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Extrinsic value

Extrinsic Value Tool
Step 3 — Consider impact on value

>' Panel of stakeholders
- o

alidated

HTA
_ Report
Investigators < (web based)
& experts

Evidence available

\ Literature review
Peer-reviewed HTA Registries Cochrane Disease Other relevant
literature reports reviews Association resources
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Weighting of Components Mean Weight (+SD)
Q1 Adherence to requirements of decisionmakiraty bo -
Q2 Completeness and consistency of reportingeagi —
Q3 Relevance and validity of evide S
D1 Disease severity -
D2 Size of population affected by disease =
11 Clinical guidelines -
12 Comparative interventions limitations =
I3 Improvement of efficacy/effectivene —
14 Improvement of safety & tolerabi N T
I5 Improvement of patient reported outco S —
16 Public health intere: S —
I7 Type of medical service =
E1 Budget impact on health =
E2 Cost-effectiveness of interven S
E3 Impact on other spending ——

] 2 3 4 5

Impact on value of intervention

LoW —— — 3 High
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Scoring of Intervention Mean Score (+SD)

Q1
Q2
Q3
D1
D2

El
E2
E3

Not available for w orkshop

Adherence to requirements of decisionmakintybo @
Completeness and consistency of reportingeavil -
Relevance and validity of evidence =
Disease severity -
Size of population affected by disease -
Clinical guidelines -
Comparative interventions limitations =

Improvement of efficacy/effectiveness —
Improvement of safety & tolerability m
Improvement of patient reported outco -
Public health interest N —
Type of medical service m
Budget impact on health plan —
Cost-effectiveness of intervention =
Impact on other spend ——

0 1 2 3

Scoring of intervention
Low ——— —  JHigh



Value contribution
of MCDA components
100% absolute value (relative %)
For an intervention to achieve Total 1.23 (100%)
/ E3 0.05 (4)~

close to 100% on this scale, it would have to

cure a severe endemic disease, demonstrate a
major improvement in safety, efficacy and PRO
compared to limited existing approaches, and result
in major healthcare savings.

! E2 0.04(3) | 13 (11%)

' E1 004 (3) |

75% + ,
! g7 0.04(3)Y

! dl6 0.01(1)
/ 05 0.12 (10)

50% T Bk 0054 | 61 (49%)
| i OB 017 (14)
R 0.12(9)

0L 011(9) )

An intervention that scores low would be for a
rare disease that is not severe, with limited data
showing small improvement in efficacy & major
safety and PRO issues over existing
alternatives, & resulting in major increases in
healthcare spending

25% T O D2 0.08 (7))
0.21 (17%)
0 D10.14 (11)

Intrinsic Value Estimate (% maximum)

0Q30.13(10))

0.27 (22%)
_______ 0Q20.14 (12) | >

0%
Growth hormone for
Turner syndrome in Canada
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