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Abstract 
  

  

 

This study aims to evaluate the accessibility of cataract surgery as well as the 

factors associated with accessibility, paying particular attention to the comparison 

between two health insurance coverage schemes i.e. the Civil Servant Medical Benefit 

scheme (CSMBS) and the Universal Coverage scheme (UC). Data was obtained from 

the Central Office for Healthcare Information (CHI) and the National Health Security 

Office (NHSO). Moreover, this study also assessed the value for money of foldable 

intraocular lens insertion in cataract surgery compared to rigid intraocular lens insertion 

under the Thai context. The model-based economic evaluation was conducted using a 

healthcare provider’s perspective.   

Regarding the accessibility of cataract surgery, there was an increasing number 

of cataract surgeries performed each year over the last 5 years, especially among those 

under the UC. Most UC patients (95%) undertook the surgery in the same provinces 

where they were eligible for the treatment. It was found that larger provinces had a 

higher cataract surgery rate per population. One ophthalmologist would significantly 

increase the rate of cataract surgery (52 times). Furthermore, patients under the 

CSMBS were 22 times more likely to undergo cataract surgery using foldable 

intraocular lens compared to those under the UC scheme. The patients with rigid 

intraocular lens insertion had significantly more surgical complications than those with 

foldable intraocular lens. It was also noted that those patients undergoing cataract 

surgery at teaching hospitals or private hospitals had a significantly higher rate of 

surgical complications than those receiving treatment at provincial hospitals.     

 

The cost-effectiveness analysis of cataract surgery indicated that foldable 

intraocular lens insertion was not cost-effective given the willingness to pay threshold 

(ceiling threshold) at 200,000 Baht per quality adjusted life year (QALY). The 

Subcommittee for Development of Health Benefit Package and Service Delivery of the 



vi

NHSO concurred with this judgment. Results of this study are in accordance with the 

current NHSO policy which supports the use of a rigid intraocular lens.   

In addition, this study shows that the current rate for reimbursement of both rigid 

and foldable intraocular lens are much higher than the current market prices obtained 

from the price survey conducted by the research team. It was estimated that the UC 

scheme would save 238 million baht and the CSMBS would save 55 million baht per 

year if they set the new reimbursement rate for the lens. Moreover, If the 

reimbursement rate was set equally (using the rate of rigid intraocular lens) to support 

the use of rigid intraocular lens as indicated in the cost-effectiveness analysis, both the 

UC scheme and CSMBS would save the healthcare budget 378 million Baht annually. 
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1.3  

   3   

 

 

 

 

1.3.1 

 

 

      

  

(Complication)  

 

1.3.1.1     

  
 

   1 

 . .2546 – 31  . .2550  

 456,692   

   4  10  

 65 – 74  (  42.6)  

  4  10 

 65 – 74  (  41.4  45.3)  

2  35    

 



√“¬ß“π°“√«‘®—¬ §«“¡§ÿâ¡§à“¢Õß°“√ºà“µ—¥µâÕ°√–®°
‚¥¬„ à‡≈π å·°â«µ“‡∑’¬¡™π‘¥π‘Ë¡‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’’¬∫°—∫™π‘¥·¢Áß„π∫√‘∫∑¢Õßª√–‡∑»‰∑¬ 17

 
 2   . . 2546 - 

2550 
 

   (  256,517  

(  57.3)  191,175  (  42.7) ) 

 

 (  3) 
 

 
 3   . .2546 - 

2550 
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  (CSMBS) 

 151,379  (  33.2)  (UC)  305,313 

 (  66.8) 

 1  

 2    

. . 2549 (  84,862 ) (  4)  

 

 
 4    . . 2546 – 2550 

 

. . 2548 - 2550  

  

207,614    86,798  

(  41.8)   120,816  (  58.2) 

  

 130,820    106,480  

(  81.4)  24,340   (  18.6) 

   

76,794    62,458  (  81.3) 

 14,336   (  18.7) 

 3  
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 5   . . 

2548 - 2550 

 

 3  . .2548 – 2550  

 2548 2549 2550   

 UC CS UC CS UC CS UC CS  

Foldable 2,356 14,558 10,169 21,769 11,815 26,131 24,340 62,458 86,798

 (18.2) (78.3) (16.8) (81.8) (20.5) (82.7) (18.6) (81.3) (41.8)

non-foldable 10,577 4,029 50,223 4,852 45,680 5,455 10,6480 14,336 120,816

 (81.8) (21.7) (83.2) (18.2) (79.5) (17.3) (81.4) (18.7) (58.2)

 12,933 18,587 60,392 26,621 57,495 31,586 130,820 76,794 207,614
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1.3.1.2  

 

 

 

  

 . . 2549  

  1,000   5   

     (6.61 6.54 6.30 5.45  5.05 

 1,000  )  6  

       (3.9 2.3 2.0 1.6 1.6 

 1.6  100,000  )  6 -11 

 

 

 
 6  . . 2548 
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 7  . . 2548 

 
 8  . . 2549 
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 9  . . 2549 

 
 10  . . 2550 
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 11  . . 2550 

 

  

. .2548 – 2550   

 . .2549  84,862  

  6,480  (  7.6) 

 73,460  (  86.6) 

  73,460   

 (  95) 

 (  5)   3  

  599    340 

   323   1,233  

 (  1.7)    452  

  201    161   

(   16-18)
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1.3.1.3  (Complication) 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 1   (Complication of 

procedures)  2.25  1.78 

 . .2549  . .

