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1. 13IC®IC

HHENC BT 2019 2 S EFREAMTEHL (health technology assessment: HTA) D
RICH DA A DGR T Tz & 2 TIEEHIDN R D EESE M - BEFRAME O B AR 03T
b h, HiTicE T 2ROHEELE LCid, EFEBE L QOL & iatEcd 2 Eili
A174F (quality-adjusted life year (QALY)) 28 S H WO, -2 I NS,

H. 37%b b quality weight (X, HEEIRAER) Il (health-state utility values) (LAF [2H
] ) (HARDBEFNSIRMi DT 74 F 74~V EoMFECE TQOLH]) (X, HERH
iE, o EWERABRCER RN 7 Lic B\ GEFRIRE (preference-based
measure: PBM) ZHWTHIE S N2lE AT 2 2 enEE L dhd, EE i
DHAF T4 o [82] TIEPBM %, H1TdHic EQ-5D-5L Ol #4fE L T\ 2 1,
o0z 8.2.2] T, [8.2) KRN T 27— ZBEL AVEAIR. Z OfthoiEY) 7
Bi# QOL(HRQOL)RECHIE L 727 — 2 2 b~y v v 7 LT — 2 2L C
b X, ZogE1E EYZFERZHACCOAEICER LW 2L | ZFHLATN
E7Zaokkwvn, L LTwa,

STk rohTwa NHEYRFER] Lidfr, THEH, vy Ev7iconTid
REMBFTA XV 2D 2 OHRE LT3, MAPS 78] 27 ISPOR #fZE8EIC X % Ejiitk
WORLERNRINTVE, FIFF28HHOF =2y 7 ) A FTH Y, %EIT 23 OHffEs
RANTWE, BEOWNRIE, EFY VY HICEST 2 228 6HE, EFV v/ F—2%&
IOHTICBES 2 L A5 IHE, MEFCH TS 2 L2 12IHHTH 5,

WIFNDOHA XY RS, vy BV IHIEROBFEN ALY I E VT I NERET,
AHIZ Y (conceptual validity), $ b b, = v v ZEHCH G S L7 REOBERHERK &
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~ vV IBROREOMESHEELAEHE L CWwdh, 2 b I~y ¥y 7%
LTHWwwod, KT 28dIE% < kv, HlziE MAPS FHECIX 23THH® 5 5 1 1HH
T, ISPOR FEf&ki#Ecid, =7V v 7Hio 6 HHb O 2-3THH & i5E B+ 2 12 1HH
o 2 I HHBRECMh LN TW2 0 31T &,

T/, INHOHA X vRICRST LOfIN O TR ng, EAFICI~y v /T
> 7 — xR (algorithm) 13, HAD HTA THW2 o23HKBTHNIX, HAASLH
AEEDNERRICHEENZT—2%HE LB RKETH D,

LEDERD O, $ﬁ%fu\7v€77@ﬁﬁ%%%%ﬂomf®\ﬁ$®%ﬁK%
ﬁ%%ff%n}l

2. v vV ZICHET L DORMIL E 2 —

ABDORIIC, JEHFEDO~ v & v FOFEPHEMIC 2T, KIFHOFHER V2 5
Mukuria C, et al DEHTI O ZEHIL ¥ 2 —10DEEZ N4 5, 2007-18 FFD 180 Wfge 28 F
EHonNTEY, vy vy /%o PBM & LT, EQ-5D 28 63%., SF-6D % 19%, HUI
2 6NDEEGTHEHEIN, v v vy SETAERKEO Y v A4 4 Xix, 30~130,000

(100 AT 10%) TH Y, v v v 77 L ofH L EA&IX, B~y €y 728 82%,
VARV ARy BV IHB18%TH o728 I s, MHEEIRIZ 75% LRI X, 228
FollFET A2 61% DL THER I Tz, HWEEE LCTit, Fiii 51%. 15
55%. FRIRTERRZDS 20% CfibnCE Y, 5, FHIFRETRIEO WS 13 82% DFM 3 Tl
LI Tz,

