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#3952 & TH5. The Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards (CHEERS)
NI ORI A B 7 A4 V2B RICBI 2 —2 O H e itk 4 5 v 2 1kif -

W9 %A TH 5. The CHEERS Elaboration and Explanation Report of the ISPOR Health Economic
Evaluation Publication Guidelines Good Reporting Practices¥ A 7 7 # — A (LL FCHEERS%Y Z 7
7 4 —A) (ZCHEERSFEHO M #Ett 3 % 720, TNFNOHESIIH 3 2 LRG3t 5 5.
CHEERSFE MO E x5, #EFHG % W3 200788, MO 720 OFFil % 1T 9 M & L AHHE T
H5.

FiE R SRR A ¥ ADLERIIR AR R E Lo L o TR S Nz, @
W S MR EFM O BMERRICE T 2T 2y 2 VA NRHTA TV RE, YATFITAv 2L
Ca—RF A7 T+ —AAN—DORFICL>THEL. INHOE¥ERPS, it %2HEDY)

A MR L7z, THTIT, WIRE, BEER, BUF, WETZORENSLRDLTINVT 7 A B4
277V F7) 2 EICEoT, ISR RZEHE OfM ey b 2fER L7z,

BRI E 2 24EA O H24IHE £ FHUCE D ) HERIMER SN2, F0 ) b —fidH—0
BRFEIC IS CRETEEHt 2, —IEE T VICEE D ST 2 R R & LT b, fryicHiddig, 64
DEFERH T IT) —\25EEN. DI A ML (title) & EH (abstract), 2)JFau (introduction), 3)J7
1 (methods), 4)FEH (results), 5)#%% (discussion), 6)Z Dl (others) TH 5. HIEIZCHEERSH
HIZBITZ24HEDS %5 F 2y 7V A MIEEFNTWD., ¥ A7 75— A0HETIEZhZROH
BRI 2 M3 & HAR & 7B L 72. ISPOR CHEERS W (X Value in Healthikd % \»ICHEERS % A
77 % —=AD T X—=7 (http://www.ispor.org/TaskForces/EconomicPubGuidelines.asp) 7#* 5
HWHETH 5.

#&5% | CHEERSHWI L & 27 7 4 — A2 X WSS 2 01 &> A&, —HEDYDH ) EWTED
VRGNS, BRI LD SVER EOREICORNPDESL ). KIHA FI4 2 O% KR
AT B 72012, EREE D 5 WILE MRS 1055 CCHEERS I & MIFICHI L T Wb, Z0i3Hh
DOKEFERHMRIC GCHEERSFEHZ LR A A 2 L 210 L. HFEHLDF—2EF =2y 7R 2L
Ya—L, S54EDNICEHTLHILEFH LTV,

F—T— N EWRENGE T, EWEENIE R, RSO, T4 NI FE Yy
CRREE, e b, R

Abstract

Background: Economic evaluations of health interventions pose a particular challenge for reporting
because substantial information must be conveyed to allow scrutiny of study findings. Despite a growth
in published reports, existing reporting guidelines are not widely adopted. There is also a need to
consolidate and update existing guidelines and promote their use in a user-friendly manner. A checklist
is one way to help authors, editors, and peer reviewers use guidelines to improve reporting.

Objective: The task force’s overall goal was to provide recommendations to optimize the reporting of
health economic evaluations. The Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards
(CHEERS) statement is an attempt to consolidate and update previous health economic evaluation
guidelines into one current, useful reporting guidance. The CHEERS Elaboration and Explanation
Report of the ISPOR Health Economic Evaluation Publication Guidelines Good Reporting Practices
Task Force facilitates the use of the CHEERS statement by providing examples and explanations for
each recommendation. The primary audiences for the CHEERS statement are researchers reporting
economic evaluations and the editors and peer reviewers assessing them for publication.

Methods: The need for new reporting guidance was identified by a survey of medical editors.
Previously published checklists or guidance documents related to reporting economic evaluations were
identified from a systematic review and subsequent survey of task force members. A list of possible
items from these efforts was created. A two-round, modified Delphi Panel with representatives from
academia, clinical practice, industry, and government, as well as the editorial community, was used to
identify a minimum set of items important for reporting from the larger list.

Results: Out of 44 candidate items, 24 items and accompanying recommendations were developed, with
some specific recommendations for single study-based and model-based economic evaluations. The final
recommendations are subdivided into six main categories: 1) title and abstract, 2) introduction, 3)
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methods, 4) results, 5) discussion, and 6) other. The recommendations are contained in the CHEERS
statement, a user-friendly 24-item checklist. The task force report provides explanation and elaboration,
as well as an example for each recommendation. The ISPOR CHEERS statement is available online via
Value in Health or the ISPOR Health Economic Evaluation Publication Guidelines Good Reporting

Practices - CHEERS Task Force webpage (http://www.ispor.org/TaskForces/EconomicPubGuidelines.asp).

Conclusions: We hope that the ISPOR CHEERS statement and the accompanying task force report
guidance will lead to more consistent and transparent reporting, and ultimately, better health decisions.
To facilitate wider dissemination and uptake of this guidance, we are copublishing the CHEERS
statement across 10 health economics and medical journals. We encourage other journals and groups to
consider endorsing the CHEERS statement. The author team plans to review the checklist for an update
in 5 years.

keywords: biomedical research/methods, biomedical research/standards, costs and cost analysis,
guidelines as topic/standards, humans, publishing/standards.
(accepted for publication, 16th December 2013)
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AflE, EBESERFE - 77 bh L0385 4% (International Society for Pharmacoeconomics and
Outcomes Research; ISPOR) ® % & 7 7 # — A2 & D VERR X M7= R HERE ST O 3R 5B IC B 5
CHEERSHHH » 2 CT& 4. CHEERSSHHIZ, 20134F 3 HICBMJ 7% & k4 e MisE» L R L C
W % A%, AfidHusereau D, Drummond M, Petrou S, et al. Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation
Reporting Standards (CHEERS)-explanation and elaboration: a report of the ISPOR Health Economic
Evaluation Publication Guidelines Good Reporting Practices Task Force. Value Health. 2013; 16(2):231-
5012FD N7z,

FERFRRFTM T, HArDTF— 7 AT 52 LX) EREMOBFEZHSMIT LI NS
{, TFOFERERZEEICERTZLERH L. LEL, mlFICLDARINTWDLIIZETIE,
BRI G IRIC L E R ERAALT LD it s nwz e b H 0, e EWTERHR L W) Bl
SIFFED M IN TV A,

—hT, MEZEOTE»STHE, ETOTaLAZFHMEEL XS EThiE, 1 FY ANICE
DEITEEAR=VIZH XA L) it a#EE ISR ) 2RT, ZoX) Gl L T NbH
FRIIRIETEE L v, ThNE, LELFIMENIERRE S5 287, MEHERL, x4 <
MFFHEHFEFELETATH 7.

ZD &9 KW B T, CHEERSH B R ARFE AT B 9 A B8 2 W5 a2 52 5 5 0T
H%b. TOCHEERSHWIZ, HEFICL o TRMLICEOLINEHAOTA ¥ ATHY, HH O
TEREOEWNEEZ RO LI LIZH Db, —HT, G aTFE LTIEICHEERSEHOF = v 7 ) X b
Wil TR A S EI2X D, FsoBHWIGIRORINC R 57259 .

HTE, ok ES (PER) TlE, RERFETFMOBCRIS I T 5 #Emorbh T
W5, EFREFREHIZ BORMIZIOH T4 2 L 2 E 2L, T FEoOBELICE Sk X, kD
— DD 5725 9. CHEERSHEWIEH < T THREMTOMEHRTA ¥ A TH 5205, KHF
REEFHTICBW T ED X ) RIHH ZHETRXENICOWTIE, FHMIFEEOFEH BRI b 5T —%E
BEOEEBETH L LI IZHEbLNS.

TR H 72> TXEBESERZRS - 77 o 40838424 (ISPOR) AREBOFF 2+ Tw5b.

END. T OGRS EH ORIl 217 9 25, EH

I. (U ®IC (Introduction)

1. EEREFEOERE TDFERICOVT
PEyERe % EFt (health economic evaluation) 3 E#EE
FE BT 5 BB EIC O W TE R Z I3 2 72047
bbb, FRFEFEMIE, T2 & k% (consequence) O]
Fare, fRBL %R BITEZIESNTAH L] &ERK

4 A (health intervention) D#EHEZ LD X 5 IZHIE L
M 2 200%, BAae->Twahd Lk (A 1).
FEFEHME, TRIL BEHBCRICIGH S, PH7e s 7
A (D7 FVERRAIY) -V, NVATUE—
Tarny), Bk, A BREMRPFHMLE), ¥ T7H
R, e TF—va oMzt Emd. ARIN
RV O R 5L 8k (structured abstract) &, % <
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ISPOR Health Economic Evaluation Publication Guidelines Good Reporting Practices¥ A 7 7 + — A (LL'F, ISPOR#hE#k & A
77 % —R) 1320094E DISPORFEH S TRA SN, FIHEHETFMOMERN L UET 2720054 V4 Y E2ERTHI L LR
Too AT T d—AD A N FEHRRFFIC T L HEREOMmER & TR OBEME 2 SRR S .

A7 7k —AE2 5 B 1 ERESH#ET, ISPORESCRAOBAICHTREEZIT, TV T 7 AZE A VO T A
DVTHERRTA FIA4 V2B L7z, THTFTI7, BYAWPHEREOMESR, WEESE, BFOBRIES, BRRERET
BIERS L EMRERICBMOEEE L. P A2 T+ — AR N EOSTANDBINET2 T FOFVT 7 4 8RNV E5ET
L7z, A2 7% —ADWRR TNV T 7 A XEZVOBINE, TNVT 748020078 +E A2 T, Appendixl
(http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jval.2013.02.002) 75 AFTHETH 5.

Z AT T — AIRADELEZISPORMER Y A7 7+ — AL 2= V— T L7z, 24 NO&EHED HEMICL BT 2
Y MRZT o 72 RIMAEIZ20124E 5 HICBT LY A7 7+ — ADOR A #HICB W THE &N, The Consolidated Health
Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards (CHEERS) & % {4 MV&Z X 72, & SN72CHEERSLAR—MET ¥~ b Y iZBIT B4
17EISPORES TG SNz, OO I X Y ME2EEL, LAR— MIFERET S N7z, R EZI1320134 1 HIZISPORE HIC
RLT, AV FERD.

FTRCOIRAY MIF A7 T+ — AL o THEGET SN, LEIE LTI ¥ v AFPHRPRGICKML S N7z, GilT, ¥ A2
7 4 — AF48ADISPORE H A H179D T X ¥ M & Z Tl 72, §RTO T X ¥ MIISPORME BN Y 2 7 7 + — A DCHEERS
~ — ¥ (http://www.ispor.org/TaskForces/ EconomicPubGuidelines.asp) {Z B W TA R E N THB Y, ISPORF — 4 R =T
(http://www.ispor.org) @ “research menu” 75 b7 27 A TEL., T AV P2/ LAEHEOY A P HF—2X—=T EIZHHK
ENTWS.

ISPOR CHEERSEH1320134F 3 H %12 9 DD Miekd SKA S, HFFICAF SN,

EA 1 EEFEOES

REFRHI OB, EWMAADORHERZIMT 2 HEICL > TRE-> TS, T /R, H—0 (FEMND S \0IEIEE
BRIG) Miige, WHEofe, BFEMETY V7, BF) V7 LREROMAS DRI L - THERF SN A, BHIREEHIZE (cost
consequence analysis) 1 H.—OIFEIZEHE I, B EHRERFTT 2. BHRMESHT (cost minimization analysis: CMA)
ZBWTIE, TADTY M D ADHETHLLENDY, TOBICHETLZ2HHOAZIET 5. BRHMESH (cost-
effectiveness analysis: CEA) 1345 %% HIAHAL (natural unit), B 2 \ZEAFFERLEE L EET X 2 HE, FHE SN LIRS CHlE
T 5. CEADZIE LT, LIZUIREIHR M (costutility analysis) & MEIN 2 & DI, #4:2 i ALR4E (quality-adjusted
life years) R EFHELEAE (disability-adjusted life years) & Vo 72385412355 (preference-based) MR ETHET 5. ik
12, TWHMESHT (cost-benefit analysis) (%, #55% % WAL TS 2 [1].