2550  (  12  36) 

 

 
 

 12  
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 13 
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1.3.2  

 

  

 

 

 . . 2549  

 

1.3.2.1 

 

 

 . .2549  110,622   

 (  59.3  56.8)   

 

 60 – 74  (  56.3  56.5 )  

   23,657  

 (  21.4) 

 20,020  (  24.9)  3,637  

(  12.0)  

 (  12.6)  

(  72.0)  (p-value < 0.05) 

  

 (  44.3) 

 

 (  28.4  25.0)  1  4  

 

  

     

  (p-value<0.05) 

 4 
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 4  
 

  Total p- Value* 

 

     

 ( ) 

     

 ( )  

 

      

  32,696(40.7) 13,064(43.2) 45,760(41.4) 0.000* 

  47,682(59.3) 17,180(56.8) 64,862(58.6)  

      

 39  1,855(2.3) 152(0.5) 2,007(1.8) 0.000* 

40 – 49   3,576(4.4) 731(2.4) 4,307(3.9)  

50 – 59   12,057(15.0) 2,890(9.6) 14,947(13.5)  

60 – 64   11,588(14.4) 3,491(11.5) 15,079(13.6)  

65 – 69   16,884(21.0) 6,014(19.9) 22,898(20.7)  

70 – 74   16,938(21.1) 7,518(24.9) 24,456(22.1)  

75 – 79   11,185(13.9) 5,922(19.6) 17,107(15.5)  

 80   6,295(7.8) 3,526(11.7) 9,821(8.9)  

      

Non-Foldable  50,206(62.5) 4,845(16.0) 55,051(49.8) 0.000* 

Foldable  10,152(12.6) 21,762(72.0) 31,914(28.8)  

  20,020(24.9) 3,637(12.0) 23,657(21.4)  

      

  35,631(44.3) 8,598(28.4) 44,229(40.0) 0.000* 

  7,498(9.3) 1,000(3.3) 8,498(7.7)  

  26,465(32.9) 7,562(25.0) 34,027(30.8)  

  3,304(4.1) 5,180(17.1) 8,484(7.7)  

  2,266(2.8) 0(0.0) 2,266(2.0)  

  5,214(6.5) 7,904(26.1) 13,118(11.9)  

*  
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1.3.2.2 

  

 

  . . 2549 

 (7  1,000 )     

 (1  1,000 )    

   6,142   

5,925   

 (  64.6  56.3)    1  3  

 

 70 – 74  (  38.3  34.0 )  

 

   5,925   

 (  77.8) 

 (

 59.6)  

 903    

 

    

 (p-value 

<0.05)  5 
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 5 

 
 

  Total p- Value* 

     

      

  1,020(43.7) 1,356(35.6) 2,376(38.7) 0.000* 

  1,314(56.3) 2,452(64.4) 3,766(61.3)  

      

 39  19(0.8) 4(0.1) 23(0.4) 0.000* 

40 – 49   30(1.3) 9(0.2) 39(0.6)  

50 – 59   28(1.2) 25(0.7) 53(0.9)  

60 – 64   70(3.0) 105(2.8) 175(2.8)  

65 – 69   480(20.6) 656(17.2) 1,136(18.5)  

70 – 74   794(34.0) 1,460(38.3) 2,254(36.7)  

75 – 79   729(31.2) 1,298(34.1) 2,027(33.0)  

 80   184(7.9) 251(6.6) 435(7.1)  

      

Non-Foldable  1,687(77.8) 968(25.8) 2,655(44.8) 0.000* 

Foldable  128(5.9) 2,239(59.6) 2,367(39.9)  

  353(16.3) 550(14.6) 903(15.2)  

*  
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1.3.2.3 

 

 

  . . 2549    

89,289   (  52,520  36,769 ) 

  

 2    4 

 10   (  36.2  36.7 ) 

 

  

 (  81.4)  (  18.6) 

 (  16.9  83.1 )  

  

 

 

 (  64.7  68.4 )  

    

 (p-value<0.05) 

 6 
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 6  
 

*  

 

 

 

 

  Total  t-test p- 

 

Foldable 

Non - 

Foldable  

  Value*

       

 13,325 

(36.2) 

23,444 

(63.8) 

36,769 

(41.2) 

1.835  0.176 

 19,266 

(36.7) 

33,254 

(63.3) 

52,520 

(58.8) 

   

       

UC 10,477 

(16.9) 

51,632 

(83.1) 

62,109 

(69.6) 

33927.809  0.000* 

CSMBS 22,114 

(81.4) 

