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<Abstracts>
Review of Economic Evaluation Studies for Drug Reimbursement Decision

Sang'Eun Choi, Sullivan SD’
Health Insurance Review Agency, Seoul, Korea, University of Washington, Seattle, WA'

Legislation on pharmaceutical reimbursement decision using economic evaluation results
was made in Korea in 2000, but has yet to be fully implemented. We evaluated the
quality of Korean economic evaluation studies of pharmaceuticals to understand gaps
between legislation and implementation. From this evaluation, we propose policy options
that might strengthen the research infrastructure in order to support such studies.

We reviewed 23 published studies for drugs conducted between 1996 and 2004.
Evaluation criteria included methodological characteristics, healthcare  system
characteristics, population characteristics, and applicability of results.

Large variation in study quality was observed, particularly with study design, outcome
data, treatment patterns and interpretation.

Korean clinical data used was mostly from observational studies of 12 hospitals.
Foreign data was extracted from clinical trials that did not include Asian population and
their selection criterion was not clarified.

With respect to treatment patterns, medical records and hospital bills were used
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without adjustment regarding area, hospital type, and others. And next frequent situation
relied on expert opinion from academic physicians in specialty practice. Preference
measures, when used, were not elicited from the Korean population. 78.3% of studies did
not clarify the funding source.

If the Korean economic evaluation policy is to provide meaningful data for decision
makers, the quality of costeffectiveness studies will need to improve dramatically. This
may involve access to or creation of better data, more diverse funding, improved training

of researchers and evaluators, and partnerships with technology manufacturers.

Key Words - Reimbursement decisionmaking, Economic evaluation, Costeffectiveness
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1) 9uE AANENAZE 48 U 3579 A 2dZ A dFF 0608 AALFAREN AF
ER I (George et al,2001), 90dt] Fukolle 80HE ool AEHY Qv Aoz ¥HA JoHHil et
al,2000), 7Avtet BEElA S FujolFe o-r°ﬂE 9 27) 497 43¢

=4
0ol BY AR AZE AR
BUEIZ h(Anis and Gagnon,2000). 2Lt AT B4l met AF A £o] 3
2Eg ¢H wae F7 Feshg
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- AYE G4F BYTe 2FE A FAYYI A7 3ot -

gaAe A2 BAYAL FAAGh AN, WS, WEET, ¥EEEY Aol
Agsl} RS 44T T, QBT B AOES HOE § =B A Fau:
AL 200d 98 ABRon, ke AR F120] $YeD, Bao] o2l Ao
e Azt gstel AT

2
e
=

A A AW AT e Dbz yg oAz $RE 4
ATAAE A8 A3 459 ARG 232 F2A S 2EHE 9
BARE7E A5 AF V1Fol). AR s AoE gEAQ
at. 1996)% Drummond% (Drummond et al. 1997)8] AA |4 zro}=
=& 32| (British Medical Journa)% 22 9= &A1 AAE 54 €7
StRATHDrummond and Jefferson, 199%). #HZole A79Y AF FF& IR 93
g FHEES AT ALEIE STHChiou et al. 2003). FAbel dNFEH=
7] A 37, nF, 4=, detg, v drle ojAgd 7/lFelM ¥R o7
B35l Slth(Hjelmgren et al 2001, ISPOR web site hitp//www.ispor.org/
PEguidelines/index.asp). ©15 71£5Y FF3% )3 5o tgt dF=Fo] xHo
27 (Hjelmgren et al. 2001), Th&E FA9 HxY == AAGHITY P o] =39
AA7t Boke RS HoFE RolAw AARecz ETEIHI Qe AT B 4 du
(Hjelmgren et al. 2001, Tarn and Smith, 2004).
= Q7S A% FF J1ES fEvete] AAE Agg ndY e 28% AH g
Fuste] ML (Gold et at. 199%; Drummond et al. 1997 Chiou et al. 2003;
CCOHTA, 2001; NICE 2004, Welte et al. 2004), <¥ 1>3 Zol A7 E, BAYSAA,
A+AE, A7 FHL7ts4, Wl 7 HFE 44 5} th
ATEYE BT EFHO Y Bt FESLS AAEEE AT FAAA ] B
oy #HEHEE A7 7P 7184
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5(1996)8] ¥+ (costminimization anlaysis, costconsequences analysis?), costeffectiveness
analysis, costbenefit analysis)E ©]-&3F3ith

2) Costconsequence analysist B3 &3 Z& wjg3 He) &&EL 3o 583 $Az Fdeslx ¢u
7zt Ad 99E ARE Zdde A7E TH (Gold et al,1996).
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