7e72L, FROEFRIHEEIIIEDL R LD, BFEHIE [EHRRS] 2 [EHERS] LIFERZE0H DD T, EED
VBETHD. Fiz, B—DFHliIc B THOEBRDO IR T 20 Lk v, 9FCIEERREEZ T 5 LTeheZhof]
JRR R A3 5. The Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards (CHEERS) 731 & OFHH O #RFFEM 12 D
MTHZENTES.

DRAENTZT—FR=ZATRLZENRNTE S, HlZIE
the Health Economic Evaluations Database (HEED) [2
] ®°the National Health Service Economic Evaluation
Database (NHSEED) [3], the Tufts Cost-Effectiveness
Analysis Registry [4] % & CTdH 5. REFHFMIE & g
IR SNAEZ LR TETBY, EERMICD R
M (health technology assessment) ¢ E %7 BT
o TETW5 [5].

2. EEZRETHEICS I IHRERROBREEERA

I ADRERD BT WG 5 BRI & LR LT, R
TR, B, BRI 215, B
BIFEORER L EBMREH D200 & ) KE RE A
Re—APLFEIZ D, 2O LIE, WMELRKERYE, b
LV RERBAEL L) L THALBICE > TERE
FHE 75 (6], BEFEFEMCB 2MEOZ TS DX
K&, BEEETLHMMAZEET L2 12X 0 Rl

REONLTRELDSDH D E VI TV A0H 5 [7, 8].

W RER (reporting) 2B B EWIME & HEEAL IR
PRRFRIC & o THELRZPETH L. 2¥%5, 1)
AREINDHEEOEDHIML T W5 [9], 2) #Ro72H%E
RS BEERERT) T EOREBHTPARE Y, 3)
W RER & W4T L TiT b R B REE S 2 B v Tid, AR
B3 % FFAMFINE R B E8 (dossier), iR FASRZ: $%
SN L2 R WIS B 20 lRA I S hTw
%7 = S REOHHMANRFE LRV, ZofL LT,
ZNZENOWIIEILE %~ OWFEH OFLERIZHH - TV B DH
b LNz,

MRS FRD X ) L BN LR T 2 -0 0T L
EH I, BREAYFMRRESR L, BEFRXo S KT
4 URMEMNEUHET L7200 F v 7)) XA FOfH
e - HETEL TV B HEEIZK B A A F T4 v offEsE
XD, #ERERIISEL TS [10]. EoRVHREH
KL, HEOKRELBEREEZIT) ) A7 DD SN
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HEEZRET AL . T2 Eps, &
AEl O RIS BT 2 EVIEOMERIE, FICEERD
DTHY, MREWESLBEIEER DO TR LFHE
"o TWw5 [6,11].

II. BWEEBE (Aims and Scope)

ISPOR The Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation
Reporting Standards (CHEERS) F=HJiZF = v 27 Y X b
TR OHESE 2 FLA L, FEHEARR AN 0 e el & desdif b
TAHIEPHNTH S, FHEFHIIO®RERNXICHT 24
4 N4 2 OUEMEE, Wi A5 Mt 4212
Lo TIH/MmEN T2 [12]. CHEERSHBHIZLLRTOHLY
HLA [13-24] ZHEA - BHL, WEHKIZOwWTOED
OFMZEREE T2 HIELTw%. CHEERSHEM
FED L) ITRETHEZ EIT T REPEZFHRTH DT
v, GBI ETN 2D 5 WIZHSH Y THOMI S
ZEIRT L2 HHEZ R TRETH L. AEWIE, €0 X
I i LB GE R E I Rl L %
PRAET 5720Db D THAH. £ - T, CHEERSHHIZHH
B0 F 2 v 75D LI TELD, MroF %
A EIFERERTVW R, Z0OX) 2 HITH
BENF v 7)) A MITTITHFAEL TS [25].

CHEERSH M D L2533 51%, RFFh21TH9 £ LT
WBIIEE L, WL &9 & LTwaHEaEofEs A
WiHTdhAH. CHEERSHFWIL, 24IHHDF = v 7 1) X b
NHRY, REFEFME G T 2850 2 XE IR
TS 2 HEIE MR L T 5. CHEERSHWIZSZ
SONRICHEHAPOEEN Y -V TH Y, MR
WEINLTHH) L, DWTIHERERERO -
EVRLD I DERDLILEREEZATND.

— ARV AT IS

B R0 H A ¥ A—

III. /5% (Methods)

YA 7+ —ATIEAEZRIET 21IH72o57T,
LR A PS4 VBRICB BHESE [26]) IO X,
F BB OB A [27-29] ZEFIVE L2, 1ZUDIT,
F AT T+ — AT X BRI OB Y 07290 OESEIR
AT &, SR MR S H 2 (World Association
of Medical Editors) &B~DOPWAET, Hizh A4 5 A
DYLBEERZ ST L7, 965DXB D ) HE5EA AL
L, 209 5% (711%) ZEEBN R 5E 2 HoM:ET
Ho7z [12]. % L7 EEDI1%75, WE)E < FUH W HET
HNIFEEN L2 DO RMHT S L Lz, RIZ, #EIIL
KENTWERHRICHTE2F 2y 2 ) A NRHA FF Y
A%, VATFRTAVILE2—RI AT T+ — AR
NW—DHFEmIC Lo THL NI Lz, R1LIEIAEINS
A7 AD—ETHY, FPOIT sy HRAEITE-T
B EN-b Db H -7 [13-15].

INSOWMHITBITAEHIZ, FHWAEEH) A &
LCMH L7z, MERbHse, EMT 4 Mo 4 v ofE,
BREICEET) V7, FEFREFERHGIC B W T—E DR
PHTBIONDS R BY A 74—}, HHZ L
Va—L, L0 THL. FAT T+ —AAY
IN—=lX, TIVT 7 ANENVOEH»S B %) NE
WS 5 L) RSN, BINEITEL 2 RRER b
PG 20K T 5 Z L ICEmE BV, EICEL
IOND Y AY 7+ — A A N—=E3TANDEME (n=
47) &, TATIT, BB, EER, B SIRIA
CEBRICED BN, EHFEF - 77 M2y —F -
Z DA D E S M D N o 72 (Appendix 1
[http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/.jval.2013.02.002] % Z:H).

K1 BELCARSNEFEFFMDOI-ODHA NS4 2 ERERXICEHATEF v U X b

EH 4 Tk Fr )AL THH

[T AT AT O S AN o .5 . . .

MF55 A2 74— 2 [13] 1995 v ¥ A8V, Leonard Davis InstitutelZ & 4. »HY 12
Drummond [15] 1996 vk ANR V. BM]OFEFHINT DR, »H 35
Gold/Siegel [14,16] 1996 a v A28V, US Public Health ServicelZ & % f£:4y. HY 37
Nuijten [17] 1998 EFVARZEICHMLL72d D L 12
Vintzileos [18] 2004 PERHEIORE TR »HN 33
Drummond [19] 2005 WSRO — AL n AEM: & PR 2 0 A 72 DFRE L 10

i R ERBR & A6 AT L CTHT b L A TR B 5 5 ISPOR S A

Ramsey [20] 2005 DT AHA T A HY 14
Goetghebeur [21] 2008  EMUERUET B 720 OREEAL S N 0% »HY 11
Davis [22] 2010 WEIETBE OREGE R HY 10
Petrou [23,24] 2011 f;g;yé% RABRE & b 14T RGO — el 2 77 mL 7
FEE MO ER i HEICET 5F v 271 A MRH A ¥ A (The Consensus on Health Economic Criteria (CHEC) ' A I %The

Quality of Health Economic Studies (QHES) V) Z b, The Pediatrics Quality Appraisal Questionnaire (PQAQ) 7% &) 32 DL ¥ 2 —

WZEHTWR,

J. Natl. Inst. Public Health, 62 (6) : 2013 645



(BHRR) e, fEmE, b, ikt

RAY A MZIZES A=V TEMZRODT, webil
AR L 72,

CORBIHWOR—T L 35017 ¥ a yHh LK
ENTWD, 1 FEEMENGE SR, KIMEM L 7o 2
HAO B, REICHE~OI XV N EBEMER O
RETHL. HARFTEZO2FoN, B RHRLOL
ryarZll (B4 MV, BE, Faktd) ThHR5
N7z, ZRAZ T+ —ADAUN—2X 0TI T 7 £ F4
A B S VAY (hu IS N/ N S ¥ (W

EITUIHADRT VT 74 70 ZOH 1 BRECTRIR
ENdz. ENFNOHE TIE, BRI 0B REIN
I B ITRENT. BIAIE, [HFREZ0OR
] OEATIERD L) ZRdRABEENT D, [EY
ToHRAE, BHETY N 20BEMEZEET 57
DI L7z 32t L, E4 ke X .

81 BT, ZNMFIZEHEOEZEEZ1058 D) 4 —
MR =V CERE L7z (1 =HHE T4\ (not important),
10=KRZHRETH S (very important)). ZMHIZZF D
ML BT A1 E TS A P TRATE . X5
2, BEOHMEBL LE&bET, HOHIPKHEA D
BEEMEZHMCTE BRI OVWTY, EHOFLE (1
= HfE 2%\ (not confident), 3=JEHICHIEDN H 5
(very confident)). ZMEHEDPHEIZATL vy FI— b
ke, FEo— AN DH) »axr zHREL,
HWHDS v 27, BETEADT IR FEHME, EAOT
e LOFME, MEomILE, 546 7% SRk e &
Hic, 2BBEH oA B L 7.

DN 2 BERETlE, EAD I LIS 2R D
HHW [H® 5] (included) &9 F X)Lz D)7,
EANEEHEBD6 2B 5L 01F (WD
(possible) & L7z, HH@EIRICBIT AP v b+ 7 OBMHE
i, DAToHEMAT A K4 vicikoniz, JiEos
299 Y FTIR, IRTOEHPEGENRTWD, XD
O EEsHSE, [TREED Y| OB H X
Fry 7)) A MOBERMIICRLZEEBMEIH > TV
HE2BBOBT, 6 MU TOHEHEIZ [AW] (rejected)
LEN, BF v Y X OBEMP OSSNz, HA
X, EADEFHERICHE DTS v 7D S
ARSIz, WEEZ, LEIOSUT, SEE R
L, BIERHBZROONLZEbH o7, H1EBT
BoNKEHICHET AT XY ML, F2BEICBVWT
HHOTFIZFEREN, ZMHERZTNS 723 XTH I X
VINERDZZENTEL FBMHIE, E1EEETO
FHNTEISMA T, BN TXToOME (Bl
X, EAR LM, Hy, Wov#EEzE) 2 /A2
ENRTE 2 BB ANOBME A L 2.

ZINEE, H1BRBEEE2BBOMEEZETT 501
FNFNUHBE G- 2 517z, BEZIT-> Twiawn AL
LT, BTFA-NVTYRA VF—%EMNF L. 7R
77+ — ADORME A ¥k 2 ZAKHIE20124E 5 HWIAIC
RAMNTHMEEN, A7 7+ —A X N—=1L, 28

FERIC (A ] & 3nzPAoHBIZOWT, TV T 7
ANAINVTHEINLZTRTOIXA Y POV 2—% L7,
MYNF28IEA DS [H 5], 12062 [WhgkdH Y] T
BHol2hs, FAZ T+ —AA Y N—OFREFEDEN
T4 = KRNy 700, EEPHADLELE SN0,
FryvZ YA M XAV VAN F /ML
TAYMRAITIEZEDHINCT AT T h —ARX Y IN—
PHHETEL XS,

EEZMEHI SN, R A AR
e L7z, WAIOCHEERSF = v 27 ) A MDD KT 7 M
20124 6 H, 73 v b ¥ TIrb 7z 8517 ISPORSE KR
STREEN. Foy Z7VAMIEZITOIRXY M
HOXBIESI N7

BIEE N7 FF 7 Mid, 200N 2L OISPOR Health
Economic Evaluation Publication Guidelines¥ A7 7 + —
Z (LLF, ISPOR#iHk:A. % 2 7 7 + — A) CHEERSL
Vo= V=7, FILT7 74 8FVOSHZICHE SR
oo EBEHICE DAY MIUA» SR SN, T
DAAYMEF AT T7H—AZEoTLEa—8N, #
YY) BiF sz, m##hiig, X277+ —A X
=2 X o TP E LR— b 2s#fi S 7z,

IV. A|EDFERE
(How to Use This Report)

ARUAR— MO BAEFIRHINE T = v 7 1) 2 b LR
OMFEMAET L L2 HWE LTWA. CHEERSHH
Frv )AL (F2) EINLEADHBER, K
WCBWTHEREL & HITHIRSI NS, ST 3 % BARH
i, HHOBEZEEICHTAHMICHTmMA SN TED,
RETHh UMz T R— b T2 L) hEBROTEFT Y
ZbEHENb, HHEHERRIE 1) ¥4 P VEER
(title and abstract), 2) ¥ & (introduction), 3) 75 i
(methods), 4) #% (results), 5) #%% (discussion),
6) Z0ft (other) ® 62D HF T —IZ5F 5N T
Wb, Fxv 2 1) A MIISPORMEMK S X7 7+ — A
DOCHEERSR— V76 H AFWEETH A, (http://www.
ispor.org/ TaskForces/EconomicPubGuidelines.asp)

V. Fxv27UXMDIEH (Checklist Items)

CHEERSEMTIZ, #ULHED/-DICNIELE IND
THREDS, %< OMEEIIBIT 52— GEAR— A% BZ
HEEZTVD., LoT, ThOOHERZERT LD
121, FHERHED A VT4 Y OMERPLERHIZED
OFERIZE > T, HEHEREFAPTEL L1275
ZEEMELTNS.