5,066 

(18.6) 

27,180 

(30.4) 

   

 68.62 66.74   40.518 0.000* 

       

 10,878 

(31.5) 

23,624 

(68.5) 

34,502 

(38.6) 

11848.836  0.000* 

 1,803 

(36.9) 

3,087 

(63.1) 

4,890 

(5.5) 

   

 5,785 

(21.4) 

21,224 

(78.6) 

27,009 

(30.2) 

   

 5,241 

(64.7) 

2,857 

(35.3) 

8,098 

(9.1) 

   

 290 

(13.0) 

1,937 

(87.0) 

2,227 

(2.5) 

   

 8,594 

(68.4) 

3,969 

(31.6) 

12,563 

(14.1) 

   

2
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1.3.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.3.3.1 

 

 

   

  20        

         

       (Y=1) 

  20       

          

       (Y=0) 

 Logistic regression  Forward 

Stepwise  4  

 ( ) (X11)  (X12) 

  (X13)  (X14)  

(Goodness of fit)  Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow 

Test   p-value = 0.772 (p-value>0.05)  Logistic regression 

  
 

 7    

    

   

 1   

  1  

 52   
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 7  Logistic regression   
 

 B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

X13 .047 1.049 .024 3.979 1 .046 (1.001-1.098) 

X12 3.947 51.802 1.385 8.122 1 .004 (3.430-782.271) 

Constant -4.864 .008 1.872 6.753 1 .009  

 

 

1.3.3.2  

 

 

 Logistic regression  Forward Stepwise 

 4    

    

(Goodness of fit)  Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow 

Test  p-value = 0.997 (p-value>0.05)  Logistic regression 

  
 

 8  

       

 22  

  1.152  

 

 

 8  Logistic regression   
 

 B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

CSMBS 3.076 21.666 .019 26322.479 1 .000 (20.876-22.486) 

 .142 1.152 .018 61.670 1 .000 (1.112-1.194) 

Constant -1.681 .186 .015 11790.786 1 .000  

 



34
Health Intervention and Technology Assessment Program
‚§√ß°“√ª√–‡¡‘π‡∑§‚π‚≈¬’·≈–π‚¬∫“¬¥â“π ÿ¢¿“æ

1.3.3.3  (Complication)  

 

  

1  . . 2549 –  31  . . 2550  221,799  

 232,242  

 6   

1.  (Purulent endophthalmitis)  

2.  (Choroidal hemorrhage and rupture) 

3.  (Hyphema) 

4.  (Other corneal edema) 

5.  (Complication of procedures) 

6.  (Mechanical complication of intraocular 

    lens) 

 

1.   (Purulent endophthalmitis)   

  

221,799    Purulent endophthalmitis  89  

   Purulent 

endophthalmitis  (p-value < 0.05)  

   Purulent 

endophthalmitis   (  0.1  0.0 ) 

  

  Purulent endophthalmitis 

  (  0.1 

)  9 
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 9  Purulent endophthalmitis (H440)  
 

*  

 

 

  Logistic 

regression  5       

   (Goodness of fit) 

 Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  p-value = 0.696     

(p-value>0.05)  Logistic regression  

 

 

1.  Purulent endophthalmitis  44 

2.  Purulent 

endophthalmitis  4  

3.  

Purulent endophthalmitis  3  

 

 

 H440 Total p-Value* 

 

No complications 

Purulent 

endophthalmitis   

     

Non-foldable 106,101(100.0) 53(0.0) 106,154(47.9) 0.027* 

Foldable 115,609(100.0) 36(0.0) 115,645(52.1)  

     

UC 156,245(100.0) 69(0.0) 156,314(70.5) 0.145 

CSMBS 65,465(100.0) 20(0.0) 65,485(29.5)  

     

 92,134(99.9) 53(0.1) 92,187(41.6) 0.001* 

 129,576(100.0) 36(0.0) 129,612(58.4)  

     

 85,875(100.0) 35(0.0) 85,910(38.7) 0.000* 

 15,518(100.0) 2(0.0) 15,520(7.0)  

 70,641(100.0) 20(0.0) 70,661(31.9)  

 18,277(99.9) 17(0.1) 18,294(8.2)  

 4,575(99.9) 6(0.1) 4,581(2.1)  

 26,824(100.0) 9(0.0) 26,833(12.1)  
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 10  Logistic regression   
 

 B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

 -.589 .555 .219 7.242 1 .007 (0.361-0.852) 

 -.044 .957 .006 58.196 1 .000 (0.946-0.968) 

       19.195 5 .002  

 -1.050 .350 .727 2.083 1 .149 (0.084-1.456) 

 -.389 .678 .281 1.918 1 .166 (0.391-1.175) 

 .574 1.776 .303 3.589 1 .058 (0.980-3.217) 

 1.191 3.289 .442 7.242 1 .007 (1.382-7.829) 

 -.215 .807 .374 .331 1 .565 (0.387-1.679) 

Constant -4.669 .009 .384 147.595 1 .000  

 

