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This section describe how the the relevance level has been assigned for each evaluation attributes in
the EVA tool.

Evaluation attributes relevance was reviewed during case
study application following an expert opinion elicitation
process (Figure 1).

The relevance was mainly dependent on the surveillance
objective (e.g. early detection; freedom from disease; case
finding...) and in some situations on the surveillance design
itself (e.g. risk-based surveillance).

The relevance will ultimately be determined by the user, but
we aimed to provide some basic guidance.

Information from the case study and literature review was compiled to produce a matrix table with a
proposed level of relevance for each attribute according to each surveillance objectives. A justification
was provided to justify the choice of relevance level. This table was sent for review to all the experts
involved in the process for validation. If the experts consulted did not all agree on the level of
relevance and statement provided, we identified different degree of agreement (Agreement,
Moderate disagreements, Disagreement, Strong disagreements, poor understanding).

The attributes for which experts did not reach consensus (strong disagreement and disagreement)
were discussed during a meeting in Paris (July 23, 2015) to reach consensus.

Surveillance Evaluation Wiki - https://survtools.org/wiki/surveillance-evaluation/



Last

;8?;;8:8/01 evaluation-attributes-selection-process https://survtools.org/wiki/surveillance-evaluation/doku.php?id=evaluation-attributes-selection-process&rev=1533125000

14:03
—
. Importance of the
St?P 1: Expert evaluation attributes
og'nl')m; on ~ selected from List 3
attribute . according to the ) .
relevance during surveillance and Litterature review on
attributes ranking and
casg stqdy _ evaluation context — g
application relevance according to
— specific context
Step 2:
Combination of h 4 Ranking exercise
i — outputs, RISKSUR
||tedr'ature ;t:.itata Table 1: Relevance Depl}iverable 13
an, _exPe level of attributes )
opinion data on according to
attribute context with
relevance ~— justified statement

Step 3: expert Table 2: expert

opinion to agree T consensus on the
evaluation attribute

on Table 1
relevance level
according to
- context
Use of Table 2 in EVA tool
B logarithm to provide
guidance to evaluators on the
> choice of most relevant
St 4 ¢ attribute for their evaluation
ep 4: Input of process
relevancg datato T Consolidated
fi\éAdl;gzk from table from EVA
users will be used tool users’
to update the feedback
table if required =

Figure 1. Expert opinion process to define and agree on the level of relevance of
evaluation attributes according to the surveillance and evaluation contexts
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