BRI T 2 H— O EBEW 2 EEEZ LD, HT
L7201, HFEELFTLHTROMEIIE VT
CHEERS B (& IF] I 12 I Wit & 71 72, BMC Medicine,
BM]J, BJOG: An International Journal of Obstetrics and
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trvar HH

&4 bV L bk

&4 b

CHEERS/HH]  —EFGREF NI B 2 ik A 5> 2—

2 CHEERSF vV UZ b NADEEFMZHRET 2EICEHBNEHE

HHES

ST

FEFRHIITIZE ChH B 2 L 2W ST 5. HDVIEL DIk, Bl [RBRIN] 0 &) m Gz

AV, FHli SR E R LZAACONTLED L.
H1Y (objective), .35 (perspective), #%’E (setting), /i (methods, WfZE7H 1 v A v 7 v M & &
ik 2 ), HA (results, N— A7 — ARAMEMED /W % &), Hidwm (conclusion) 75 7 % K bibeR %

Jiik

Wwh,

RO VIR A WMEICRRS, YV —F 27 T AT 3 v & ZNDPEHRBOED 5 VI EBROBHEE Lo X
IZBRT 2 DOh %R,

WHEME ST TN —T 4 GIHRRE 2 D R=Ar = ADERE ZOH T 7V — T O E RS 5. ZTOEMERAZHNDL GO 5.
IR (setting) %° B Ty 5 TR
B (location) 5 HRGEPSVEE R Y AT A OHE T 2 MOV THRE T 5.
WEFE D 255 6 WFZeD LYy % Gl § 5. FFAl e & 70 2 B % 305 & IO 5.
Ji e ot 7 IR & 7 2 A AR HRBS A Lk L, ZOEBNRZ RAZHHZFHT 5.
Bl 8 WAL T Y N AH5Hl S 2 5T 2 5tk 4. 2 o258 2 FLh 2 35 5.
LIEIES 9 BHLTY A L0EGIERE L THGB ARG T 5. 208G 2% 35T 5.
T, AORER 10 iﬁgggiggglgfmﬁﬁktf,Em;%&?ﬁ}ﬁA%th@#%ﬁﬁTé.%ﬁ?é%ﬁ
RO E 1 I DFFEIZH D MG T RSB 5 7 A v OF e itk L, H— R BRASHIR R £ o
me T Fy Y2 LTI TH M E YT 5.
11b BSOS HEG T MEIC GO E LX) ZHEL, BRT—2 2fE Lz0od% 5l d 5.
BIFIZIES LT b A Y . SRR R ] e N
MR 2 12 AT ALLE, T b AORIFENE LB R ST 5.
H—DFFEIZHED S FEFAFM . W72 A A IS B G R 2 RS 2 20l W e R ik T B
13a —RIFZEd VI RIFZEIC BT, WM REE 2 Y lic & o X 5 Ilifi o 722 &tk 3 5. Hat
) FNSERL S 2 720 DOFIEIZ OV TIHERB.
PEIRIY % & 2 o R ) L ) )
FFIASTED S FEFA . TV ORBERIEICE S 2 BN R 2GS 2 200 ige T — 5 V=R
13b  ZOWTRIAT B, —XkW%EH BV IFTARIZEIC BT, BENREH 2 BT T LD X ) Iliflo 5 724
ZRilkd 5. BEATRNOEMNSE 720KV TIHERS.
W, W, W 14 BN R & Yl 2 L i 2 359 5. BETHIUE, HEFHS R il 2 BT oS 1 s
TR 5HEb ik 5. B LEOMITIIRE T2 L AL — MIowThiliNb.
EFLORRP 15 g@;g%fgg;z&m&47uowfﬁﬁL,%h%mmtﬂw%ﬁmié.%?wmmﬁéwf%
e 16 PLEHTE T ML B RN 2 VIZZOMT R TOMREIC DV TRLE T 5.
FHIE O 720 OFFNT k% T RCRLB T 5. PIZIE TR iz G, EAL (skewed), Killl
AT 50 17 (missing), FIHUHMN7 (censored) 7 —&. IMFELE 77— 2GS 5 5E EFVORYEZE R
AL, H2VIEIHET S CEY A 2 VEIER L) Jidk. S OSEMER AT 2 ) ) ik
#A
Wl T FTRTCOING A=F 20T, ZOMEFH, V77 VYA, LA OIEMRMiZET 5. PEEE
;;xHy‘ 18 & O DT 72O 750 ORI & R 2 LEIIS U T 4. Lz ZoBX TRy L
il {HESET 5.
B L 19 FNENDHAIOWT, HFHENZBTET Y M 20 e & 2, HBSHIREE & 072555 0 fi
W57 N4 BT S, MT2MA, MBI b HET 5.
W DRFFEIZTED S AEFFM . AR SN, WRE, #OBMBEC OV Ty sk
202 bRVAEUALRHEEROKEE, Kk LB 2REDKE (#F|HRLMED VSR L) &L bICilks
R A
20 FTIATED S AFFAM . A L2 _TONT A= 5 ORREFEE L, €7V ORERLICEICHRT 541
TEFEVEASFERIZH- 2 BB A LR T 5.
FMT B, N—ATA VIR D T LI X 2 BEMEH THYIT X 2 B, BINRO
SHE 21 FEIOWTHET S, HHVIIHEICBNT, AU EOERICE > THMMTE 2 VIEL DX 1200w T
LT 5.
£33
TFZERE R, B, —fik 29 WIERERE $ L0, TNOHDME LD L) ICENTL00ERB T 2. HIEHIROBS L LTk
IZ2oWTC, IR RPBAEORE EO LX) I—HT 202w 5.

AL REYE, AEDRIL
Z oAt

WEOBSEIRE, HHOREE, 74 2, F47, WEITBT 2 EERUEFORH 2L T 2. Lol

A B e IOV T LR 5.
P e WREOWHEM RN OV T, MO ¥ — &35 5 L) BT 5. MEORY ¥ — 2L

ROEE, EEHESREFEEREN SO 2L 2T T 0 5.

i . CHEERSEM®OF = v 7 ) A MEAIE, CONSORTHMDOF = v 7 1) A MERIHED W2,
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(BHRR) e, fEmE, b, ikt

Gynaecology, Clinical Therapeutics, Cost effectiveness
and Resource Allocation, The European Journal of Health
Economics, International Journal of Technology
Assessment in Health Care, Journal of Medical
Economics, Pharmacoeconomics, Value in Health T2 5.
INSDOMREL, FAZ T+ =L o THERERDS
n, BEHORD AN B2 RELTB Y, Ey
FHRIIBOTRALSHEEN TV HDOTH 5. HiFMHEX
T 20457 AQEREBRETTOL720C, &

DHBOHEFER HKIZ S CHEERSSLFF OMGET 2 3% L T\ 5.

1. #4 MLEER (Title and Abstract)

IHB 1 Z41 ML (Title)

IR RETFMMETH LI EEPALNICT L. HDH W
&0 WL, B2 TEBRIF 5T (costeffective
analysis) | DX 5 ZHFEZH WS, iR E 250 A
IOV THED 5.

BB SRR S A S AR IZ BT HEBT &L
TABET 77 7 N RIGE O G (Economic
evaluation of endoscopic versus open vein harvest for
coronary artery bypass grafting) [34]

FRRR © AERI10075 L OWFZER A I S LT B [32].
N5 D LiEMedline, HEED, NHS EED% D% 4 7
T = RXR=ZATHEIP2F5N% (indexed). ZTNHD
T =7 R—= A TIEAEYEFZ I OWT, HEEEoq %
EEMMRB 2 SIEE SR, Hiizdh Wiz L) mELR
flie DHFEETWT, K267 5. ZhZhoit
HiIZoWT—ERI»2Fbhbk, F—FX—=2ZA LT
MFEWREE 5. #Y % HE (cataloguing) X 5|
(indexing) DIEW #1EEST B 720128, ¥4 MVIFIE
T, MEONEZBYIFLTIRETH D, BiFT
MOMETH S ERNMANEEZ T A P VIZEDONIL,
ZORLIZ TS DOHGER FW T HERHE S L5 W REM:
BREL LS.

BIZAE ARG 2 [BAEEG] Loz
SR EH S LT XY WMELRHGEEZ VD 2 & bR
END. 2L, BFFMOMETH L Z L2 HEEIE
Z, TNSEWHMICHETL72DICHHTHS. D F
WT, RUEZR 2 4 MV TIEYNICET IAES N R wY
AIHY, MR- TwiXaRATLIZ 2L VIN
W23 5. HAEDOMER T B3R (specificity) AY/K
FTwB0T, FiFEHE L) @I RwETz002,
ZOHERYET 2 UNEESRESI N TS [33].

1HH 2 : #%% (Abstract)

22 - HIY (objective), 73 (perspective), #%7E (setting),
Ji#: (methods, (IZE7H 4 ¥4 ¥ 7 F&&t), &
R (results, X— A7 — ZARLAPHEEN OG- &2 L), #H
7w (conclusion) 75 7 2 Hibibsk% H v 5.

B4 :

TE (BACKGROUND) : FHIFETH 5 2 & 2SHHiET
BV SRR A7) —= v 7 A0 HEEAY
Th 5.

B (OBJECTIVE): K4 2 2 7 1) — = v 7 )i DO
HWRIREWSPIZTH I L.