 

2.  (Choroidal hemorrhage and rupture) 

 

  

221,799    Choroidal hemorrhage and rupture  15  

  

 (p-value > 

0.05)   7  8    11 
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 11  Choroidal hemorrhage and rupture (H313)  
 

 

*  

 

   Logistic 

regression  5        

   (Goodness of fit) 

 Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  p-value = 0.619 (p-

value>0.05)  Logistic regression   

  Choroidal 

hemorrhage and rupture  42    

 

 H313 Total p-Value* 

 

No complications 

Choroidal 

hemorrhage and 

rupture   

     

non-foldable 106,147(100.0) 7(0.0) 106,154(47.9) 0.926 

Foldable 115,637(100.0) 8(0.0) 115,645(52.1)  

     

UC 156,306(100.0) 8(0.0) 156,314(70.5) 0.146 

CSMBS 65,478(100.0) 7(0.0) 65,485(29.5)  

     

 92,181(100.0) 6(0.0) 92,187(41.6) 0.902 

 129,603(100.0) 9(0.0) 129,612(58.4) 

     

 85,909(100.0) 1(0.0) 85,910(38.7)  

 15,520(100.0) 0(0.0) 15,520(7.0)  

 70,657(100.0) 4(0.0) 70,661(31.9)  

 18,285(99.9) 9(0.1) 18,294(8.2)  

 4,581(100.0) 0(0.0) 4,581(2.1)  

 26,832(100.0) 1(0.0) 26,833(12.1)  
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 12  Logistic regression   
 

 

 

B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

       24.435 5 .000   

 -9.842 .000 322.631 .001 1 .976 (0.000-2.2E+270) 

 1.582 4.863 1.118 2.001 1 .157 (0.544-43.514) 

 3.744 42.285 1.054 12.618 1 .000 (5.357-333.778) 

 -9.842 .000 593.842 .000 1 .987 (0.000-0) 

 1.164 3.202 1.414 .677 1 .411 (0.200-51.190) 

Constant -11.361 .000 1.000 129.072 1 .000  
        

 

 

3.   (Hyphema) 

  

221,799    Hyphema (H210)  131  

 0.1    

 Hyphema  (p-

value < 0.05)   

 Hyphema  

 (p-value > 0.05) (  0.1  0.0 ) 

   Hyphema 

 (  0.1 )   

 Hyphema 

  (p-value < 0.05) (  0.2) 

 13 
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  13  Hyphema (H210)  
 

*  

 

 

  Logistic 

regression  5        

   (Goodness of fit) 

 Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  p-value = 0.987    

(p-value>0.05)  Logistic regression  

  

1.  Hyphema  

 45 

2.  Hyphema 

 2   

3.  

Hyphema  2.8   

4.  

Hyphema  51 

 H210 Total p-Value* 

 No complications Hyphema   

     

non-foldable 106,073(99.9) 81(0.1) 106,154(47.9) 0.001* 

foldable 115,595(100.0) 50(0.0) 115,645(52.1)  

     

UC 156,212(99.9) 102(0.1) 156,314(70.5) 0.064 

CSMBS 65,456(100.0) 29(0.0) 65,485(29.5)  

     

 92,133(99.9) 54(0.1) 92,187(41.6) 0.937 

 129,535(99.9) 77(0.1) 129,612(58.4)  

     

 85,853(99.9) 57(0.1) 85,910(38.7) 0.000* 

 15,500(99.9) 20(0.1) 15,520(7.0)  

 70,637(100.0) 24(0.0) 70,661(31.9)  

 18,282(99.9) 12(0.1) 18,294(8.2)  

 4,571(99.8) 10(0.2) 4,581(2.1)  

 26,8251(100.0) 8(0.0) 26,833(12.1)  
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 14  Logistic regression   
 

 B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

Foldable Lens -.605 .546 .186 10.589 1 .001 (0.379-0.786) 

       38.459 5 .000  

 .767 2.153 .262 8.568 1 .003 (1.288-3.597) 

 -.723 .485 .244 8.795 1 .003 (0.301-0.783) 

 .095 1.099 .319 .088 1 .767 (0.588-2.056) 

 1.029 2.797 .346 8.840 1 .003 (1.420-5.512) 

 -.674 .510 .380 3.155 1 .076 (0.242-1.072) 

Constant -7.056 .001 .148 2259.218 1 .000  

 

 

4.   (Other corneal edema) 

 

  

221,799    Other corneal edema  115  

 0.1    

 Other corneal edema  

 (  0.1  0.0 ) 

   Other corneal edema  2  (  

0.1 )    Other 

corneal edema    (  0.1  

0.0 )   

 Other corneal edema 

  (p-value < 0.05) (  0.2) 

 15  
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 15  Other corneal edema (H182)  
 

*  

 

  Logistic 

regression  5        

   (Goodness of fit) 

 Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  p-value = 0.798 (p-

value>0.05)  Logistic regression  

 

 

1.  1  Other 

corneal edema  1   

2.  Other 

corneal edema  4.8  

 

