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BACKGROUND RESULTS

» Balloons and stents(BAS) are usually used in Percutaneous » After the screening, 21 articles were included In our systematic
coronary Iintervention (PCI) for the treatment of coronary artery review. Figure 1 shows a PRISMA flowchart of the article
disease (CAD). selection process.
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» To i1dentify the content and special considerations of existing =2

economic evaluation methodologies regarding BAS for patients
. . Figurel PRISMA flow diagram for study selection process
with CAD undergoing PCI.

* We found quality of existing studies Is low and there Is no
obvious difference In the aspects of study perspective,
comparator choice, modelling and data analysis approach
between these studies and economic evaluations of drugs.

I " T - There are only a few special considerations anc

corresponding methodologies In existing studies:
 Systematic review following six steps recommended in the 1) Higher discount rate was used to reflect the rapidly

International Society of Pharmacoeconomics and Outcome changing prices of medical devices.

Research (ISPOR) guideline was performed. 2) The number of stents per procedure has a significant impact
on health outcomes and costs.

* Reporting was performed on the basis of the Preferrea 3) The length and diameter of the stent can affect clinical
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses outcomes.

(PRISMA) and ISPOR CICERO checkilists.
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* Reporting quality of included studies was assessed using the

* To explore how better to address the problems presented by BAS
compared with drugs.

Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation Reporting 1) Existing economic evaluations of BAS for CADs did not
Standards (CHEERS) Checklis. comprehensively consider the distinctiveness.

» Methodological quality of included studies was assessed using 2) The corresp?ndi_ng_ evalu%tion methods r:an ”OIt ye; (rjnat_ured.
the Quality of Health Economic Studies (QHES) Checklist. r[;giicggusse OF existing evidence may misiead refated decision-

methodology regarding the BAS. needed.




