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Abstract
The global pandemic accelerated the rise of digital public health (DPH),
yet standardized assessment procedures for digital public health inter-
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ventions (DPHIs) remain limited. This scoping review aims to identify
Felix Holl1,2existing assessment frameworks applicable to DPHIs. A comprehensive

search was conducted across PubMed, the Healthcare Administration
Database, and Google Scholar, following Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) 1 DigiHealth Institute, Neu-Ulm
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guidelines. English-language full-text studies published since 2020were
included. Of 1,196 studies screened, 12 met the inclusion criteria. One
DPHI framework was identified, alongside three generic digital health 2 Leibniz Science Campus
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frameworks and an adapted RE-AIM (Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption,
Implementation, andMaintenance)model. Findings reveal a significant
gap in validated assessment frameworks for DPHIs. Broader frameworks
that consider social, cultural, and country-specific factors are needed
to fully realize the potential of DPHIs and address issues like the digital
divide.
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Zusammenfassung
Die globale Pandemie hat den Aufstieg von Digital Public Health (DPH)
beschleunigt, jedoch sind standardisierte Bewertungsverfahren für di-
gitale Public-Health-Interventionen (DPHI) nach wie vor selten. Diese
Übersichtsarbeit zielt darauf ab, bestehende Bewertungsrahmen zu
identifizieren, die auf DPHI anwendbar sind. Es wurde eine umfassende
Suche in PubMed, der Healthcare Administration Database und Google
Scholar durchgeführt, die den Richtlinien des Joanna Briggs Institute
(JBI) folgte. Eingeschlossen wurden englischsprachige Volltextstudien,
die seit 2020 veröffentlicht wurden. Von 1.196 gescreenten Studien
erfüllten 12 die Einschlusskriterien. Es wurden ein Bewertungsrahmen
für DPHI, drei generische Bewertungsrahmen für digitale Gesundheits-
interventionen und ein angepasstes RE-AIM-Modell (Reichweite, Effek-
tivität, Anpassung, Implementation und Erhaltung) identifiziert. Die Er-
gebnisse zeigen eine erhebliche Lücke bei validierten Bewertungsrah-
men für DPHI. Um das Potenzial von DPHI voll auszuschöpfen und
Probleme wie den „Digital Divide“ anzugehen, sind umfassendere
Rahmenwerke erforderlich, die soziale, kulturelle und länderspezifische
Faktoren berücksichtigen.
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Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic has forced national healthcare
systems around the world to adapt, accelerating the digit-
al transformation of healthcare in particular [1]. At the
same time, the field of digital public health (DPH) ad-
vanced and changed the area of population-based dis-
ease prevention, control, and health promotion with digital
transformation [2], [3]. Digital public health interventions
(DPHIs) could enable personalized and precise health
solutions, improve prediction and data analytics, contri-
bute to a shift from cure to prevention, bring care closer
to people, and provide more efficient services [4].
Assessmentmethods for DPHIs have lagged behind rapid
technological advancements, as evidenced by the limited
number of evaluation studies [2]. This gap has led to in-
sufficient integration of public health perspectives in di-
gital health intervention planning and assessment [5].
Critical assessment frameworks are needed to ensure
the effectiveness, sustainability, and safety of DPHIs [6].
This scoping review aims to identify existing or potential
frameworks applicable to DPH contexts that could support
the practice of systematic and evidence-based decision-
making.

Method
A scoping review was conducted in August 2024 accord-
ing to the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) scoping review
methodology guidelines [7], using predefined search
strings (e.g.("Digital health" OR "eHealth") AND "public
health" AND ("assessment" OR "evaluation") AND
("framework" OR "tool")) in PubMed, Healthcare Adminis-
tration Database (HAD), and Google Scholar. Inclusion
criteria were studies published in English since January
1st, 2020, which describe generic assessment frameworks
for digital health interventions, the generic assessment
of a DPHI, and functional frameworks specific to DPH. A
total of 1,196 studies were screened by title and abstract.
After full-text review, twelve studies were included. An
adapted EUnetHTA model [8] was used to compare
frameworks across key domains.

Results
Five relevant frameworks for evaluating DPHIs were
identified: DigiPHrame [9], NICE’s Evidence Standards
Framework (ESF) for digital health technologies [10], Digi-
HTA [11], Digital Health Technology Evaluation for Health
Organizations (DHTEfHO) [12], and an adapted RE-AIM
framework [13]. Of the initiatives reviewed, DigiPHrame
was uniquely designed to address the specific needs of
DPHIs, while the others have a broader focus on either
digital health technologies or public health. The develop-
ment of the frameworks typically involved literature re-
views, expert panels, and stakeholder engagement.

Assessment methods varied, including scoring systems
and structured guidance through key questions. Digi-
PHramedemonstrated themost comprehensive coverage,
particularly in addressing ethical, legal, and equity consid-
erations. Most frameworks covered to some extent effec-
tiveness and safety, while technical [12], [13] and eco-
nomic [13] aspects were inconsistently evaluated. Social,
ethical, and organizational impacts were underrepresent-
ed [10], [11], [13].

Discussion
DigiPHrame includes evaluation criteria tailored to DPHIs,
but its methodological foundation remains under-
developed. It lacks standardized procedures for evidence
generation, mechanisms for weighting criteria, and a
quantifiable scoring system to ensure comparability,
remaining untested and unvalidated. Notably, other
frameworks either neglect technical aspects such as in-
teroperability or define country-specific technical guide-
lines [14]. Overall, these assessment frameworks do not
adequately address themost important, mutually reinforc-
ing pillars of digital public health [6], which include ethical
and social dimensions. The strengths of this review and
its further results will be the focus on specific digital
public health frameworks. At this stage, the review is
limited to its restricted search terms and databases.

Conclusion
The assessment of DPHIs faces significant challenges
due to their complexity, diversity of stakeholders, and
dynamic development, making evidence generation and
transferability difficult. There is a critical need for adapt-
able, context-sensitive assessment frameworks that ad-
dress the evolving nature of DPHIs and support evidence-
based public health strategies.
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