 

 H182 Total p-Value* 

 No complications Other corneal 

edema    

     

non-foldable 106,109(100.0) 45(0.0) 106,154(47.9) 0.061 

foldable 115,575(99.9) 70(0.1) 115,645(52.1)  

     

UC 156,233(99.9) 81(0.1) 156,314(70.5) 0.992 

CSMBS 65,451(99.9) 34(0.1) 65,485(29.5)  

     

 92,145(100.0) 42(0.0) 92,187(41.6) 0.273 

 129,539(99.9) 73(0.1) 129,612(58.4)  

     

 85,872(100.0) 38(0.0) 85,910(38.7) 0.000* 

 15,486(99.8) 34(0.2) 15,520(7.0)  

 70,638(100.0) 23(0.0) 70,661(31.9)  

 18,289(100.0) 5(0.0) 18,294(8.2)  

 4,580(100.0) 1(0.0) 4,581(2.1)  

 26,819(99.9) 14(0.1) 26,833(12.1)  
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 16  Logistic regression   
 

 B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

 .035 1.035 .010 11.275 1 .001 (1.015-1.057) 

       70.378 5 .000   

 1.579 4.852 .236 44.686 1 .000 (3.054-7.710) 

 -.306 .736 .264 1.342 1 .247 (0.439-1.236) 

 -.460 .631 .476 .934 1 .334 (0.249-1.605) 

 -.670 .512 1.013 .437 1 .509 (0.070-3.729) 

 .155 1.168 .313 .245 1 .620 (0.632-2.155) 

Constant -10.128 .000 .751 182.064 1 .000  

 

5.   (Complication of procedures) 

   

221,799    Complication of procedures  1,924  

 0.9    

 Complication of procedures      

(  0.9 )   

 Complication of procedures 

  (  1.0  0.8 )  

  Complication of procedures  

 (  1.0  0.8 ) 

  

 Complication of procedures 

  (  3.3)  17 
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  17  Complication of procedures (T81)  
 

*  

 

  Logistic 

regression  5        

   (Goodness of fit) 

 Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  p-value = 0.093 (p-

value>0.05)  Logistic regression  

 

1.  Complication of procedures 

 28 

2.  Complication of procedures  

17 

3.  1  Complication 

of procedures  1   

 T81 Total p-Value* 

 No complications Complication of 

procedures   

     

non-foldable 105,249(99.1) 905(0.9) 106,154(47.9) 0.468 

foldable 114,626(99.1) 1,019(0.9) 115,645(52.1)  

     

UC 155,023(99.2) 1,291(0.8) 156,314(70.5) 0.001* 

CSMBS 64,852(99.0) 633(1.0) 65,485(29.5)  

     

 91,305(99.0) 882(1.0) 92,187(41.6) 0.000* 

 128,570(99.2) 1,042(0.8) 129,612(58.4)  

     

 85,109(99.1) 801(0.9) 85,910(38.7) 0.000* 

 15,469(99.7) 51(0.3) 15,520(7.0)  

 70,370(99.6) 291(0.4) 70,661(31.9)  

 17,695(96.7) 599(3.3) 18,294(8.2)  

 4,567(99.7) 14(0.3) 4,581(2.1)  

 26,665(99.4) 168(0.6) 26,833(12.1)  



44
Health Intervention and Technology Assessment Program
‚§√ß°“√ª√–‡¡‘π‡∑§‚π‚≈¬’·≈–π‚¬∫“¬¥â“π ÿ¢¿“æ

4.  

Complication of procedures 

 66 

5.  

Complication of procedures 

 56 

6.  

Complication of procedures  

 69 

7.   

Complication of procedures 

 25 

8. 

 Complication of procedures  4  

 

 

 18  Logistic regression   
 

 B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

CSMBS -.336 .715 .055 37.807 1 .000 (0.642-0.796) 

 -.184 .832 .046 15.824 1 .000 (0.760-0.911) 

 .017 1.017 .002 56.913 1 .000 (1.012-1.021) 

       1201.965 5 .000   

 -1.076 .341 .145 55.308 1 .000 (0.257-0.453) 

 -.813 .443 .069 140.384 1 .000 (0.388-0.507) 

 1.434 4.197 .059 589.522 1 .000 (3.738-4.712) 

 -1.162 .313 .270 18.480 1 .000 (0.184-0.532) 

 -.284 .753 .087 10.533 1 .001 (0.634-0.894) 

Constant -5.629 .004 .155 1314.086 1 .000   

 

6.   (Mechanical complication of intraocular 

lens) 

  

221,799    Mechanical complication of intraocular lens  
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528   0.2   

  Mechanical complication 

of intraocular lens  (  0.2 )   

 Mechanical complication of intraocular 

lens   

(  0.3  0.2 )   

 Mechanical complication of intraocular lens  

 (  0.3  0.2 )   

 

Mechanical complication of intraocular lens 

  (  0.7)  19  

 

 19  Mechanical complication of intraocular lens  
 

*  

 

 

