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International Patient Decision Aid
Standards (IPDAS) Collaboration

Purpose.

To enhance the quality and effectiveness
of patient decision aids by establishing a
shared evidence-informed framework for
Improving their content, development,
Implementation, and evaluation.




International Patient Decision Aid
Standards (IPDAS) Collaboration

Steering Committee Functions:

1.

2
3.
4. Disseminate and implement IPDAS criteria by overseeing
and setting principles for:

- use and refinement of the IPDASI instrument

- production of quality-assured IPDAS training materials
. Monitor progress of IPDAS working groups
. Approve consensus statements and publication of IPDAS

Oversee process for maintaining/revising IPDAS criteria
. Provide guidance to enhance reporting of research on PtDAs
Facilitate stakeholder involvement in IPDAS



International Patient Decision Aid
Standards (IPDAS) Collaboration

IPDAS@listserv.dartmouth.edu
This IPDAS emall list Is used:

1) as a membership register
2) to communicate

3) to agree on a process to convene a Steering Group
4) for future research / development of the IPDAS criteria

To be added, ask a current member to introduce you by
citing your interest and expertise relevant to IPDAS. If

you don’t know a member, see Who's Involved on the
IPDAS website at http://ipdas.ohri.ca
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IPDAS Phases

Developing the Checklist

Developing the Instrument

Agreeing Minimal Standards

Updating evidence underlying
the IPDAS checklist




International Patient Decision Aid
Standards (IPDAS) Collaboration

Objective:

To establish internationally approved criteria to determine the
guality of patient decision aids. These criteria are helpful to
Individuals and organizations that use and/or develop patient
decision aids:

— Patients

— Practitioners

— Developers

— Researchers

— Policy makers or payers

To learn more, visit: ipdas.ohri.ca

>100 participants
from 14 countries

Elwyn, et al., BMJ. 2006 Aug 26; 333(7565):417. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16908462




International Patient Decision Aids Standards
Collaboration Quality Criteria

12 Dimensions

Generic Criteria
Essential Content — Development process

Information — Disclosure

Probabilities — Internet delivery

Values clarification
Balance

Guidance :
Plain language

Patient Stories _
Up to date evidence

Effectiveness Criteria

—  Decision process

— Decision quality Elwyn, et al., BMJ. 2006 Aug 26; 333(7565):417.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16908462




Summarized evidence to inform voters

I. Using a systematic development process

What is this criterion? The logical steps taken to build a patient decision aid.
Steps may include:
* To form groups to develop decision aids {decision experts, patient
users, practitioner users);
To identify the needs of potential users;
To draft, review, field test, and revise the decision aid;

To have the decision aid reviewed by outside experts whao were not
involved in its development and field testing.

How might this affect the quality of decision making? In theory, decision aids
may lead to poor decisions if they are developed by people who do not hawve
the knowledge and skills to understand the decision situation and to help
patients make decisions. Even qualified people may nat design a good decision
aid, if they do not take the time to develop it to meet the needs of the
patients who face the specific decision and the practitioners who counsel them
about the options. Outside experts may also help to identify things that were
missed during development.

What s the evidence to support including or excluding this criterion? The
Cochrane Collaboration rewview team examined the way 19 decision aids were
developed., Of these, 17 reported the credentials of the developers {e.q. MD,
RM, PhD), and 11 reported on the steps taken to develop the decision aid.
There were no studies comparing different ways of developing patient decision
aids.

Elwyn, et al., BMJ. 2006 Aug 26; 333(7565):417. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16908462




Modified Delphi Consensus Voting
for developing the IPDAS Checklist

(n=83 criteria from |2 dimensions)

Example of a voting screen for one criterion

Elwyn, et al., BMJ. 2006 Aug 26; 333(7565):417. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16908462




Results
Only 5/16 criteria with differences between
stakeholders, had medians that straddled
threshold for inclusion

Probabilities: select way to view Evidence: steps used to select included
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Update: reports how
ofteon updated

INternet: search Key words

P2.1.1 P216 P2II8 P2I9 P2I1.10 P2.VI.1 P2VI.2 P2VI.3 P2VI.4 P2VI5 P2VIIL.2 P2.X1 P2X2 P2X.2 P2X.4 P2.Xl.5a

Elwyn, et al., BMJ. 2006 Aug 26; 333(7565):417. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16908462




IPDAS Checklist

74 items In 11 dimensions checked Yes/No
(based on equimedian rating of 7 to 9 without disagreement)

Elwyn, et al., BMJ. 2006 Aug 26; 333(7565):417. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16908462




Elwyn, et al., BMJ. 2006 Aug 26; 333(7565):417. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16908462




Use: A to Z Decision

Aid Inventory
http://decisionaid.ohri.ca

Decision Aid Summary

Birth Control

e Birth Control Guide

e Lavasectomie: Est-ce le bon choix pour meoi? Un outil d'aide a la decision

Mayo Clinic

5

University of Laval,

Quebec City

Decision Aid Summary

Title

Health Condition
Type of Decision Aid
Options Included

Audience
Developer

Where was it
developed?

¥ ear of last update or
review

Format
Language(s)

How to obtain the
decision aid

Birth Control Guide
Birth Control
Treatment

Condoms and other barrier methods

The pill and other hormonal contraceptives
Intrauterine device (IUD)

Matural Family Planning

Sterilization

Withdrawal

Emergency Birth Control

Emerging methods

Individuals considering birth control options
Mavo Clinic

www.mayoclinic.com
Mavo Clinic
s

2010

Web, paper
english

Internet Web site
Available here.

The IPDAS assessment of this decision aid indicates that it meets:
14 out of 15 of the content criteria

3 out of 9 of the development process criteria

0 out of 2 of the effectiveness criteria

Title

Health Condition
Type of Decision Aid
Options Included

Audience
Developer

Where was it
developed?