TFH¥ 4> (DESIGN) : A LX)V (individual level) T
DIRFEHEFE  (state-transition) 2 HXTEIHE 7 L.
F—#4'—2Z (DATA SOURCES) : AFLHIZ X 5.
315 %EM (TARGETED POPULATION) : 55i& Ul o> 7
2 A Nk,

4 #rEAR  (TIME HORIZON) : 2 (lifetime)

ir#% (PERSPECTIVE) : % 3.% (payer)

#* A (INTERVENTION) : M (CEHEZ AV F—
Iy 7 AGEWLNUN GE B [DXA], B 8 = 00 ki
[QUS], Simple Calculated Osteoporosis Risk Estimation
[SCORE] ), BHia4Ets, WML E 3 2 BMHE, A
7)==V THROMAEDLEN SR LA ) == T
FigE, BOADOERAT + AFRA— MEEEREL, N—2A
F—ATIET FeT7 5 Y A%50%, 54ERDon/offiti#
L7

7 hHLRE (OUTCOME MEASURES) : #44% M
P (20114E1281F 5 FIV/QALY)

N—=2F — 23R D#ER (RESULTS OF BASE-CASE
ANALYSIS) : fHlixt R & % o 72T R TOEHITB W T,
AT ==Y T ETDLRVE DIIT) LTV
— R, A7) —= U Ik o THEETE 5QALYIZ
EHErE & D ITHIINT 2 MHIN 2D - 72, T-score® B fifi &
250, S54ET LT AU =T v DA ) —= VT
ZHTODXAR 7 ) —= v 7T, TRTOBBERIC
BT, ICERA50,000 FIV/QALYLL F & %2 572, R 7
Y o— = v 7 BAAE 12 o w T, ICERA550,000 L
/QALYLLN & 7 Z i ik, BAGRF#S5R e L, T
score DB %250 F, 5FETLICT+ =T v TDX
7)==V T %47 b DTH o 72. ICERA100,000 F v
/QALYLUF Tld, BHAA4E#505, T-score® BME2.0LLF,
1ETEDFAZ ) ==Y R ER TV, Zof
DOFET, BRI O % HH L, ICERAY100,000 KV
/QALY & 72 5 J7{E1Z % %> 72. SCOREXQUSIZ X % 7
LAY ) —= v a2 0o )i B s it &
&, FHMRSRE 7 5 0B & REOZEI BTN
S o,
BRESHOER (RESULTS OF SENSITIVITY
ANALYSIS) : fERWEE ST CIE, B L TENH
HIEHS NI o7z,

RS (LIMITATIONS) : ¥ — % IZEICHAZES» S D
bDOTHD. SE5RARMD AL ) —= > 7 BIIRERIZZE
LTwaw, BHBRAEIC X 285, KiEE, TEosh
DHRETIMELL TS,

#£58 (CONCLUSION) : 55/ HBMES 5 b &
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CHEERSHW]  —EHAEH I B WX 4 7> 2—

T, MRBERBEA 7Y —= v 7 12B 24 Ok
B, HRTH Y BHNERICT STV, Eolkd
FOMDHELIVENTVWE LW ZLidhrol:

* % B £ (PRIMARY FUNDING SOURCE) :
National Center for Research Resources [34].

FRER | RO OB BRI RG AL, M b ikl
AZHEIET 5. BRI T L) —Eo LH L
et WH, HW, WMo, 3, ok,
WREH, BMERLT 4 bORE, E55, 1248
B OV OARFEENE. Mk X o T, ZOMEEDED
R LOB & THETREFE RIS 2005 LN,
FOYAEE, HEORBLEZHCALEEHALEA.
RS AL ORI 28k L D S EP RV E W
WZED H Y [35], BV ESIHMEIERTE D A
Vv +bH D [36].

BT, ERMESE L, R AR IZEETH
b, RERS, WETREASKZERICESVWT, b
DEZERZFAL, WX ERERORENE) PEUE
FTHLIENRLVWIZDTHS. IRRIZE->TiE, #4 b
EPERIC LT 7 ATET, ZORRICEDTHW
RIEEE S 2B VARESD 5. W, *—
T—FaZHTh L, BT FEORLICHHT
Hb. Tz, WMEBARPATHE VRO B2 HIZFTE
ili§ % 72012 b PWEkIE BT - 72,

A= Lol L REoA T, Mikodikid, &%
FRHIC T 2l 2w e Rt 52 12Xy, 40
LR OIEMRFIERE L TR L) TaafmE oA
TWAERETH L. WEkIE, AThicBInz Wiz
GODHNETIZR V. Mk & ASThIzBIN 5 15
DIFFEEZ B L 720F2 T, MEEo AR & — B
W, HAEVIEAPIZE EWERSRVWHE I T
% [37-40]. KRS NLRHEFHHOWEFHIZB VT, FiE
KGR O WY R FFUAT R B IERSHFEL BN B
LVl TETF AL DD [8].

2. i (Introduction)

1HH 3 : K5 (Introduction)

HEIZ  IEOMRLE WIS R EICERS, VY —F 7T
AT a v ETNDEHREBORD 5 VW IZEBEOBHE LD &
IR T D0 ERT.

E&f  BlfEo L 2ABMMEPE LIS L CiE, HME
ZHREE LTI BT A0, KTMBRIH, te s
I VA, PUER, RRREEA, AT7uA FH, HOEA
% EH%E L OIETFAIAEHED, 1 ¥ ANational Health
Service (NHS) IZBW TS Twa, LaL, EF
WERPFEHTH D L) TV RFITE A LT
Lz, [E5 %55 MIE AT a4 FoslENEiE
ADBE B RZHEFNTHZEZHMETRETH 5.

% DBERVBZOFIFIHE SN TW B, ZIHD

ARG REZEHEHI L TV L0, BEERELIC
IEF AT L0THL ). ORI,
GNOMEREE D &5 DL ¥ F ¥ 212D 7= 853 o 5
P kR A IR T [41, p.543].

BRER | RRURRRAIE, HIBOMAPMERINLERETH D
HPOWE R, MADOMADOFHI VSN L0b Lk
V. EBRERRSICET ik, e L TR d S
VIRTHBRBEICL - TREINDEEA ). —T, BEME
HIIEFE WO PRS2 RS 2 L8R H Y, 20
X9 == RNTIE 2 5 72047 b N B IRERRH Al A3
MLTWS., MEFPBRREZD-OIITbNDL % 5L,
FDOZEICERTRETH S, TH)ThuHEILE, £
OFEMOBEIE LA TRETH 5.

[ARWFZED HAIE, HHXO A wh 3 % 53 5 &
LB D] LRTRITEIARTSTHS. ELLHED
HZ2 WIS 57201213, Feashens (BF) 4%
Hl, BLodHs0A, BT 2 REI, EEOIRRIO
MV ETH D, LoT, TOHEHOHEIZI,
CHEERSF = v 7V A MZBIF AL TOEB 425 7
(FTmbb, WREFES T 7V —7F, KL, W
JEDN Yy, ESHIR) LB L TR B ULEND .
Bl 2T IO HE LT, [ 7)F o< T &
WLy vt 7 b OB IR Z MLz, W5
X, APPLFE—bTRIY PI-LVARTSDY Y
FERETH B, ZNiT A F 1 A DNational Health
ServicelZ BT 5 TH 5 J.

3. #i% (Methods - General)

BE 4 dREMAEY T IV—T (Targeted population
and subgroups)

W G RLE B ER—AT—ADKERL ZDHT 7
V— T O RS 5. FOHEMZRAZHEL &0 5.

EEF BRI T L AT O — )L 253.5mmol/1
(135mg/dl) DL ED40iE» 580 TOHR KX TH Y, &
TR, BRI R, Z oMo IRE R, BER
W, DI (65 EOEE) W GO A
Holo. BB, FEIMFA XY PO 5EY A7 o5
Fhah, BIZFHUEYA 056425 5 BICGE SN 7
W—TIZBIF B A 71%, 12%H542% F TOHPH
2B o7 (4%0512%DIEFFCHLIHRELED 5\ IFOs
MDY A7 IZHM4T 5) [42, p.1].

fEE | A% HER (eligible population) % E#H T 5 2 &1
HETHL. €5, ZLOWE, BHAMEIER
DY & > TEALT B2 ThH 5 [43]. £ L DFEHIC
BTH, HROWEFHMEDOICIZ L » 720FRIC L - T,
EAEFN DI DDN— AT 4 VBRI ORNE D ek
NTWEEL). 77 V—=T1F, H—0) A7 NT
(B Z1F, 0BT - REROHFLERLKN) b5
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(BHRR) e, fEmE, b, ikt

WiESERDO) A7 HF (Bl2E, HE 4 OBEBICE
FZ00RAZER) LBFBRLTWS.

F 770 — TG LIS LIS AME < 3247, Wi, f#
MENDZ L ZRBTDH%) OIEIRADH B [44-49].
L oT, MRS OENR, B2, KHEOEYFENE
MR H TN — T OFRIBERED) T 7L VA
BHE - T RETH L BUEOHERSATA ¥ A0
720 E LT, Sund [50] # /1K), 77 V—7I12B
B OB E IHFT B TR EREIRITRETH 5.

1HH 5 : KRR IHAT (Setting and Location)
R ERRENLER Y AT L OB B MICO v
TRt 5 %.

BHEf A =2 50 7ICBWTIE, BRI
AN R TENRIE I N TS - [51].

FEER  REUREHII T, MO HBPHRRsN 525, Zh
B IREL BT % YL AT P S 2 e ki 12 B
LT, MWL (L—0d 2 WIEEEoE) %
FHRICHET I E0RM (Bl 21X, —XK, =K, =ZKib
W, HUIEDH B VIFAREEN R AA) ITMAT, Zofb
OM#T s 57—, BIZIZHBREI AT L ETN
% [1].

ADRPES N D W, KK, FoOMEHs % 2
T AOMEICE L CHEICEER T2 2 L ETH 5.
ZORER, BIFEREEZE B9 725 OIRIAD T1ZH LD
FMOZ Y, — B LT RENE, BERnHEME (transferability)
WCOWTEHETE 5. FhICHI &K E, 8BV
VAT ACEADERE V) B LREREBRLTD &
W (JHH22%ZH).

1HH 6 : R D5 (Study perspective)
IR WFE oG E LR S 4. BRI G & 7 B BT % 57
Y L B#EDT 5.

B&EI0) 2N ENofM AT ERT 2BE0EMIL,
F—AFFTVTIZBIBIANALY ¥ =D L 5.
BHE LT, BUFLBHITHT 2B T, FHE
i (time costs) BB (travel costs) b 5743,
BEOGERIGHIBE S 2 IRRHEHIEED 2. A
B350 EH (B2, GPPLE T 57200 &HM®
WERBER 2 L) &I T RO T, $§XTON
AIEHEIREICD 250 L 9 [CHHM - ik s % [51,
p.2].

B@HGQ2):zhznoMmNIcHET 2 EEET
(direct costs) $H3#H (payer) DI HHEFFS N7z,
Z T, WROBARTFMEN oML ST, MBEOH
BHEZ BT 572D ERY — EARHEED TTCH
FNTw5 [52].

B e L 1d, Z 20 S ADE R R
MEN2HDOTH5. WFEIE—2H 5 IIHEO N HH
LIS N s, BIZIZBEZ OV R OIS O
BeD Y7 &), BEHELHLHE (healthcare payer) 3.
(B EER KRBT B ATFTA X TRE), EfY AT
LDy, KEREADTY, 50 (societal) ;e
EWDHDH. L OWMRE, BEHEY AT LRI H DY
BIZE, 4752 FIZBITANHS, &5 WIidkEIC
BIFABATA7T) HAEVZHEONE»STbIs.
PR S AT A ETHEDONIIFI BV TIE, I E R
R EEEL, AAHBOBENE 7+ 0—7 v TIHED
BHLEHEATHS.

LDV TR, HRICESTOIDIEVEHN Bz
1, REHEIRE O EAL R RPIIETIC &k B EFEMEIRSE
(productivity loss), KIEDOEH, MERET AT 2%
DMy =12k 5 TOERM) %R H. IR
5ONYE, HEHER 2 ERDPFIE LR VOT, Vi (6
AEEH S AT L, f5) EZ2ZICETNL BT
TRER Bz, HEERY, HHEIEREREE (direct
nonmedical costs), 4 (indirect) ~ZEEMEM), &
Gl L AARPEHDO = — R ED LI B AT D0 %
LRI RETH L. HEovYEHWS & X%, ERE
B DR EEGDERRY AT AR IE O LD S DR
BERETHIEIRFATRETH L. BN EEOS
A FIA4 VRCEDPMAEL, OB BT 5 EHFREE
SO DR STV AEAE, TS %2 EINL 72
M EEHIIBELME LTRTIENTE S,

1HH 7 : k&SR (Comparators)
HEZZ ¢ LRI R & 2 B ARHRIE Z RLaR L, Z o M)
WA ZE M 23T 5.

Bk JET 7 7 U MEIC X AR E ORI &,
Hah# (herd protection) 2SN L IXBEDF T U ¥
B AT 7 F Ty s AOE NN, LR Y O
R AN LNV, Ko, BAED 4 K
PCV-7 [7lilliRERE 7 27 F > 1 OBHNEOHE %
T HIEE L i, ERNKOMPRT 7 F v
DT, 10flid 2 \WId13MlT 27 F >~ Ofi % JAd
b [YFHUFo] BHNHRIIOWTHRAELAT
9 153, p.2].