 T852 Total p-Value* 

 No complications Mechanical 

complication of 

intraocular lens   

     

non-foldable 105,891(99.8) 263(0.2) 106,154(47.9) 0.369 

foldable 115,380(99.8) 265(0.2) 115,645(52.1)  

     

UC 155,957(99.8) 357(0.2) 156,314(70.5) 0.149 

CSMBS 65,314(99.7) 171(0.3) 65,485(29.5)  

     

 91,927(99.7) 260(0.3) 92,187(41.6) 0.000* 

 129,344(99.8) 268(0.2) 129,612(58.4)  

     

 85,762(99.8) 148(0.2) 85,910(38.7) 0.000* 

 15,459(99.6) 61(0.4) 15,520(7.0)  

 70,536(99.8) 125(0.2) 70,661(31.9)  

 18,159(99.3) 135(0.7) 18,294(8.2)  

 4,577(99.9) 4(0.1) 4,581(2.1)  

 26,778(99.8) 55(0.2) 26,833(12.1)  
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  Logistic 

regression  5        

   (Goodness of fit) 

 Logistic regression  Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  p-value = 0.043 (p-

value>0.01)  Logistic regression  

  
 

1.  1  

Mechanical complication of intraocular lens  1 

2.  Mechanical complication of intraocular 

lens  23 

3.  

Mechanical complication of intraocular lens  2.4  

 

4. 

 Mechanical complication of intraocular lens  4.4  

 

 

 20  Logistic regression   
 

 B Exp(B) Std. 

Error 

Wald df Sig. 95% CI 

 -.009 .991 .003 7.116 1 .008 (0.984-0.998) 

Foldable Lens -.257 .773 .090 8.134 1 .004 (0.648-0.923) 

       208.728 5 .000   

 .881 2.413 .153 33.042 1 .000 (1.787-3.258) 

 .002 1.002 .122 .000 1 .988 (0.789-1.272) 

 1.486 4.419 .121 151.513 1 .000 (3.488-5.599) 

 -.761 .467 .508 2.251 1 .134 (0.173-1.263) 

 .230 1.258 .159 2.080 1 .149 (0.921-1.719) 

Constant -5.622 .004 .244 533.109 1 .000   
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 2:  
  

  

 

2.1  

 

 

2.2  

 

2.2.1  

 (cost-utility analysis)  decision tree 

 

 

2.2.1.1  

 decision tree (  14 )  

    

(Phacoemulsification)    

 

 

  1)  (posterior capsule opacification)  

2)  (hyphema)  3)  (Mechanical 

complication of intraocular lens)   

  (systematic review)  

 (meta-analysis)   

 1.3.3.3  

  

  

 (Nd:YAG laser capsulotomy) -

 (retinal detachment)  
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success s cpx

Retinal detachment

success capsulotomy

no complications

success c PCO

failure capsulotomy

Rigid lens success

success c hyphema

failure

success

success c MC

failure

failure

Cataract surgery

success s cpx

Retinal detachment

success capsulotomy

no complications

success c PCO

failure capsulotomy

Foldable lens success

success c hyphema

failure

success

success c MC

failure

failure

 

 

 14  decision tree 
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 =  

  

2.2.1.2  

 (Quality-Adjusted Life Years  QALY) 

‘ ’ 

  (cost-utility analysis) 

  

 

‘ ’  (life year) 

 (utility)  0   (death) 1   

 (full health) 

 (Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio  

ICER) 

 ‘ ’ 

2    

  

 (intermediate outcome)  (final outcome) 

  

 

1    
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2.2.1.3   
 

 

 

Pubmed  12  . . 2552   “outcome of 

cataract surgery”, “senile cataract”, “intraocular lens”, “rate of success cataract surgery”  

 136   

 

1. 

 

2. 

 

 

1.   

2.  

3.   

 

4.  

 

 3  
(20,21,22)

  1  
(23)

  

(meta-analysis)  fixed-effect model 

 0.09 

 

 

 Pubmed 

  (rigid and foldable or 

silicone or acrylic intraocular lens)  (PMMA and foldable or silicone or acrylic 

intraocular lens)    20  . . 2552 

 . . 2552  10   1  . . 2541   1  

. . 2552  
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1.  rigid  PMMA 

intraocular lens  foldable, silicone  acrylic 

intraocular lens  

2. 

 

 

1.      

       

2.    

3.  

4.  

5.  