Year of last update or

review
Format
Language(s)

How to obtain the
decision aid

La vasectomie: Est-ce le bon choix pour moi? Un outi

d'aide a la decision
Birth contraol
Treatment

Vasectomy

Tubal ligation
Condoms

Coitus interruptus
Oral contraceptives
U

Abstinence

Men and couples considering vasectomy
Michel Labrecque

infovasectomie@videotron.ca
University of Laval, Quebec City
Canada

2007

Web, paper, POF
french

Go to www.vasectomie.net to download or print the

decision aid.
Available here.

The IPDAS assessment of this decision aid indicates that it meets:

15 out of 15 of the content criteria

6 out of 9 of the development process criteria

1 out of 2 of the effectiveness criteria




2003-2006

2006-2009

2009-201 3

2011-2013

IPDAS Phases

Developing the Checklist

Developing the Instrument

Agreeing Minimal Standards

Updating evidence underlying
the IPDAS checklist




Developing the Instrument
IPDASI

To develop, validate and report the inter-rater
reliability of an instrument designed to measure the
quality of patient decision support tools

Stage | Refinement and preparation of instrument (version 1)
Stage 2 Confirmation of items (version 2)

Stage 3 Validation Study (version 3)

Elwyn, et al., PLoS One. 2009;4(3):e4705. http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/19259269




IPDASI uses a 4-point scale with items
descri ptO I'S (strongly agree to strongly disagree)

21N i i - i i
ﬁ/"‘\\ IPDASI Scoring System: Quality Domain Items
/A

‘\l _[ = l/’ Unique Rating Id No: 164 PDST: TEST
“!/ Rated By: Glyn Elwyn Start Date: 12 October 2008 Completion Date: In Progress

Sign Out ExitRating  This PDST does not consider an investigation or a screening procedure

Domain Areas Domain: Probabilities - Presenting outcome probabilities

Information
NaTest
Probabilities
Values
Guidance
Development
Evidence
Disclosure
Plain Language
Evaluation

Statement 1. The decision support technology provides information about outcome
probabilities associated with the options (i.e. the likely consequences of decisions)

The decision support technology clearly presents probabilities for stated
o Strongly Agree outcomes or highlights the uncertainty surrounding them and/or lack of available
data

Use this rating if you think the decision support technology fulfils the criterion but
there is room for improvement

Use this rating if you do not think that the decision support technology fulfils this
criterion or if unclear

There is no reference to the magnitude (absolute or relative) of the likelihood of
positive or negative outcomes

| v v v v .rvF ¥ v v w

0 Agree

0 Disagree

© Strongly Disagree

Please add Comments
or Suggestions to
improve the item:

Elwyn, et al., PLoS One. 2009;4(3):e4705. http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/19259269




IPDASI Validation Study

Methods:

Two trained and calibrated raters independently appraised:

- |5 decision aids from five major producers
e Healthwise (n=3)
Mayo Clinic (n=3)
Midwives Information and Resource Service (n=3)
Ottawa Patient Decision Aid Research Group (n=3)
Informed Medical Decisions Foundation (n=3)

- |5 decision aids randomly selected from Cochrane Inventory

Findings:
After adjusting for hawks/doves IPDASI (47 items)

* 33 to 82 (0-100) averaged scores for decision aids
* 0.80 Intraclass correlation (weighted overall score)
e 0.72-0.93 Cronbach’s alpha values for the 8 raters

Elwyn, et al., PLoS One. 2009;4(3):e4705. http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/19259269




IPDASI Criteria

IPDASI version

IPDASI v3

IPDASI SF

# of items

47

19

Assessors/Raters

Cardiff: MA-D, MS, NJ, SS;
North America: SK, ED, AS, MP.

Cardiff: MA-D, MS, NJ, SS;
North America: SK, ED, AS, MP.

# of DSTs evaluated

30

30

Dimensions

Information

Probabilities

Values

Decision Guidance

Development

Evidence

Disclosure

Plain Language

Evaluation

Test

OIN[FPINIOI[O[(N|H]|00 (|00

Elwyn, et al., PLoS One. 2009;4(3):e4705. http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/19259269




Elwyn, et al., PLoS One. 2009;4(3):e4705. http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/19259269
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Joseph-Williams, et al., MDM. 2013 Aug 20. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23963501




IPDAS v4.0
ltems across the 3 Categories

Dimensions # of Criteria / Category
Qualifying Certification Quality
Information 5 1 2
Probabilities
Values

Guidance
Development
Evidence
Disclosure
Plain Language
Evaluation

Test

OINNFPIFPINIOIN(FP|IO

Totals 6

N
o0

Joseph-Williams, et al., MDM. 2013 Aug 20. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23963501




Summary of qualifying criteria

describes the health condition or problem

explicitly states the decision that needs to be considered
describes the options available

describes the positive features

describes the negative features

describes what it is like to experience the conseguences

Joseph-Williams, et al., MDM. 2013 Aug 20. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23963501




Summary of certifying criteria

equal detail for negative and positive features of options
citations to the evidence

production or publication date

update policy

Information about uncertainty around probabilities
funding source used for development

For screening decision aids
describes what the test is designed to measure
next steps after positive test result
next steps after negative test result
. consequences of detecting a benign condition

Joseph-Williams, et al., MDM. 2013 Aug 20. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23963501
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2012 Update of the IPDAS Collaboration
Background Document




2013 Peer-reviewed Publications for IPDAS
Collaboration’s Quality Dimensions

BMC Medical Informatics and Decision Making 2013, 13(Suppl 2).
http://www.biomedcentral.com/bmcmedinformdecismak/supplements/13/S2




More information: ipdas.ohri.ca