FRERE | B ORI D C ERHRFEHNIE, E o T
Y b N2 ACDWT ORI EFTH) DIZH LT,
EFMIHED FHIITIE, TRTORM S % it IRic
DWCHHIi 479 Z & DS HETH 5 [54]. RHFAM O
ARG B E RIS & o TRZ ZWEEERH Y,
MADWEZRBT LI EIZEETHL. BT, B
DOIRERCHE T8 H 5 WIZIEERMIZE B M), &
OG- 27V a—, B, H5HMRETHSD.
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CHEERSHW]  —EHAEH I B WX 4 7> 2—

Wl IC O Wik, [RaEBig] [BaEom#E] [kd
BHGHRO I VL D] 2 &00d LAk, &8
ZFOHENIRERAZOP 2R TRETH L. T2

FTRTOBAEMN RIS EZ ) A MZT 5D, oI
b MW, D EMZ%, &DREOEWIETRE

B L o CHHZHNT 2 2 L 2T RETH L.

15H 8 : 44 (Time horizon)
HEE D BT T M A AHSEHI & B AT I & Rk
5. ZTOMEANEY) 2B A2 FHT 5.

Eff . 4 DR LN ATHET LB, EED TR
Wiz & b 7% ) KON % 2k — bofEz b L
oo BETWVICBIT A LEMOERIFA2EI OB L. &
ML, BEf (ablation) KT 253 XTHT v ¥ afklt
BB L 72 KO EmRTH Y, [HT] &
N—L7-WIIEF10ETH B, L oT, T_TOLMED
4 XY 2BV B EERTH 552 THRT 5 L IGE
LTWwab. TRHDIEIR, DEOEZESIZE-oTHH
WwHRTWA [55 p.2l.

MRS TR, B E T N A HEEM S B
DOEXTH L. HHEEIE, BERREOENWZT Y b
B A% KT B 0E0H Y, WEIERRBRO 7 10—
7Ty T LD bRV, £ OENCEBT B BRAERE A
HA FTA4 2 TlE, TOMIBIIBIT5EETEDIZDIC
B9 REFFEO GBI S T 5. BRRAERIC
B B4 D EETF— 712DV TTb N S RFFTE T
i, [FERREET] 220X S ZEMBO T~
A AEHCTHTYH, LIE LI 2558 i CYIir
ENTWD [54]. BIZIETFRIM A% A& > T,
HHVIZEHERE T VICESSHRETIAL Y Ick - T
1, AT OB R B 5257259
[56]. AT & 2Nz IR L -2 T XETH
5.

1HH 9 : 5[|% (Discount rate)
R BHR 7Y b 20EGIFRE LTHW -l E 3
T 5. TOFEGIEIEY 2HH A THT 5.

BEHE . 75 INMIIBITLIHAL FI4 oI L
WoT, BHET Y M HLZ2EDIELRS%TEHYFIW
7z [57].

MRS HG R, EEREICELRIBMET Y AL
DI E 2L, BUMEZ 5257200 D TH
B, HBIRIFISERN R D OTIE R L, R, 5o
VNI X o TRL L7259 [58]. FFEDOHTIH 2L,
RIFFHI AT A K94 V&S TW54)F (urisdiction)
bdhbH. F/2, URICLoTREMAETY by ATl
DEFIRZHER L CTVDH, B2 [nibeIsrd

H5b.
HHRERET LI EREETH L. LS, BF
O, MAOBHARLT 7 b A AAUTED RIS -
THELD X BLEICIE, EPIROBEEHIIZTRT
W REVEDSH B 55 TdH 5 [59]. T OHIIZ BT 5 EHK
BTG A F o4 v RMBREELIIATL2I L1085
T, HGIZEORRE FERPEF ICBED) 5 2 L H5fEsE
SNs. I (B ZX 1 ELIN) OBEEREFETHMNIC B
WTIFHEBI 2 fTb R nwZ &b —BI72E05, 0 %0HEL|%
TH5HI L ZWEICHETRETH S,

4. FFE—77 bH L (Methods—Outcomes)

HE10: 77 F A LDEIR (Choice of outcomes)

R BB IIERNAT 4y FORELLT, EDX
IRT I NI LTz ON%ERBRT 5. EFT 500
A TORUERBRRD,

BHHI~0)  2nZhof AORET Y b s, BEE
i #% A fF 4E (disability-adjusted life-years, DALYs) (2
Lo TEHIiE 5. DALYsiZ I ARARERSBIC X - Thf &
NBIETH Y, FKEEICET 2 M AOE R RS
THWwOH N L EMEATE (quality-adjusted life-year,
QALY) DRZEL%2HDTH 5 [51].

BE&F(2)  MERWNRY I 2L —Ya Y EFVEERL,
1IEBIH 72 ) OBFEIIR & KBEEIRD 5 7 — T VA D
WMAOBHERD 2. BT VOREE, TbLETEIRK
ERBEBRD H 7 —F VIFAOH B IEX 1 I1TRT
[60].

B REFEE TSNS T M AR, TRROD
DWHAHH, TNEFICEEEINEDIFTide . BHAR
HAY (natural unit) (OFREZED M, HFELRE) T
HobENLTY I A, REIREORIFICKEDSLSTY
b o CHREAEGE [QALYs] B 5 WIidRiEREA LT
4 [DALYs] 7% &), BRI 24T ) 72D D4k H
MTHOEbENZTY M A, RFEFO/ZREIZ, T
M A OBIRIGEEEEZ Z TR T VDT, EOT 7 M A
REZ SR 72N 2T RETH 5.

IEEH11 : HREDEIE (Measurement of effectiveness)

HENa:B—OHRICE D #E (Single study—
based estimates)

HEIZ D RRFTRIC B B TV A  OR A T orcRiB L,
DR RA RO T -5 V=2 LTH5TH D

HHZHNT 5.

B {&f : Magpieitli [ISRCTN86938761] D J5i:lcow
TRAOFHLIT L Y HE I T [61]. EHTL L,
THiRICTH Y, HERBRI L, W~ 7 vy Az fl
JATREDPWMETR Y, H5VIF24BRUNICRES S h
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(BHRR) e, fEmE, b, ikt

oD WA TH B, KT ¥ ¥ RITmB~Y 7 h v
L ETTERICH VAT SN HRITEE, SEEHE
TH Y, TOmARMMEFREITDON. MRS

WTIE, ENENOREREAWTED 2\ IXEHE 2RI 72,

JREEH R, R, BSOE=S Y ¥ ZRmEETITo
2. TOMDO T TIZOWTRERFRDFTEIC L7, &
Y N hAE T, HEHVIIHERIICT Yy afbEh
oMo, REONRE GEEE2EL) THb. B
SBWIMNE, HEROEBRED L VIIETETTTHS. 1998
A H20014E T T2, 337 ETL0,141% D KWD S v 5
AZHEYVHITF SN, 7ru—T v TFENTTF— 51X
10,110CT& % [62, p.145].

HH11b: HAICE D #ET (Synthesis-based estimates)
R REeIlegoi-iiz o Lo ICHEL, KT —
Y amE Lz00E oIl 3 5.

BGf 3207 22y 3 VICHETA-OY AT
FA4 VLY a—%fTW, EFLONT A—FICHT S
IG5 B7. 14D 7 T A Y g VIZOWTIERRLHE,
24D TAY 3 VIZOWTIE—XKTF—% %, 51HCon
TIRZF A= FE=F 2V, —ODME (7
7F T OEME) 12OV TIE, TFAN— b FEF v
DRIV, Sl 2 - F—y v — 2%, #Ht
HHEHICEE SN TW5S [63].

BED L VIIHENICERE AT L2HET L2 37XTO
FeH I, e DEFININTG A —F & FAEHEET 7
® |2, multi-parameter evidence synthesisi?: [64,65] % H
Wz JERICET AT Y M A A L EERI R K2
R L7z, BRE, SisHEE2slo & [63]. [66,p2]

MRS | R A ORI, 2 DR AR Al
WKLo TEHZBENTWAS, H—BH 5 WIZHEEOWIEICH
KT L0H, FOWMETIFAL vl WRT—%V—2A
WZOWTHMENRRRT LI LERIEHTHL22b Lk
W, AT — 5 OFHT e B— D IR B 5\ T IEFE
BRIRBR LD W TR 2 1T ) s, V— ALk 5
WA VOB 77 LV AR RIRETH 5.
Bz 1E, TREOMHRE FEHSICRIETRETH S .
P REMOBEIR, BERH OH ) ), ITTFT 2 H
WHERTWA D, KillF— % QWY i, 74+0—
7 v FRFHIII, YT HIUTEIONA T R 7 LW
THA LV EC BN LN T ADIY v J7 ik
RE.

bL, V-ALLRDMEPWO THESNLIDOTH
R, 2ooMwERRNOFEL W LHFEELD
RETH D (777 2LILEGAERIC BT 5 CONSORTH
B [27] R BIZEWIEDSTOBERF B [67] 22 &). 7o H —
DR IRAIED 7 — % & LTH0 %00 % s
THIEIZEETH L. Tz, BFEHM O 50K A
VAL B LD b RVWEGAE, RO L

FNHBEYTHLHHAIZOVWTRIBRTRETH 5.
MAWCEDCMETITHY 2EHR (T bbb,
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses [28] IZH#EWT 2) B 5 VA HF~DY
T77VYAPRETHL., ZHIZF, BET LTS
2% FL, BINY 5720 OB OREIN - HET7
AR MW 251 7 AT A ME &L,
AT, RUBMOIEREICHT2MENLEL L0
LItz

HER:BIFICESDSKT7 I MHLDOBEXFM
(Measurement and valuation of preference-based
outcomes)

WA U TEL 0, T MA@ RN L%
H izl d 5.

BB N—254 >, 65 H, 127 H, 245 HOWN
THREIIEQSDEMZ I HIZ L, 1% QOLMEIZ s 3
5729DEQS5DY Y 7 W, oy ) 7iE, 4 XY R
BT BRELDD 5 v Tt s i Tw 5 [68].
FBHOQOLKIEIIZ[MED e VI AT 5720
WKIEMBERZRELT, BEZTEOQOLTa 7 7 1 )V
VR L 72 [69].

B £ L ONF T, QALY Z RiFaHic B 245 %
LW7 Y b ALREELTWS. QALYIZREIFICHE DL
HET Y M AORETH Y, AN & e R
QOLZ —D2DRIZF L DD DTH A, fEFEEEQOL
DOEALIZ, QALYH 5\ FZF Do @iFI23Eo { REIC
WEEZHEZLDT, FNLOWETEZLBRTLIRET
HbH. INIZREUERE, ThbbEnZhoiRIRE
R O EADIEAET 54 (generic) 7 it e B i
QOLREDEHIZOWTHERTH A9 [70-72]. Th
SOMEIICBITE 7+ —< v FRUEREZEBRTRE
THhbH. FRABRICB T 2 /HEEEQOLD s 7
A7V ALERTRETH A [73]. BEDVEIETH 72
DM B AR L T B 7280, EHEEQOLD
R ASHE L WAL, REE D Y — X R Zh)nE )
GZHHZEEDLRETHD.

i HE B EQOLD i IZ B D v — AWCH K L2 D,
Kex Z0RIF BT 2 EIC X o THERI S a v b L
W, XoT, U H A ZADKRE SR ABIREST
i 2 LRI S N BT A R A SRR TR E
ThHb. BIziE, ~BEAISOREEOH L3 T
», BED, BEREED, BMROBAI L ETH 5.

CO X BERIE, BETFATRE T LHERL
o TWDHU D H 5. FBAFZEM L, MR
QOLD LIk Z D 5 720 D J5 ik, F1 2 AL £ 4%
(time trade-off) %, LHEMYMELT (standard gamble) i%,
BERGE I (discrete choice) 7z &2 DO W T H %L
WIRETHAE. T2, TRNENOWERLIZBITA
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QOLMH % QALY \Z £ 3 % J71k, B 2 (0 22 165 o 1] Dt
i &2 3 TXETH 5. b L, QOLfEAY, #
IFICEO DO TIE L WERBEBEEQOLREL LML
2 DTHAEYE, ¥~ v 7 (mapping) HE OB
LD X9 BEBOT— 7 LRFHENEMIZOWTH
B LT NUE R 5 %,

5. A% —&A (METHODS—COSTS)

HE13: BIRHER S BRD#ET (Estimating resource
use and costs)

IHH13a: B—OWRICED (B EFTM (Single study—
based economic evaluation)

W 7= A AT 2 BIH B R 2R 5720
WCHW ik E R 5 5. —KI%Ed 5 \WIE T RIFFELS
BT, BIRHEEE 2 41T &0 X 5 IAlifEo ) 725
AT L. BATRHICERSE 27200 EICONT

A

WHI3Bb: ETIVICE DS BEFM (Model-based
economic evaluation)

AR BTV OBFIRERICEE T 5 EIE S R 2 R
LI2ODHERT =7 ) = A OWTCitk 3 5. — KW
78 H\WIZURIFZEICBWT, BFHEHED 25 ity
D& )BT 72 ERRE T 5. BERFEHICE s
720 DOFIEIZONTIHRD,

B&H] : A0 1 4E B 0% IZREFLUXER A 5 HERT L
2. ZORBTIE, EHEY— VY 2AOMHREE 1 ERIE
LTw/., ThoORFERIZ, HEZHIIBIT
NHS® J5iffii (costs) & fifits (prices) % H\W T, #HIZ
WL 7z [74].