 

 172  

  30  
(24-53)

 

 

  (Posterior capsule opacification : PCO)

  

 1 (  1.3.3.3)   

 (Hyphema)  (Mechanical complication of intraocular 

lens) 

 (Posterior capsule opacification : PCO) 

 

 

(Acrylic)  (PMMA)  

  

 7  

 

 20   

 6  
(48-53)

  (meta-analysis)  
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 0.1834  

 0.5517  

 Nd:YAG laser  

(capsulotomy)  

 

 2  
(54,55)

 

 0.05  0.01 

 Nd:YAG laser 

 
(56)

  0.03 

 

 (Hyphema)  (Mechanical 

complication of intraocular lens) 

 (  1.3.3.3)  

 (Hyphema)  

45  (Mechanical complication of 

intraocular lens)  23  

 

 

 

  

1  . . 2549 –  31  . . 2550  221,799  

 81   106,154  

 50   115,645   

 263   106,154   265 

  115,645   

 21 
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 21 

 
 

    

Rigid 0.0008 0.0001 Hyphema 

 
Foldable 0.0004 0.0001 

Rigid 0.0026 0.0025 Mechanical 

complication of 

intraocular lens 
Foldable 0.0021 0.0023 

 

 (Cost) 

  (provider’s perspective) 

 (direct medical cost)  

 

 

 5  

 (PMMA)  (Acrylic) 

   100,000  

  

  

 3  

  22  23  
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 22  

  Code No.  

  Non Foldable Lens Foldable Lens 

A A11 1,500  

 A12 1,500  

 A21  3,500 

 A13 590  

 A14 590  

B B11 1,000  

 B21  4,000 

 B22  4,500 

C C11 1,000  

 C21  5,500 

Mean  1,030 4,375 

Std.Error  166.413 426.956 

Minimum - Maximum  590 – 1,500 3,500 – 5,500 

 

 23  

 

 ( )  

 

 

   1,030 166 

  4,375 427 

 

 

  

   

  

 ( .) 

 24 
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 24  

 ( )  

( )  

 

 

  

 13,473 24 

  

 13,550 20 

   3,730 11 

  

 14,147 1,553 

  

 13,499 2,785 

  

 15,353 908 

  

 17,161 1,147 

 

 (PCO) 

 Nd:YAG laser 

capsulotomy   

   1   

 Nd:YAG 

laser capsulotomy 

 .  25 
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 25  

 

 ( )  

 

 

 Nd:YAG laser capsulotomy  3,730 11 

  31,488 10,433

 

 

 

  

 
(56)

   . . 

2545   26 

 26  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 0.92 0.05 

 (PCO) 

 Nd:YAG laser capsulotomy 

 

 0.92 0.05 

 Nd:YAG laser capsulotomy 

 0.75 0.06 

 (PCO) 

  

 0.84 0.04 

 (hyphema) 

 

 0.92 0.05 
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 0.92 0.05 

  0.74 0.05 

 

 

2.2.1.4.  

 Probabilistic Sensitivity 

Analysis (PSA)  Monte Carlo simulation  Microsoft 

Excel
®
  decision tree 

 

  (beta distribution) 

  (gamma or normal distribution) 

 1,000   

 (cost-effectiveness acceptability curves) 

 cRatio (  X) 

 (  Y) 
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2.3  

 

2.3.1  

  18,105  

 421 

 (provider’s perspective)  1  

 15,434   269  

 

 27 

 27  
 

   

 

( )  

 

( ) 

 

 

(Hyphema) 

15,114 1,564 17,887 2,750 

 

(Mechanical complication of 

intraocular lens) 

16,394 915 21,583 1,232 

 (PCO) 18,201 169 21,663 418 

 

49,194 9,987 52,656 9,979 
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 28  

   

 ( ) 

(Standard error) 

15,434 

(269) 

18,105 

(421) 

 

(Standard error) 

9.02 

(0.98) 

9.04 

(1.01) 

 ( ) 

(Standard error) 

2,681 

(491) 

  

( ) 

(Standard error) 

0.005 

(0.585) 

ICER 

(Standard error) 

507,127 

(820,526) 

 :  Probabilistic Sensitivity Analysis (PSA) 

 Monte Carlo simulation  1,000  

 

 28 

  

(Phacoemulsification)   

  

 2,681  

 (0.005 ) 

 (ICER) 

 507,127  

 

  

 

100,000  
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  29   
 

 .  

  V.1 V.2 

 ( )   

 50,206 (1) 4,845 (1) 

 30,172 (2) 25,399 (2) 

 ( )   

 4,000 (3) 4,000 (3) 

 4,000 (3) 6,000 (4) 

 ( )   

 200,824,000 (1*3) 19,380,000 (1*3) 19,380,000 (1*3) 

 120,688,000 (2*3) 152,394,000 (2*4) 152,394,000 (2*4) 

 321,512,000 (5) 171,774,000 (5) 171,774,000 (5) 

*    

 51,712,180 (1*7) 4,990,350 (1*7) 4,990,350 (1*7) 

 31,077,160 (2*7) 111,120,625 (2*8) 26,160,970 (2*7) 

 82,789,340 (6) 116,110,975 (6) 31,151,320 (6) 

 238,722,660 (5-6) 55,663,025 (5-6) 140,622,680 (5-6) 

 V.1   

V.2   

  *  Non Foldable Lens  1,030  (7) 

*  Foldable Lens  4,375  (8) 
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 30  