3. vy VIR CHERL 2 RERMOBEZDEZ Y (conceptual overlap) D # & FEE D
fife 2

Mukuria C, etal'Vic X 3 &, ~wv v 7R CHEH L 72 REROMSOEZR H LEEIC
DWTHEmITRFTH S & ENb, 2T, Round] and Hawton A 1, Z L5 DIEGIE
TREICOWTOEZTRRELZRKL T3 WO TRICHNT B,

3—-1. =y v 7oL tEoE 277

<y EVIHIERKREFEIL D DERHEIEL TWD &I HEES WS, BIICHIE Lz X2
THETHELTWERaT72Z2b 2 m THILTWR LIEE ARV, Thbb, jHEY)
BRI PN FEEHCCEEEO S~y Vv SRR RED o Twb 2 ik, vy eV
TOBBENZYTHEILICE > TRETIED LR, toliiviin,

<~y YV ZHICHV SN S non-PBM 0% { 13, EERFENREICHEHELRD 720
MACET 2ERERE 2720 T2 e EHL CHHINTH S Z LBL A (HHRH
5572 HRQOL ZHIFE L 720D TH 5 D TYR) . s — i Zn fd B o fd B 1< B

23, $72bH PBM CHIEEI N ZaTORWIEELE IR L kv, S0z,

2
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~ v EVIHIOREEZOREITZ S Z DR HNZFFo 7 RETH 2 2 L%, W
B E YR T B A LIELIED B,

FiEokdic, v~ v Y IHigD 2 00 RERELFEL F A4 v (EE, XIE) #FHL
LA N=LTnB I LiFhnizd, vy VY IHDOT —X %D T — X DO
BRE—E M (coherence) DIRE Z et 2 2 L IZFEETH 5, L v BRMICIE, BEaHHEIC
FREBEERED LN WS IET vy Y ZERED Z b DITIT R bR,

ZH %3, EQ-5D 72 & PBM CHIE T A{AICIE, R TZ 2im O 1, EH
0, LERETRBEDLNTWV:S—F, non-PBM Tii. FEMEESS F A4 vOiRE
ReRERIZZNE NRECRIEOBEEE S QOL LIFR o2\, 2% b EFKRIVICHELE
BB B EIARLCTHIE L 7ZREEIC o T3, F720 F A4 vRElITH. Hl21E AQLQ
(hiH o PRO RJE) Tk, FABELETH ZMRICEETZ F AL Vidfho F A4 v XD
HFIFA L VKREL D, BREHTE, ZOBERZKEIOBRELXHET 2L BIAEST
iF70,

~ v ¥V ZHNCEH X3 non-PBM O FF T FHOER B LREFFRIRE I~y v v 7
INBEZICELSEHETNS generic PBM X 0 &, FRWEHIFHOBESZHIE L T 3546 0%
(L HICBFM ALY TR EVFT2RTWE L, Kb AERICAI PRI b H )1
2, 20, vy ¥V IHIBRTHEL TV 2SO SRR o T b DI, JUTHUEAR
BUTIFEVRETEEMAT S L. Kb @R OMHE & AR X T 2 R o fififi ic B3
DR ANATABEL RIS, CNEREHRTERVWIHETH 3,

3—2. =y vV ZiIck ) MR Y HSGERICEI T 5 preliminary 72 %E

Round J and Hawton A 13, FEEOMEZEE 2 ¢, SN2 YEE2NLET 200D
preliminary 2% 217> T3 1V,

FREEER, vy eV ISETALLELT, BTy E VYIS TR, LARVY RSy EY
TEMWE L THE, BREFATE LR, 2EEO T2 2#l, $hbb, =V
Y HORECHEONEZRI TR, v v ¥V 7 HICEQ-5D D X a FICEHL 7215
. £3. EQ-5D oXJtoRa T ICHFEL, Ricxznz, —AOYF v Trrbiobi
7 E O CREN 7R EQ-5D DA v T v 7 ADfEICEI Y Y CTE2DTH B,