FRE C BHEIECIE, BT AR 20070 R
WHbH. BFEOHFTE ZNENOEREB f6ifg (i
i) #HCIEDZLDTH5. EFmEHEIT L7200
V= AL ENLZNE LT O Z il REXThH
5. Ihbid, H—olRHABRe, BEDOT—FX—2
HEOY =X, RIEWLHELSHL L2 TE L. &
FEEITE, WEIIH A Y — A0 5 0MliEE w5 0T,
INHOY—A%ZFTMLT, MAETEZ L HIZLTHL
CENEETH L. R L - T, F—0&FHFEHEHIZ
DV, BEEOMEDHFETL20d Lithwv., B2
HOHEFHEZ REESHT THW A EEIE, 202 LIl
KTRETHAH. T2, FHIHEOEZHW BB,
WD THAIZ &0 X 5 ICEHE L-0%, oz
WET 0D L, Bz, a0 aigs
BROLEPZ DD, BRABRAZZOTW2L00, HEB
EEOTWLONPRETHD. TNHEDFHEIZOWTI,
6 4& ®DISPOR Good Research Practices for Measuring
Drug Costs in Cost-Effectiveness Analysis¥ A 7 7 #+ —
AP HO R TEANIMRE S Tw s [75-80].

HE14: BE, BH, #E (Currency, price date, and
conversion)

SR L R & AR A AR LR ST A, 2
THhNIE, HEFHS N7z HLfh & e HH o ek ke RS
)b T 5. B A LEOBITICIRE TS hkL
BIEL — MZonTHiliNs,

BE&f . —oFEICBT AWMIOLEICE, HENRL
Ll H L VIR LETHE SN 720, WEITEE
D CKEVAND) WRPLETH 72, TO L) hf
120, b EY) R FEISBIUT B EEE AN (purchasing
power parity, PPP) THisE L7z, F3EA%, ¥4 2 FE DK
REs LT aEIE, PHEIZST 2PPPE V.
FTRTOFEFIZ, K FVTHE L7 (81, pl2].

B AR IR & & B ITEALT 2 DT, LR E Ol
BThHrDEEOLZLIZEETHL. £ OBHEH
WZOWTESEDMIEAIFITE L LTH, —HIZLLAT
DEDE LPFIHTE RV H L5000 L,
DX BEGAEE, TS 0WiTEEE HVv 5 % Ll
OB B2 METRETH L.

S 2 EEIEHEICRE T XETH L. FFIZ, 2
U EDYFTH CATOMEEZ V256 (FLexy
&) HEREBEIVLETH L. MEOLEMICL ST,
ISO 421712 L 2 WHIMELOHEH 2 ZBITNETH D
CKkFUV%USD, 7IVEYF XY %ZARSKE L), BLD
& % ETEIFIHEH OMEAFIH T E 2 WIE kiR L iR
JhHWHEN TS (USD% &) THE Lcwy;
E, W OPOEOMEREFIFCHRE LWIEER L,
WEOREZHZD TS L.,

WEOWEZIT- 2% 61, o) WEE %
E) ZHIETRETH D, B2, HRETLHEE LR
FICEMZHEST 27V TY X421, BLE 2B
A EEDL. 1ERMHE, GDPF7L—4%—% %
W, BHEZbLEH L OEED LG E T S ICIHR
HE 2., 2LTC, ROBRT, MiEErHELEHO
HeRMEZ, W5 &3 2B B ) I & v TS
b. B bETITO NI Z L EH 2 TwAHUSD
DL HBETHET LI L1E, BN ADETXH)
RO RS9 5. L L, ISPOR Good Research
Practices Task Force Report?®general Transferability of
Economic Evaluations Across Jurisdictions [83] (ZBEME A%
WBRHENTWDE L) LiEHLD 5.

6. FE—ETNICE DS REFTM (Methods—
Model-Based Economic Evaluations)

IEH15: EFILOFEIR (Choice of model)

PR ML 2RESHTET VDY £ TIZOW TR L,

ENaHWHHEZHAT 5. ETVOREEZKTRT

L ERIRHERT 5.
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B&EF0): AFHBEOMBR THELX ST 523 va 7
BEF NI, CML UMl 1281 2 ki
TETRTCOERBDOEHFNEE ET VLT 57-DI12H
BEN, ZDXIBIATOEFIVIZ, EOREICE
WTH FNZENOMPEIRIEI N D BEHAS, AEHHR A,
LEBRETEX S, ZOFEITEY O~V 37k L LK
LTC22o0THFE L., 1HIE, ERBMERE MR
LUERZNWIE, 2 HHIETRTOMBEIRE S D
CE2EET 200 EBMNRIRESARL LRI ETHD
[84, p.1058].

B ABI(2): 7 8 N &E M5 A (pelvic inflammatory
disease, PID) I2BIF 2 HAREOS VI T ET IV iR
L7, M1EETVEMRLZDOTH A [83]. (M
1A% ZMH, Mg (85])

B N THALETVORE L, TIRICBWTE
NEMVDEZ EHPHEYTHLIHZHATRETH 5.
—HMEEDD, EFVDY A FIZONTRBENRT
WALIRIOFA 7 2 A%FATE L0 Ltk [86, 87].
COHINZBNTIE, FOEBOMEICB N THEEIC
Aoz VoRidE s, S LET VoM

1 ETFIVOEEERTODEAT T 5 LOHAL

Value Health, 10(5), Smith KJ, Cook RL, Roberts MS, Time
from sexually transmitted infection acquisition to pelvic
inflammatory disease development: influence on the cost-
effectiveness of different screening intervals, 358-66, Figure
1,2007 (TIVEEPHFEZH).

PID : BEARAEMRE

PHEIZOVWTERLTH I [87,88]. HkhEFY ¥
FHEEHWTWAL R BHIE, FRRERREEIZE T
VBT M ALIEET 200 Lk, $hbb,
MR BPIRIC B B LRI O TV L AT, EIRL 7
ET UL, BREOHRES, BIEOWRRTE, B%)
P ek, L) EIEMLTWBEDONT
HbH. B TEOMIIE, EFVIEATEZODE
HCTX 27— B EOREFHTEEZONICDHET S
b v, ZL oA, EFVOREE TV
NIZBI2BEOBHZIRTRETH 5.

IHH16 : ETILDIRE (Model assumptions)
WA T T VL RS B B\ 12 E Ol
NRTOPEIZOWTEHRT S,

B WMo T Y A A RUTOREIC XY EF VAL
L7z, $RTOREREFRLIZBNT, HEERORIOD 2
ERNE T — O FIRFLH BT EZ Wiz, TR
FlL, WS ODPDREENLZLE2—UHkICE 5. BE
ARRMS [FIS EfERI % S PEREALAE] 2> S SPMS [
TR S SRR AL E ] IS Bn 4§ 2 Bild, EDSST3.0-5.5&
6.075DM TR L EME L. FHETIVCTIEHEIRIC
BIHE L 2 WEDSSO A a7 id—ETH b & L7z [89].

BB BT VIR A LS A—=F OfEICMAZ T, T
NOMERE) & 2 RS 5 7201203, RECHT 5 EHR
PIEETHL. HMMEOD LmENETNVETOT T
AL, EfCELDICLELTRTOREDND) A M
PRI RETH 5 [88]. TNZFNOWED, WL T —
7Y =212 VT VB DN, HEMEOER D),
N LBEL O, HENLEDDLONERTRETH
5. B, EFMEL BRI o8N, B B
W, I B RIS TN & &) 7o RO M5
T A REGEG2D L.,

7. FiE—MEAE (Methods—Analytical Methods)
HB17 : ##i5% (Analytic methods)

W . MO/ O DT kR TR T 5. Bl
TROMY P FHEx G, EAR (skewed), Kl
(missing), ¥ HE 5 N7z (censored) 7— 7. #HF )
b T2 ERAET AN ETFVORLEEREL,
HHVIEHET L CE A 7 VHIER E) Hik EFO
BUBRPER A I E 2 ) 5 ik

B&6) 0 Akt sk, SHEiNSUANDERIESO—H 72
DOBERIE, 420K 7 2 - AT LIC%ET—%
(complete data) #FFDOBHICOVTEIHE L. §XC
OERBRKIMLTWD AN D - 7284, RN 7 = —
X - RS - WS L E 0 HICB T A RO
fEZBHLT, RUWLTWwbaEHAZME L. 2L T,
FERBBWIZ B 2 BEORBH T 572012, %

654 J. Natl. Inst. Public Health, 62 (6) : 2013



CHEERSHW]  —EHAEH I B WX 4 7> 2—

WK 7 = — 2O M Z2 AR L7, HBREES & Ok
i, $RToOREZEL-BEORBHEZAEIL, M
HORBEBTHLZ LICX VR L. BREGHTICH
Wi, BHEIETEOBIICE DAL S, FHoHiE
EDZE By 2 510 L 72, ORI B W TR L2 B,
TBIRRE S & O EH & BRI & 8 o I & R
T LB ED . FHAEEHO BB, il
FrEzHWTEY L. dEEEtmez <, 7
F I A NVERZRER TR L2, BRI TOT
WEROZEZTMT 572012 Y85 XA M) v 77T —1
ATy TEEHCT, N TRAZFELN—L ¥
A WVEZ X ) 95%ASEX B 2 F1H4 L 72 190, p.207].

FRER  NT TR, ThHEE] k27 vavo—#HfeL Tt
FCHHTRETH L. [FH SN FFEREN & H
1%, WAL Y Bz, BELNVOF—FHh Y
FYARKE LIREET D) IERET S, — %
BFHIE LT, 3 XTOFEEZRETALIEICL-TD
A, FERFIGT A ROBEYES R TE L, B0
RERICIED RIFREI T, BEOY TV — TR D%
BC X > CHRATEZEM, 77 ba o, BIxEED
KRBT 720D IFE T NVIZOWTZE DIk &R
i LRI E % S 2w, Mihaylovad 12 & 5 W52

911 257 7L — b 2L TV 5.

TFVIIHED CRFFMTIE, ST A—F R EDL S
WCHERT L 22285 L iud e s v, flziE, A Ry
M OHER R E & D X 9 IERRe AR OB B2
Lz k. bz, HT2HENPRLE-/2LLTD
(BHELVARNVT =5 Ot Fikd 2 WIdREE TV OR
T A= F BT BREREEE SN 2 &), NiEFEEOI
0PN R TEFENED S O RPN, WIETYA
Zohbod—ELT—<3Thsb.

8. #&R (RESULTS)

HEI18: IR TRHWE/NT X —4 (Study parameters)
R TRTOINFTA—=FIZOWT, TOMHEEHP, 1
T 7L YA, BB OIIHERSMA WG T 5. AT
% 5T 72O 72504 ORI & TEHIE & L EE IR
CC#HET 5. HLAMEROBTRTZ L 2L
TS 5.

B{&fl : 5 313, REFLUXGRERICBUI 2D 7 + 0 —
7 v 7 1AEROGORD B8 G iE |12 B 3 2 [ &
FEBMZRLZ (R322R) [74].

