Annex A 

Responses to consultation questions and comments

 
This feedback takes into account the following sources of feedback:
· 3 consultation workshops

	
	Manchester
	London AM
	London PM

	TOTAL*
	28
	33
	34

	Human application
	11
	14
	11

	Post mortem
	9
	9
	10

	Research
	11
	9
	13

	Public display
	0
	0
	3

	Anatomy
	1
	2
	4


· Online responses to eight set questions
· Online free text responses

· Feedback emails to HTA

	
	Eight set questions
	Additional free text
	Separate email

	TOTAL*
	48
	35
	11

	Human application
	16
	11
	2

	Post mortem
	17
	12
	4

	Research
	14
	11
	3

	Public display
	3
	3
	2

	Anatomy
	4
	4
	2


*Some organisations hold licences in more than one sector so this total is more than the actual responses received

General comments:
· Organisations were grateful for the opportunity to receive explanation of fee proposals and feedback, particularly in the workshop environment
· Cooperation between regulators to share information and/or coordinate site visits would relieve a lot of administrative burden and associated costs for organisations
· Organisations welcomed the HTA’s efficiency plans to reduce overall fees 
· Transparency of licence fee activities (on invoices) would allow organisations to see what their licence fee covers and therefore judge whether they were getting value for money.
·  Organisations felt that HTA fees were too high and did not represent value for money – particularly in current economic climate
· Uncertainty around fee levels is bad for organisations 

· Advanced warning of any changes to fees is required 
Fee structure responses
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Are the annual fee charging bands, reflecting the number of satellites, appropriate? 
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Comments:

· A simple approach to fee structure is preferred as this will save on administration on both sides 

· An annual flat fee helps financial planning

· Can an annual fee be based on regulatory risk in sectors?

· Advice and guidance should not be charged for separately 

· Post mortem sector could be broken down to more than one fee 

Application fee comments:
· Agree with the introduction of application fee but have new organisations been consulted
· Fees should be pro-rata if application fee introduced 

Public display comments:
· The proposals were generally felt to be acceptable

· Indicative public display fees still too high (PD fee was almost half of the fee for post mortem establishments) 
[image: image6.png]TOTAL
HA
P | [
Res | [
PD
ANAT
mYes, strongly agree = Yes,agree

Notsure = No, disagree
mNo, strongly disagree No comment



[image: image7.png]TOTAL
HA

PM
RES
PD

ANAT ||
HYes, strongly agree “Yes,agree
Notsure = No, disagree
mNo, strongly disagree No comment



Site visit responses
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Comments:

· There would need to be clear and transparent rationale for deciding the level of site visit required for an organisation and the level might be open to challenge

· Preference for site visit fees to be annualised rather than have occasional peaks
· If fees were to be charged when site visits occurred then advanced warning would be required to set budgets (~18 months) and there could still be unplanned visits

· Simple / Complex terminology was found to be confusing as it actually relates to HTA resource involved, but the levels appear appropriate

· Consider basing annual fee on level of site visit received?
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Satellite licence feedback:
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Comments:

· The approach for introducing discounts for organisations with a larger number of satellites was felt to be fair by most, although some felt there should be no discount
· Various different models for introducing discount suggested, including different banding limits and discounting for every additional satellite, and different models for each sector
· Request to publicise clear definition of when a satellite license is appropriate

· Do pro rata fees apply for new satellite applications? 

Human application charging responses

Comments:

· Tissue types are not an appropriate factor to use to differentiate fee levels. Felt that they should not affect the amount of effort carried out by the HTA, it unfairly penalises some organisations and it changes

· Breaking down to nine different potential fees, plus satellite and site visit charges is too complex but fees for the HA sector should be broken down in some way 

· Can licence fees be linked to volumes of activity?

· What happens when satellites have different activities to the main hub? 

Payment structure responses


Comments:

· Pro rata payments seem fair (especially if application fees are introduced) 

· Staggered payments are not necessarily helpful 
Q1 Are the activities it is proposed to charge for separately the appropriate activities?





Q2 Has the correct balance been achieved between charging for activities and incorporation in an annual fee?





Q3 Should those establishments selected for site visits bear the cost of their inspection, rather than costs being spread amongst all establishments in the sector, as part of the annual fee?





Q4 Is the categorisation of site visits (simple, complex etc) appropriate?





Q5 Are the annual fee charging bands, reflecting the number of satellites, appropriate?





�





Q6 a) Are the annual fee charging bands, reflecting the amount of licensable activity and tissue types appropriate?





Q6 b) Do the fee proposals properly take account of your activity?





Q8 Are the proposals for part year payment for new licence holders fair?





Q7 Are the proposals for staggered payment helpful?








