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Abstract

Background

Increased medical costs and the pressure to allocate limited resources efficiently have resulted in an increasing

number of countries adopting Health Technology Assessment (HTA) systems. Quality-adjusted Life Years (QALYs)

is an important health outcome measure in HTA. However, there have been criticisms about QALYs; for example, it

is not sensitive to the population with specific concerns, including pregnant women. Because pregnant women

receive interventions for their children and have anxiety about their unborn child, measuring only their health-

related quality of life in an ordinary way may not be appropriate. Therefore, we will conduct the scoping review

with the aim of a comprehensive understanding of the overall picture of the current utilization of the utility among

pregnant women.

Review questions

To understand how to estimate and utilize the health-related quality of life in the cost-utility analysis of the

intervention during pregnancy

Methods and analysis

We will conduct this review along with the JBI methodology for scoping reviews. After a systematic search on

MEDLINE, EMBASE, International HTA Database, SCOPUS and Web of Science, we are doing title/abstract and

full-text screening along with inclusion criteria based on PCC. From eligible studies, we will extract variables such

as estimation and usage of utility, study perspective, time horizon and limitation when using utility value in the

studies. Extracted variables will be narratively analyzed.

Attachments
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Background

1 Increased medical costs and the pressure to allocate limited resources efficiently have

resulted in an increasing number of countries adopting health technology assessment

systems. Several countries adopted QALYs as an outcome measure that enables the

comparison of interventions from different fields. The generic preference-based

measure needed to estimate QALYs and EQ-5D or SF-6D is one such typical

questionnaire. However, such generic ones have a limited number of dimensions and are

not sensitive to the change in health-related quality of life among the population with

specific concerns. Especially among women around the prenatal, perinatal or postnatal

period, they have anxiety about their unborn child, not for themselves, which may affect

the health-related quality of life of pregnant women. In addition, pregnant women often

receive interventions, not for their own diseases but for the health of their children, so in

such cases, health-related quality of life of only women may not be appropriate as the

outcome measure of such interventions. However, there is a paucity of discourse

surrounding the utility of pregnant women, and there is an absence of consensus on how

to estimate their utility or how it should be employed. Therefore, we will conduct the

scoping review with the aim of a comprehensive understanding of the overall picture of

the current utilization of the utility among pregnant women.

Objective

2 The aim of this scoping review is to explore the current usage of the utility in the

interventions during pregnancy. 

Review questions

3 In the cost-utility analysis of the intervention during pregnancy:

1. How is the utility outcome estimated and used

2. Which questionnaire the authors used

3. Whose utility was included, and what length of time horizon was adopted

4. What the authors pointed out as its limitations

Methods and analysis

4 This scoping review is conducted along with the JBI methodology for scoping reviews. 

5 Inclusion criteria

Population: 
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Pregnant women of any age and have any health condition; healthy, with obstetric

complications, with medical complications or with any risk factors of developing any

complications

Concept: 

Cost-utility analysis that evaluates any interventions during pregnancy. Intervention

should improve women’s and children’s health outcomes. Outcomes should include utility

values such as

Quality Adjusted Life Years (QALYs). We limit the publication year to the last five years

(2020-2024) because we would like to collect the latest trends in the utilization of utility

and the estimation methods of utility values.

Context: 

OECD countries

6 Exclusion criteria

The intervention aims at conception.

The intervention in the pre-pregnancy period.

Any kind of reviews, but we will refer to the included articles if we find systematic

reviews.

7 Type of sources

Cost-utility analysis but not exclude named cost-effective analysis that used utility

outcomes alongside effectiveness outcomes.

Conference abstracts, any kinds of reviews, and qualitative studies were excluded.

8 Search strategy

Searching Database:

systematic search on PubMed, EMBASE, International HTA Database, SCOPUS, Web of

Science

Search strategies on MEDLINE (Ovid), Embase, SCOPUS and Web of Science are

presented in the attached file. We construct these strategies based on several filters of

economic evaluation and pregnancy.

Language restriction:

None

9 Study selection

According to the inclusion and exclusion criteria, we will conduct title/abstract screening

by two reviewers, and if there are any conflicts, discuss to resolve them.
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Then, we will conduct full-text screening by two reviewers. If there are any conflicts,

discuss to resolve them.

10 Data extraction

We will extract the basic information such as publication year, authors, and name of the

journal. We will collect data about the target population, intervention, method of analysis,

mother’s and children’s (if applicable) utility measurement, used questionnaire, method

of estimation, study perspective, time horizon, country/region, ICER and limitation when

using utility value.

11 Data analysis and presentation

Available articles are categorized by type of intervention, method of analysis, utility

measurement, or whose utility is included.

The result would be analized literally and will not estimate quantitative value.

Ethics and dissemination

12 We utilize all published data. The ethical approval is not necessary.

Patient and public involvement

13 Not applicable

Funding statement

14 This study received no external funding.
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