B MR Mo 572010, REHART Y M A,

R3 REMECHTHIROMBER (B, -2V -, ERRROTHERAE, BETHEM, /NF7XA-20E5DL)

PESESAE  (n=155) FAiTHEE  (n=104)
wiie) v-xt wents PEAT gwpme TR WIRE gy TRE
WL A 172 a Ji] 88 0.88 15157
pHH A 64 a [} 70 0.70 45+ 29
M 5E 61 a [} 66 0.66 40+29
SR 4 a Vi 100 114.5 420+ 137
THFEm 825 a 100 1.00 825+ 0
N 264 100 2.34 619 =354
HIESX 7 T=v b 657 b 1 0.05 32+322
FAlrEt 2132 +475
GP~DZ% 36 c ] 44 1.16 42+71 44 1.14 42+ 60
GPF)j [ #% 58 c [i] 1 0.01 1+6 2 0.02 18
hLk 88 b [i] 14 0.30 27+76 43 0.54 47+ 64
Hi& ) ABE 896 b [ 10 0.14 127 £426 42 0.47 422 +572
ABE 1259 b [i1] 3 0.03 32200 4 0.04 48+243
Tl B A 229+ 632 560 =728
P2 38 d 141+ 144 16£52
&t 370+ 638 2709 + 941

£ 1 BMJ, 339, Epstein D, Bojke L, Sculpher MJ, Laparoscopic fundoplication compared with medical management for gastro-
oesophageal reflux disease: cost effectiveness study, b2576, Table 2, 2009 X V) #iz#, (BMJHHL 2 )V — 77 H &) .

FOFICBIBHMO Y — A Tiom@ ). (a) 55 oS hliikic B85 FHYAGN (20035FE0 b D% 4 ¥ 7 LillEEER) [92],
(b) £ ¥ 7Y Ny 2=V RIZBF L FHABEEM (2006/2007) [93], (c) Curtisk Netten [94112 X %, (d) EEIERIS & P

TR EEAMI4 [95], Grant 5[96]1C & 5.
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(BHRR) e, fEmE, b, ikt

M 2 MEZFHET 72O LE LK INT XA —F D) X
FEEEATRRIRETH L. ZhiCiE, BEOHE
RGO LB R T 7 N h A ETRTOWE
RoXT A —%, BIFHERHAN, QOLMEZ LT XTH
BHEMRT A= e, @ LIE, T XA=FI1TB
B ARREEM DR 2 RS20V B 546 #iR#k L,
EX LN R SR\, 285 X —F ORHEFEMEICHE
W LML RTRETH L. B TF—F V- A% ZOfH
DV —=AL LTHHTLHHAL LRI RETH 5.

HHI9: MY EBREES 7Y MH L (Incremental
costs and outcomes)

R ZNZFROMAIIONT, HEFSNEBHET Y
M ADOEEE & HIT, B IEEE L %G OFE
BT A, AT ALAE, WL R D T 5.

B4R RBEMAFEEFVICE £ DL &, TAVRIE S
T — T VIR BYAR P 1 30T 17 0 A v v 123148, TR
SPIEEETIZ1.24F, Z D319 (95% CI, 1.5-2.34F) &
WEFE N C0EIZ 3%0OEF] 2479 L1.64FE
(95% CI, 1.3-1.94F) FTHA L7z, ZoWfegms 7+
O—7 v FHMORED 6 » JICEBICESh-EH
7°—4% (TVARKE 22,429 NV /4E, B REEE 35,343 v
/AR 5, REBHME Z 2 EEORBERIE, BE—
A& 72 D TVAREE 43,664 F)b, i HERE 16,282 KL &
MWErE i, 7ra—7 v 7R RWOI2 » HICFEE
SN EHT— 5 &, BRI DS AT - BHON

KEFHc RO &, ETIBOAEERE DAL, BE—
AH72079,836 KV (95%Cl, 67,463 KIL-92349 K)v) T
HY, HFlROEESMFEREGIILAETH L0 6, Wi
#HF) R (Incremental cost-effectiveness ratio, ICER)
350,212 KV /AAF4E (95% CI @ 42,392 K )V-62,951 KV /
HAFAE) & 2o 72 [97, p.1105].

B RBERIZTCTRLBERO A 73 — 2 L OFHHE,
BLods 7o b, TR L OFHHEOE (F
ZHhHLWMABMEMST Y M AL) ZHETRETH 5.
ICER% 145 72012, B L 22N AMOBEROZE (3
SER) =7 b AoE BoRhE) THARETH
b, SADMEN. (dominant) & %\ 3L (dominated)
OBy, BEIGEDLDICHY TRV EEZ bNDGE
121, ICERZ#ET 202w Lz,

IHE20 | FHEEMOYF#E (Characterizing uncertainty)
1HH20a: B—OHRICEDBETM (Single study—
based economic evaluation)

HAZ HERN S NGB, BORIR, BB AR
DWTH YT /e b WAL L RFEFEE OB,
Tk BT 2 IEDHE (FF ROV % L)
L HITRBT B,

HEH20b: ETFTIVICE DK BEFFFM (Model-based

x4 YTV TICLBTERMEOHE & FENREDRES]
(B—OHBRICH T 2HEIEM, BIUR, HIBAVRLEHITH00BD)

N 77 R (95%CI) N FPHE (95% CI) 74 (95% CI)
HEAFAE: 370 (200.80) 372 281 <-o.001'0-8.14>
QALY 370 (L7 50) 372 1.86 (0.04020)
2 (£) 370 (12801 879) 372 (23002771 (6191339
WA (£) /A
517 L <£&?&>
#B1D Y @%$&>
1 (£) /QALY
517 L <4a253§§£500>
HF DY 26,

(4,300-26,500)

{1 : Value Health, 9(4), Briggs AH, Lozano-Ortega G, Spencer S, et al., Estimating the cost-effectiveness of fluticasone
propionate for treating chronic obstructive pulmonary disease in the presence of missing data, 227-35, Table 3, 2006.

(e e 7HEmE»R)  [98].

Cl: 2HIX[H, FP: Fu¥t YB7IVF 5 >, QALY : B4 Ar4E

FR— AT A ¥ DQOLMH % F#E i M
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economic evaluation)

HIR AL 2T RTONT A =5 ORHEEEL, £F
WV OREERBUEZ KT 5 AHEFEMEDHFRICE- 2 55
ZEtik 9 5.

B BEROBRESH T, FRICRDBEND S
BEEZINVA—FFATII0IRT (M2). 0¥
A7 75 0IBVT, TRNERON—BZIREROALIHESE
HHICERICE-Z 2 B2 HHL LTV A, BN ZA 2
DODT 7 ANBFTRTDETFTIVDINTG A —=F 2D TH
BROGH 2T 7R E R L TWa. [99,p.6] (X2
= 5MR)

B BREBELAAVOTF =5 2 Hn BRI BY
LRI AHEFEE L, WO & 30 R oOBHER 72
B 5 IEANA ZFEHIXE (Bayesian credible
interval) 12L& > T, H6bT I ENTEL. EHEKXMH
REMNXMEOHEIIIMEEZ LD %) TR H 5D
T, BHAEFmME 2B EZE M (cost-
effectiveness acceptability curve) (X, FI L@y % F
Bhd L, BHRRGH ORI Z RS 512
HizoTiE, HELYDINSOFAFHEOHH, BE

#H
RVEIS T4 —HEN 0.977-1.0
MRI EBatE 0.985-10
DAL A7 ik 0.937-1.0
) NEERRSRR AT 0.970- 1.0
RVETS T - 0.010-0.098
MRI 314 0.047-0.169
BI-RADS0/3 I &1+ % MRI D&M 0-0.061
BI-RADSO/3 IZH1F B Y EDEMRM 0-0.7
#l51% 0.00- 0.0
)V INEERERRIEIC BT B MRI OEEE 0.7-1.0
> ISR BT B EDERBE 07-10

PEIZE > T, K DESW2D Lkw, LaL, 4
FIROBINCHAl, WEOELE R ES VT v 7DIES
DRI/ L WATEE:Z & 52 5121, Fofhoff
H ORISR LEN R D0 Lk,
ETFWIZED RIFF-MICBNT, /85 2 —F O
EHIIE A D8F A= DPLER (deterministic) &
GHHCE 5T, HBVIZTRTOINTG A —F % [FICHER
WG 279 S LIk o TRENLND L, B
EWMBRBH 2T I BE, "V A —F¥ A4 77T 21358
L OFERLFETH L. MERWEESHT (probabilistic
sensitivity analysis) 2BV TIix, MERAIEEDIHIZED
BTG A—=5 D) X b, BHANE T L BRRZZEN
OB, WROWRFHE LTHESR TS, §i
FEW, T, FOMO 2 85 A Y v 7 EATEEME
WZOWTHHOHHE LTHET A2 &N TE 5.

IHH21: EEMOME (Characterizing heterogeneity)
W U TING, N—AT VISR RS Z LI
X2 BEMETTHHATE 2BHARRE, BHANNED
HEIZOVWTHET 5. HEHVIERAREICBNT, hk
OIFRIZE > THHRTE B VIESDE IOV T H WG
T 5.

< > EE# dominant
< > EE dominant

< > EE dominant

*$1.79M/QALY

N=24 =2
B BERMRLL (S/QALY)

2 MLR=FEATTILOB. ETIICHTIEEL/NT X —2OTERMEOHRETRT.

BMC Health Serv Res, 9, Moore SG, Shenoy PJ, Fanucchi L, et al., Cost-effectiveness of MRl compared to mammography for
breast cancer screening in a high risk population, 9, Figure 2, 2009 (BioMed Centraltt¥F5&i& &)
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BB B51BOA Y F VRO EHIZ, kb AY
DE 4 HEIPI T30 K2 F (SE 126K > F), &b
& ZATLI6A RS F SRV F) o7z, &fRkT
FELOMERA XY b 1N 72 ) OB 111,600
RV F (95% CI 8,5007K >~ K-16,300K >~ F) it sh
7o, ZORFRIT) A EFBICB T2 0IEsD
ERRZ B o TWAS, LSBT 1 HEl%ED 72 1
DOEMZ, ®D) AT DE 4 S AHPHIT21,400K > F
(10,700K > F-46,100K > F), #xd v & 2 A T296,300
R F (178,000 ¥ F-612,000:K > F) T - 7z [91,
p.1782]. (5 &)

RS RO RBET TN —=TICBVT, Tl sh
HE) VI HhbOT, EERER R LM -
TW5, H5WVITHEEE R AD B35 N L EIRARRN
WCHRZ->Tna E &R, JEM (heterogeneity) 1
EEICRL00 Lz [100]. BEESEETH LY
G, ¥V THOEE) THHTELEH, T
A A, BHNBIREOEZONTIRETRETH 5.
BRNEO T T 7V — T ORESHIETH S &
&, TbbWHDE) BEDEBRNENREL > TV
0, BRI RIEIFA LR ELR=25 4 ) 27 D4
BT 2G5, BANROBERNXICHET 2

HIRIZNZNOY TN —FIHIE S NERETH 5.

NR—=RA T A ) A7 HPEBWICELT HE120F, A
7 7N — T DML S BT T T LIk R AR
HZENHEG D L,

9. %% (DISCUSSION)

IHE22 : iRfER, BR, —mbrgeld, MEOMRA LD
A (Study findings, limitations, generalizability,
and fit with current knowledge)

HEIR R T L0, TNOHRmEED L HITE
FF 500 %GRT 5. WFFEHERDOBRE & — BTk

22T, AR RATBUEO AL & £ £ 5 125
+ b LT 5.

BG4 (HRFER) | 2FEMORNETIE, WEEHD
HWE O A T M) T 2 RAEYEE [LTRAs] &40 id
WAATTA K [ICS] ®EH5THIAT LML T,
M OMEAQALYIC A IZ L > 72, LA L, 2462+ A
FIZB VT, NHSOVY;, #&onw3diTd LTRAs
B ENBEOERMIE, ICSEMTENzAL LD
DEDo 7z (2ERTOMEIWE TR~ K vs 433
E U F). ICSE 7B, LTRAsX b & B335
DITHEATH Y, 200545 R OB GRS L Auidhi B
B O—RBEFEIZB VT, LTRASHICS & e~ TH Hxf
RO X WSRO TRV 2 & AR X 7z [101.
p.591].