BF L, BIE & AT 2 Afat A REERRIEE L 2w X 9 1ch 2 225, filx DR
a7 e xa7ofiflz FHlT I I VWBE e 5, Thbb, LAKVARyE VS
X, Ao REROBEBRMIEICBE L T XY RE SRR 525281k b, D
F0. fARflicey ¥y IINTVREA, Z LT, =y ¥y 7 Ol cflaidkb 254
FENTw200B8 X VLIRS,

ZDZliF, HTA I B 2 EIRE S O B ERE O #2241 (decision validity) D 52> 5 b K
HThHD, MSNZLUNEZEE L vy vy T =22 H0iga, BohZER
Beor DB RRE N Z L5 E 5 20 FHli T & 7\,
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% D REEDZ YIRS —HE DT S N7- 4 DD EEH#E . 7B face, content,
criterion, construct validity IZ £ - “CTﬁ%E‘é NTWBEDR, b~y vy g ICEBIT 3
R IZRRY, DEIREI OO D 2 RFEE~DZWLDEE D Z Y% FHIi§ 2 DI
LTH 5,

LS B RREZ Y EomEHch . Filod ooz YEnnEl e s,

BRFR T, vy & 7O Z Y TEICRE L7274 2V ZIIFFE L 7\,

4. Bbbhic

HTA I\ T, < v v 7R oBESNZ Yo MEE s #EY I T T W&,
BRI 2 BERREDZ UL R I NN LIk b, o T, W Y s
ToGEEE N ey BV I X o TE L NEI MBI LS I+ 2 X E Tldkuy,

SCHIR

1. rhttafRRERT RS IC BT 2 BANBIRGHE OO0 74 F 74 V5 3R EZER
fRERRARE  RIEERREF AT« ~ % — (C2H). 20224 1 H 19 H HER

¥ T  chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/viewer.html?pdfurl=https%3A%2F %2
Fc2h.niph.go.jp%2Ftools%2Fguideline%2Fguideline_ja.pdf&clen=1024931&chunk=tr
ue

2. Petrou S, et al: Preferred reporting items for studies mapping onto preference-based
outcome measures: The MAPS statement. ] Med Econ 2015;18(11):851-857.

3. Petrou S, et al: Preferred reporting items for studies mapping onto preference-based
outcome measures: the MAPS statement. Int | Technol Assess Health Care.
2015;31(4):230-235.

4. Petrou S, et al: Preferred reporting items for studies mapping onto preference-based
outcome measures: the MAPS statement. Pharmacoeconomics 2015;33(1):985-991.

5. Petrou S, et al: Preferred reporting items for studies mapping onto preference-based
outcome measures: the MAPS statement. Appl Health Econ Health Policy.
2015;13(5):437-443.

6. Petrou§, et al: The MAPS reporting statement for studies mapping onto generic
preference-based outcome measures: explanation and elaboration. Pharmacoeconomics
2015;33(10):993-1011.

7. USRS : EEREIHIICE T 2~ v vy 2k MAPS FEHICO W T, R EBE R
2018;67(4):422-426.

8. Wailoo AJ, et al: Mapping to estimate health-state utility from non-preference-based

outcome measures: An ISPOR Good Practices for Outcomes Research Task Force

4

027



Report. Value Health 2017;20(1):18-27.

9. HEHR : QOLfE~D = v v v 7 FEoBR L HE. ZafiRY: RAREBAiis
PR BRI AT - BIEESE = v + (CHEERS) iy v Ry v 4 2022 4F
3 A 5 H(web FHf#)

1 0. Mukuria C, et al: An updated systematic review of studies mapping (or Cross-
walking) measures of health-related quality of life to generic preference-based measures
to generate utility values. Appl Health Econ Health Policy 2019;17(3):295-313.

1 1. Round] and Hawton A: Statistical alchemy: Conceptual validity and mapping to
Generate Health State Utility Values. Pharmacoecon Open 2017;1(4):233-239.

028





