Programme 
Before the brainstorming on the 2014 congress theme took place, Jennie De Greef advised that the city has not been chosen yet since Lisbon’s congress centre is too small for the actual programme.

Possible options are Barcelona or Berlin and site visits will be conducted by the end of the summer in order to finalize the choice.

b. Selection of 2014 theme and preliminary programme
All began discussing the potential theme for the 2014 congress with the help of the mindmap programme, which was sent to the SC via e-mail for further discussion on the programme.

3 theme suggestions were chosen for approval by the board. A vote took place among the SC members and the preferred proposal would be “The innovative hospital pharmacist – imagination, skills and organization”.

· The innovative hospital  pharmacist - new paradigms (4 votes )

· The innovative hospital  pharmacist – imagination, skills and organization (7 votes)

· The innovative hospital  pharmacist - building trust for the future (2 votes)

Action: Jennie De Greef will add to the June board meeting agenda.
A first preliminary programme was drafted as below, keeping in mind to have 3 main thematic areas:
1) New health and economic challenges

2) The HP 2020:  a new profile

3) Re-engineering HP organization

KEYNOTES

· Accommodating innovation in a scenery of shrinking budgets
· The HP 2020:  a new profile

· Knowledge management

SEMINARS

New health and economic challenges

· Reimbursement of drugs/patient service 

· Targeted medicines
· Benchmarking

· What is an innovative drug?

· How therapeutic equivalence can influence the cost of drugs

· Drug shortages

· How to interpret pharmacoeconomic studies (workshop)

The HP 2020:  a job description?

· Status quo of the Pharmine project

· Pharmacy practice research

· Pharmacists’ involvement in clinical trials and ethical committees

· Redesigning pharmacy careers

· New strategies for pharmacy education
Re-engineering HP organization

· Re-engineering compounding processing

· Re-engineering drug supply

Furthermore, it was suggested to have an open session for several 5-10 min presentations (snapshots of innovation / flashes ), allowing 6 presentations per session.  This is similar to the “pearl” idea used by ASHP.
Action: Jennie will think of suggestions for a name of this session.
Sunday, May 6th

6. Academy programme

a. How to make new academy classes affordable for all, perhaps create e-learning.
Cees Neef first provided a general introduction on the Academy programmes delivered thus far, and afterwards introduced the proposal for the new academy as per the document previously sent to the SC via mail for review. He explained that a major goal for EAHP is to obtain EU recognition of hospital pharmacists as a specialised professional field.  This goal would be approached in two ways, one on the political level and one on the educational level with the hopes that eventually, the EU would need to agree on specialisation.
It was noted by the SC members that some countries like Germany and Italy already have this specialization in place and they could therefore compare the country programmes to implement the one proposed by the EAHP, and that it would be ideal to have the countries with such a programme in the leadership of the project.

It was asked what would happen to the existing programme in each country, and Kees reported that the aim of the EAHP is to have such a programme recognized by the country authorities, not to compete with the national programmes.

The SC noted also that for this purpose it is important to have not only accredited speakers but also accredited institutions as part of the project.

Vagn Handlos clarified that the purpose of the programme is to have a recognized European course in hospital pharmacy, and that the Academy programme should be a programme open to all pharmacists who wish to take part.
Action: Cees Neef will report to the board regarding the concern expressed by the SC members regarding the political frame of each country.
The SC members also expressed concern about their involvement in this kind of programme being unsure of what kind of contribution is expected from them.  All confirmed that their time is limited since their work for EAHP is done on a voluntary basis and usually in the evenings since all have their day jobs.
Jennie suggested increasing the number of SC members in order to decrease the time required to work on the programme.  All discussed and decided to wait until clarification was made regarding the programme.  Many SC members expressed that they really did not understand how the programme would work and requested more information.

A discussion took place on the actual structure of the programme and it was agreed to have approximately a 3 year programme with 10 days per year. 

Action: Cees Neef will prepare a more detailed proposal with clearer statements on how SC members are expected to collaborate and with more specific indication on the structure for submission to the SC.
7. Next SC meetings
Future SC meeting dates have been decided as follow:
· 22 September 2012 (Brussels – airport hotel)
· 26-28 October 2012 (Brussels – city hotel)
· 12 January 2013 (Brussels – airport hotel)
· 12 March 2013 (Paris) 
· 10-12 May 2013 (TBD)
8. Any other business
· Helena Jenzer affirmed that she is willing to step back from the SC and suggested Pascal Bonnabry as her replacement.  The 2013 Paris congress would therefore be the last one for Helena and Pascal would join the SC in the spring of 2013.  She added that she is only willing to surrender her seat to Pascal.
Action: Kees will ask the OC whether Pascal can substitute Helena in the SC.

· Vagn Handlos thanked all the SC members for their collaboration during his past years as chairman of the Scientific Committee and advised that after leaving the board in June, he will still be collaborating with the EAHP on the resolution for small scale production.  He then adjourned the meeting.