 
 ICD 10 

Senile cataract H25 

1 Senile incipient cataract H25.0 

2 Senile nuclear cataract H25.1 

3 Senile cataract, morgagnian type H25.2 

4 Other senile cataract H25.8 

5 Senile cataract, unspecified H25.9 

Other cataract H26 

6 Infantile, juvenile and presenile cataract H26.0 

7 Traumatic cataract H26.1 

8 Complicated cataract H26.2 

9 Drug-induced cataract H26.3 

10 Other specified cataract H26.8 

11 Cataract, unspecified H26.9 

Cataract and other disorders of lens in diseases classified 

elsewhere 

H28 

12 Diabetic cataract (E10-E14+ with common fourth character .3) H28.0 

13 Cataract in other endocrine, nutritional and metabolic diseases H28.1 

14 Cataract in other diseases classified elsewhere H28.2 

15 Congenital cataract Q12.0 
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 31  

 
 ICD 9 CM 

1 Intracapsular extraction of lens by temporal inferior route 13.11 

2 Other intracapsular extraction of lens 13.19 

3 Extracapsular extraction of lens by linear extraction technique 13.2 

4 Extracapsular extraction of lens by simple aspiration (and 

irrigation) technique 

13.3 

5 Phacoemulsification and aspiration of cataract 13.41 

6 Mechanical phacofragmentation and aspiration of cataract by 

posterior route 

13.42 

7 Mechanical phacofragmentation and other aspiration of cataract 13.43 

8 Extracapsular extraction of lens by temporal inferior route 13.51 

9 Other extracapsular extraction of lens 13.59 

10 Insertion of pseudophakos, not otherwise specified 13.70 

11 Insertion of intraocular lens prosthesis at time of cataract 

extraction, one-stage 

13.71 

12 Secondary insertion of intraocular lens prosthesis 13.72 
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 32  ( )  

( .) 

   

1  CYRDSC      

2 HMAIN  

3  HCODE      

4  HN   HN (Hospital Number)   

5  AN   AN (Admission Number)   

6  CPID   / /   

 ( )   

7  DOB      

8  SEX    1=  2=  

9  DATEADM       

10  DATEDSC      

11  LEAVEDAY      

12  DISCHS      

1 = Complete recovery  

2 = Improved  

3 = Not improved  

4 = Normal delivery  

5 = Un-delivery  

6 = Normal child discharge with mother  

7 = Normal child discharge separately  

8 = Stillbirth   

9 = Dead   

13 DISCHT    

1 = With approval  

2 = Against advice  

3 = Escape  

4 = By transfer  

5 = Other   

6 = Dead autopsy  

7 = Dead no autopsy   

14  DRG   (Diagnosis Related Group) 
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15  RW    (Relative Weight)   

16  ADJRW     

(Adjusted Relative Weight)   

17  AMOUNT      

18  AMLIM   /  

 

19  AMOVLIM   /  

   

20  AMREIMB    

21  AMNREIMB    

22  TR1      

23  TR2      

24  TR3    

25  TR4    

26  TR5      

27  TR6      

28  TR7   

   

29  TR8     

30  TR9      

31  TR10     

32  TR11    

33  TR12      

34  TR13      

35  TR14      

36  TR15   

    

37  PDX      

38  SDX1   ( 1)   

39  SDX2   ( 2)   

40  SDX3   ( 3)   

41  SDX4   ( 4)   

42  SDX5   ( 5)   
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43  SDX6   ( 6)   

44  SDX7   ( 7)   

45  SDX8   ( 8)   

46  SDX9   ( 9)   

47  SDX10   ( 10)   

48  SDX11   ( 11)   

49  SDX12   ( 12)   

50  SDX13   ( 13)   

51  SDX14   ( 14)   

52  SDX15   ( 15)   

53  SDX16   ( 16)   

54  SDX17   ( 17)   

55  SDX18   ( 18)   

56  SDX19   ( 19)   

57  SDX20   ( 20)   

58  PROC1   ( 1)   

59  PROC2   ( 2)   

60  PROC3   ( 3)   

61  PROC4   ( 4)   

62  PROC5   ( 5)   

63  PROC6   ( 6)   

64  PROC7   ( 7)   

65  PROC8   ( 8)   

66  PROC9   ( 9)   

67  PROC10   ( 10)   

68  PROC11   ( 11)   

69  PROC12   ( 12)   

70  PROC13   ( 13)   

71  PROC14   ( 14)   

72  PROC15   ( 15)   

73  PROC16   ( 16)   

74  PROC17   ( 17)   
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75 PROC18   ( 18)   

76 PROC19 ( 19)   

77 PROC20 ( 20)   

78 C2006  

79 C2007  

80 TOTPAY2006 / 

TOTCGD2006 

 

81 TOTPAY2007 / 

TOTCGD2007 

 

82 TOTPAY / TOTGCD  

83 TOTCPY06 / TOTPAT2006  

84 TOTCPY07 / TOTPAT2007  

85 TOTCPY / TOTPAT  
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 33  

 

  

REG_HCODE  

REG_HMAIN    

REG_PROVINCE  

REG_MAININS  

REG_SEX  1=  2=  

REG_AGE_Y  ( ) 
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