B4f) (AEDER) : T XTOEFVERLL, KiE
Bcd 7= OFH RN LB IC X 2 MRA DD 5.
FrDETIVIE, BIITHREEREIL W2, T/,
ZOMONRHEE OB, Bl Z XL v XK O%EIR
EEFMEL TRV, TNOHDEIHEZED RV &
WZ&Y, 77FrOFERREEANGHE LT AL D
b, BFFIIBVTIET 7 F ¥ ORI W o
IVYF U RAEEREOT 7 F VEABELE LG, 3R
O BEEBENT, BRERTifEO T 5 72EQ-5D
237 &WELLHESHFAEL BVOT, WIRES O
BELANVRZBZEOMFIGZQOLT HIZFFEL TS
b Lhkwv, LaL, ZHEilE (double counting) @
MBEIREL L, HHET S L LTHHAEDICERE B
FICHERTT A2 &I b, Lo T, ICEROBFEDHER!
filild, BTHRFHTHY, 727 F A FRITRINA
T ABAS TWALIRENELRD 5.

B4 (—MLAEEM)  BEORET T VL, —#k

%k5 WROBREMICEHT2HER. BH, HE, BRAMHRICOVT, BEOHEICLZ YT IN—-THDWEhHUEDER
CE->THRITELVBEINAES5DEICHETCEHOD.

) A 7 P 0N MVEIr] i/ FH(£)/ AN IIKE AT FH(£)/
(54EMVEY 2%7)  (£)(SE) 1000 (SE) MVEIa# (95%CI) 1000 (SE) L FE LR (95%CT)
1 (12%) 1,164 (45) 37 (5) 31,100 (22,900-42,500) 4 (1) 296,300 (178,000-612,000)
2 (18%) 1,062 (61) 58 (7) 28,300  (13,500-25,800) 7 (2) 147,800  (92,000-292,200)
3 (22%) 987  (71) 80 (9) 12,300 (8,900-17,600) 13 (3) 78,900  (48,800-157,400)
4 (28%) 893  (83) 93 (11) 9,600  (6,700-13,900) 18 (5) 49,600  (30,800-100,700)
5 (42%) 630 (126) 141 (16) 4,500 (2,300-7,400) 29 (7) 21,400  (10,700-46,100)
i 947 (72) 82 (9) 11,600  (8,500-16,300) 14 (4) 66,600  (42,600-135,800)

{# : The Lancet, 365(9473), Mihaylova B, Briggs A, Armitage J, et al., Cost-effectiveness of simvastatin in people at different levels of
vascular disease risk: economic analysis of a randomised trial in 20,536 individuals, 1779-85, Web Table 1, 2005 (= )V ¥ ¥ 7 #L:iFiiH A ).

CI: ZWIX 8, MVE @ 28400 A N>, SE @ Eieia
*AEHZ 5% DEH
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CHEERSHW]  —EHAEH I B WX 4 7> 2—

ALV REt: % SRl 9 2 BRI ZE AL E LS S ORAVH 5.
5, SHOBENEZZOTIEZETHY, WD
DTHWI2D, MEEHPEFICL2ACAHIGEN
TwWhWw, ZOLIBHEEZEETLE, TIURATT
V=V 4 T, IO v B o A B R AN
TX5DT, BHNNEPLET L7259,

RIZ, FEHE L CRIEFTONZ Y ESmE o L
Td, BAOHHIIH—DFRRBEILSOT—FTH Y,
fifi 2 DL 7> & 45 R O —BAL T BEME AL DY 72 BRI AS
HAH. LHL, Zowfgeix, sl 27 o ERryT
OB M H Y, HAERICIZFE I —H T TV
BHIAAF NI EAD, OB —1 v il
T A AILHEISTTEETH B [103, p.227].

BiFf REOMREDEAM) . COETNIILEH
JAR R R OHERHE X, \BEIITb% { OREIHMEIC
FMLL T2 [104-111]. "l & 7 ZICERDHERHE 1L,
LIZLIZBIA SRS A XY 21281 5 BIM#H30,000% ~ 1
/QALY% Tl - TWwWb, @i frbhzifE— 1 F1)
AN BT BHTIE, A — A —HNICEIZHE I L 7220064E
DHDTHDH. WL L7ZFMiOd & T, 1QALYH 72D
18,449°K ¥ N LR S /2 (20064FWF ) [112]. 24,
AW OHEFHE L D v RAKNAS, TOEIFUTD 2
ODOENICELIIDEEZ TS, (1) 1ERKKETO
HERAGRER O AT %% F2 T D HDFSO /N — FH0.54D15
Bk, Gi) shRFRRHEZ SEL BV ETH L. B
F 5 [113] & A WVITHAR [114] 225 DETIVITHED
BRI O T, PO 2 £ TOHERARER O AT
MREZMIH LTS, ThbDfimiaFke 0 b o &b
LThY, ZIEEEOMMEZ TR 5. NICED &I &
MU L) ICHEEBEMRORE % €7V bduE, FEBIC
ICERDEIZIE K 725 (14,288F ¥ F). I AL RN IS A
BEL Y, N—=ZAF4 VOFH) A7 % X0 EMICE
TN I TERDN L Ltk [115].

FERR BRSO, BRA, —B b aetE:, BAEOMH L O
— 7 EHMBICE ST, B oM
U, BHW AL -2 EEEICT S, X512,
RCOFRFFTIMA [ 75y 7Ry 7 2] TH5DH [116] &
W) ik E G- 2w, F— LR B0 ROMERT
BB R ERIIE, N—2 7 —ZADfER, DI OHHA,
A, BEHEIIZOWTORBZELRETH L. A
FVEORERHE, BHMMIROEL NI A4 N —%RL,
HEHITREGF TV —TOPRLERTNETH L. B
FUCOWT D, FEHRFEM, F5I2E 7SO T
DAL, LD 72DICBL L L DRE (EFVD
Wisti7e &) R LRI (ST o8E, H515, ik
HIROBIN, S 2 L) L TRETHL. Ih
5 OIERIBIRAHE ICH S MR Y, TREHIRN—2
r— ADRERIZE 2 BB OonTH SR TE s L
HEETDH S [1].

FEFEHIIE, FEDORRRL YR BT TIA v Sh
5y Hb. N, FOMDRIADO LT et
ZHIBRT 2Rtk d 5. FEBIZ, — B LT REMEA KN
LCTwaZ e, EFRFET2 EEREICHHT 5 2
LD, HiRD X ) REEREC R B [117]. F ORI
NOREROBIS I REVE A a3 RE TH L. ALl
PR LD 5L L D3F A—5121F, B2 IZHEMRE
B, WEON—2AF 4 Y 27, HEDE, KRG
BFOFJHWREMEIC BT 525 Eh3H 5 [83, 118].

IS, DBTOMEE OIRIZ L - T, BIEN RN
T AR, WM REOTR NI 43—, ZOBIENEEAF X
BRICMZ72b 0 EOBRLEFFMEZ S 2 5Nb, 2O
ElxFE e, REEASTEEEL A, FOERIZOWTHB
THEREEL 5.

10. Z0Oftt (Other)

1HH23 : BLJE (Source of funding and support)
R RoBEWE, SWMoFEE, 794 v, FEAT,
WHICB 2 EERMFEOHRHEZLRT S, 2O
ST R— MOV TH BT 5.

B {4 : 7 B 7% 1ZMedical Research CounciliZ & ¥ the
North West Hub in Trial Methodological Research
(NWHTMR) @ —# & L CESRMEZ 2172, B4t
BZIMTETA >~ T—=F WL, T, 7—%
DIFR, W OMERIIZB S LT [119].

MRS RO BHEMEZFHMECE 5 L) I1ICT 4672012, &
FEHIIZ BT 5 T RTOEEPFRICOWTIE, WEICL T
WHETRETHD., WESFIZL > TEERMEZ T2
WigElE, Z9 THROIFFEENRESBONIEL ) b AHF
TGS WA B REME AN W [120-126]. [$RTOE
&1 Lk, BEEMCZITR- 720 0, B2 IEEE R
REEZNOYRT, ZITOHEERAY v 7 DS, W
LN TVEH0EEL. Wind 50 IEZFofhos
Bi~OE, Bz 3FH, Hat, W%, #SEER Licon
T, ROV —2H B 0IzFEEHE L L TOLENL %7237
WALIZED2DDIMETRETH D, KHEOFH N
XoTiE, BEERANE HIFHREMAOFRIE, #
# (Acknowledgments) |ZFE#EEINE7d Ltz

1HHE24 : FI2EHHK (Conflicts of interest)

HEZZ . WEEE OB RIS D WT, Mgk R
V=t —HTAHLIERT S, HREORY V=L
LWIEE, EAMGERIER EBRR BSOS 2
LTI H5 [119].

B &%) : JPL DAHIE AN 58 @ 72 ® IZMedical Research
Council? & DXk % 1) 7z, #2 3 ERMITANZEICD
WTIE, FIEODH S D DI, FEM B 2 R E S AR
TEIZBIE T % D DIIHFAEL .
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RS BHOWIRIZB T, 4880 7 BARIE DSBS 3Tl
DRI ERF5 252 L 2R LTW5S [120, 122, 124-
126]. BAROETIV & L CESFMGERESEERE RIS
X 2L 0 [127] ZHEIET 5. FRHER TR SN2
DOWTC, BT BEENLRE - T AT I v 7 ik -
ZOMOMER & DL F 7213 7 BRI % il
FRETHAH. TN, HEOFEICET 5B 7%
FIERLWF R D SRR 2 15 2 etk b 2 B % & .
BIIE S 2 &8 F 7213 R BIfRE L LT, BUEE
RIGRUTOTH-DOL DI ELRETH D, - & 2 Mk
RHWELD SWMEICER SN L TH, BT HHEIC
DVWTHSPIZTRETH 5.

—HEM V= & LT, S OWa 5 5 FELINE 72
3l % DHEFED S X o> TED SN BT 5B
RIS IERE SN D2 b Lt v, 548 LiaT o B4R
PSS 2 & AR SN D WREMED D Y56, & 0 LHIPH
DORRETIRETH 5.

VI. HWIZ (Concluding remarks)

WU X 2 EFRE I O 233 2 il T b, )5
DR RO i L, MREAESICL, %L
PHBTATEZE5 L5702, TTITHEREICRD
A9, 4HHOF v 7 ) XA MEROWERIS 2 5
ISPOR CHEERSj= Hi 13, #2350 H Y #l A % &) F 11
A, BHLZLOTHY, SHOEENZRERKOWM
BHELTHHATHS7Z2.

CHEERSHHIE, #EDOHDY M A [13-24] EHARTH,
MY OWEE LTwbH, LD EORAZ, HbH:
KOFTA FI A4 MERICET 2BUEOHEIRICHE->TE D,
FEIRS I A2 % & DRI b 72 B Wi da 2 & B 2Tt =
WEFAOEMEF— LI Lo THESNZLEZATH
5. WL ZIFANSONTWEZFDOMOH A FF534 D
WY HAEFUEL, BEFVT 7 A4 FE%2 W TREERD
—HOIEEEZERL, TNOEFHEREPLF 2y 2 A b
FHDOOLEICF O TV o2, BIFTEICET 5
MWEOHERAA P4 v LB - T, KFEFIoFE
BB LTI Th D, e ik ®IRNT 2 H
HEHFETLIEHIICLL.

Fx OFFIZRMNTBLREVLOPOBRADD 5.
T, LLALZIBRDO SR NI >TWZS, Bl s
IR Tw b LhZzw [128]. T K&k
FNT 7 ARV EF Wz, XY anNA s RFETIE,
— DR R HEIRI R 2o TR H S, b
DR THRWHERIRI (B2, SR, &
FE, BWEFVARE) TOBRNREST OFETIX,
D &) HEMROERTILHEIIARIN TR VD) D
Lhw, ZLTC, ZOMDEL DTNV T 7438V &
U<, MADHBIZX2EEED L XVIZHEDNT
RELRETLPERHATA0ERELZ. LarL, B
EVER T BB 7o TR L7z v 7 vk, RSO

— R RIE R ECOWT R EA L TCw e, £
72, BHERBINT B2 7o T L 22 78R
g3h, URiowse: —BEodH2b0TH5.
MOMERERHT A N T4 » EEBEC, 1RO
DPERER 2D T, ISPOR CHEERS/S B 254 &
R AT A2 LIXEETH H7EAH 9 [10]. #FFF
MDFATHHEIZEALZHTTHBDT, ThHDHEER
BIELZDWELZVTAILREETHS., FHESD
F—2 @35 EPUNICF ey 7 YA ELYE2—L, B
THEZE LT,
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