
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Past speculations of the future: A review of the methods used for 
forecasting emerging health technologies 

AUTHORS Doos, Lucy; Packer, Claire; Ward, Derek; Simpson, Sue; Stevens, 
Andrew 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Leigh-Ann Topfer 
CADTH  
Canada 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Just a few minor comments for your consideration.  
- PsycInfo (rather than PsychInfo)  
- the literature search ended in 2014, but are any regular updates 
being made to capture new publications?  
- on page 3, paragraph beginning Forecasting methods need to be 
credible.... Is forecasting also influenced by the audience for the 
information (e.g., focussed on particular types of technologies or 
timelines).  
-a couple of other studies/papers that might have been considered 
and rejected, but in case not:  
a) Stafinski, Topfer, Zakariasen, Menon. 2010. The role of surgeons 
in identifying emerging technologies for health technology 
assessment. Can J Surg;2010;53(2):86-92. Small study using 18 
surgeons and a 5 year timeline. - might be more horizon scanning 
than forecasting??  
b) ECRI Institute methods for HS for forecasts of high impact 
technologies in certain areas - again, might be more horizon 
scanning. Example: 
http://effectivehealthcare.ahrq.gov/ehc/assets/File/Crosscutting-
Horizon-Scan-High-Impact-1406.pdf  
c) old US government agency, short-lived (1978-81), the National 
Center for Health Care Technology prepared an annual Emerging 
Technology List. I only have a copy of the 1980 list but can provide it 
if that would help. It might be possible to get the other lists from the 
US government FOI office? They involved experts on a Committee; 
not clear what their timelines were.  
d) the work of the Dutch Steering Committee (STG) on Future 
Health Scenarios is cited (reference 16). Some of their work was 
published in a multi-volume series called Anticipating and Assessing 
Health Care Technology. It might be good to cite the series as well?  
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USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 20-Dec-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS These authors performed a systematic search of the literature to 
identify the methods used in forecasting studies to predict future 
health technologies within a 3-20 year timeframe. I have never seen 
a study on this topic and found the question intriguing (thought 
provoking) and important. This is especially the case since forecast 
articles, especially when written by well known and respected 
practitioners, often lead to significant fiscal and cultural investments 
in emerging technologies with little evidence of the validity of these 
predictions.  
 
The manuscript itself is well written and concise. Methods are well 
described. Conclusions are supported by the data.  
 
I have very few critiques. I do think some brief vignette or case study 
of the consequences of a prediction/forecast that proved to be 
inaccurate would have further emphasized the importance of this 
research.  
 
I strongly support the publication of this manuscript.  
 
 
Conclusion: The methodological fundamentals of formal 3- 20 year 
prediction are  
consistent but vary in details. Further research needs to be 
conducted to ascertain if  
the predictions made were accurate and whether accuracy varies by 
the methods  
used or by the types of technologies identified.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1:  

Leigh-Ann Topfer  

 

CADTH, Canada  

 

Thanks for your fruitful feedback and time spent to review our manuscript. Here is our response to 

your comments:  

- PsycInfo (rather than PsychInfo): It has been changed in the revised version of the manuscript.  

- the literature search ended in 2014, but are any regular updates being made to capture new 

publications? We have done regular updates and we added a sentence in the methods section.  

- on page 3, paragraph beginning Forecasting methods need to be credible.... Is forecasting also 

influenced by the audience for the information (e.g., focussed on particular types of technologies or 

timelines). This was mentioned in the manuscript as we stated that “accurate forecasting can be 

difficult and is likely to be influenced by how far ahead one is attempting to predict, the type of 

technologies being targeted, as well as the methods used”.  

 

-a couple of other studies/papers that might have been considered and rejected, but in case not:  

a) Stafinski, Topfer, Zakariasen, Menon. 2010. The role of surgeons in identifying emerging 

technologies for health technology assessment. Can J Surg;2010;53(2):86-92. Small study using 18 

surgeons and a 5 year timeline. - might be more horizon scanning than forecasting?? We agree with 

you. It is a good paper but as you mentioned and also been mentioned in the paper, it is a horizon 
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scanning rather than forecasting.  

 

b) ECRI Institute methods for HS for forecasts of high impact technologies in certain areas - again, 

might be more horizon scanning. Example: 

http://effectivehealthcare.ahrq.gov/ehc/assets/File/Crosscutting-Horizon-Scan-High-Impact-1406.pdf  

We are aware of the work done by the ECRI but this work was excluded as it doesn’t fit into our 

inclusion criteria for the time frame 3-20 years.  

 

c) old US government agency, short-lived (1978-81), the National Center for Health Care Technology 

prepared an annual Emerging Technology List. I only have a copy of the 1980 list but can provide it if 

that would help. It might be possible to get the other lists from the US government FOI office? They 

involved experts on a Committee; not clear what their timelines were. Unfortunately, we searched the 

US FOI website and used Google search to look for the document but couldn’t find it. From the title, it 

seems that they use a short timeframe (one year) similar to those in Cleveland Clinic which doesn’t 

fall into our inclusion criteria. It will be helpful if you can send us the report but unfortunately we had to 

reply to the BMJ open within 14 days of receiving the revision bearing in mind that we are currently off 

work for two weeks during the Christmas break.  

 

d) the work of the Dutch Steering Committee (STG) on Future Health Scenarios is cited (reference 

16). Some of their work was published in a multi-volume series called Anticipating and Assessing 

Health Care Technology. It might be good to cite the series as well? This has been added to the 

reference list (Ref 17). We also changed the sequences of references both in the text and the 

reference list based on this addition.  

 

Reviewer: 2  

 

Carol Huston, MSN, DPA, FAAN  

California State University, Chico  

Chico, CA  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below  

These authors performed a systematic search of the literature to identify the methods used in 

forecasting studies to predict future health technologies within a 3-20 year timeframe. I have never 

seen a study on this topic and found the question intriguing (thought provoking) and important. This is 

especially the case since forecast articles, especially when written by well known and respected 

practitioners, often lead to significant fiscal and cultural investments in emerging technologies with 

little evidence of the validity of these predictions.  

 

The manuscript itself is well written and concise. Methods are well described. Conclusions are 

supported by the data.  

 

I have very few critiques. I do think some brief vignette or case study of the consequences of a 

prediction/forecast that proved to be inaccurate would have further emphasized the importance of this 

research.  

Many thanks for your positive feedback and the time spent to review our paper. We have added a 

sentence in the introduction (page 3) on case studies to examine accuracy of forecast. However, we 

were not able to find any comments on the consequences of inaccurate prediction and highlighted 

that in the text.  

 

I strongly support the publication of this manuscript. 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Leigh-Ann Topfer 
CADTH, Canada 

REVIEW RETURNED 14-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thanks for considering my earlier comments. I agree that the 
additional papers I suggested don't meet the criteria for inclusion.  
Just a couple of minor typos noted: PsycINFO is still spelled 
incorrectly in the abstract (no "h"). Also, a space is needed after the 
3 and before the hyphen, 3 - 20. Also, in the methods section, it 
should be MeSH instead of MESH.  
This is a very well written and helpful review for those of us working 
in horizon scanning - thanks!  

 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2015-010479 on 10 M

arch 2016. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/

