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Objectives

• Review on validation efforts reported 

within NICE technology appraisals 

• Determine whether validation efforts 

might have had any influence on NICE 

recommendations
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Let’s take a (small) break…



Poll question 1, Multiple choice

• What is the chance that a cancer submission 

to NICE gets a positive recommendation at 

the first appraisal committee meeting (ACD)? 

– Less than 5%

– More than 5% but less than 30%

– More than 30% but less than 50%

– More than 50%



Poll question 2, Multiple choice

• What is the chance that a cancer submission 

to NICE gets a positive recommendation at 

the first appraisal committee meeting (ACD) if 

some validation issues have been identified? 

– Less than 5%

– More than 5% but less than 30%

– More than 30% but less than 50%

– More than 50%



Poll question 3, Multiple choice

• What is the chance that a cancer submission 

to NICE, for which some validation issues 

were identified at the first appraisal 

committee meeting (ACD), reports an ICER 

within the acceptable range of thresholds? 

– Less than 5%

– More than 5% but less than 30%

– More than 30% but less than 50%

– More than 50%
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Review of NICE TAs

• March 2020: 489 published TAs

• Unfeasible to review all. Focused on cancer 

appraisals: 114 in total

• Terminated (by the company) appraisals 

excluded.

• TAs not provided sufficient information about 

validation, also excluded

• Final: 79 TAs included



Important documents

• Validation efforts

– Company submission (including a cost-

effectiveness model)

– ERG report 

• Validation issues

– ACD

– FAD 



Results - Validation efforts in NICE TAs

Face validity, 85%

Cross Validity, 33%

Face validity (input), 
76%

Model fit testing, 97%

External review, 81%

Extreme value testing, 
41%

Testing of traces, 20%

Unit testing, 34%

Face validity (results), 
73%

Cross validity (results), 
27%

Use alternative input 
data, 43%

Against empirical data, 
53%

Conceptual model Input data Computerised model Model outcomes



Results – Validation and 

recommendations 

No Yes No Yes Total

No 26 (32.9%) 21 (26.6%) 0 (0%) 26 (32.9%) 47 (59.5%)

Yes 32 (40.5%) 0 (0%) 9 (11.4%) 23 (29.1%) 32 (40.5%)

Total 58 (73.4%) 21 (26.6%) 9 (11.4%) 49 (62%) 79 (100%)
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Results - Validation and 

recommendations 

13

19

Not recommended at ACD

Acceptable ICER Unacceptable ICER
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Conclusion

• Validation efforts

– Most frequently reported: face validity (conceptual 

model and results).

– Less frequently reported: cross validity (conceptual 

model and results)

• Validation issues

– Validation issues at ACD always “implied” a negative 

recommendation

• Validation plays a role in NICE recommendations 


