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Abstract

In Japan, a range of patients with traumatic brain injury (TBI) has been recorded in a nation-
wide database (Japan Neurotrauma Data Bank; JNTDB). This study aimed to externally val-
idate three international prediction models using JNTDB data: Trauma and Injury Severity
Score (TRISS), Corticosteroid Randomization After Significant Head Injury (CRASH), and
International Mission for Prognosis and Analysis of Clinical Trials in TBI (IMPACT). We also
aimed to validate the applicability of these models in the Japanese population. Of 1,091
patients registered in the JNTDB from July 2009 to June 2011, we analyzed data for 635
patients. We examined factors associated with mortality in-hospital and unfavorable out-
comes 6 months after TBI by applying the TRISS, CRASH, and IMPACT models. We also
conducted an external validation of these models based on these data. The patients’ mean
age was 60.1 £21.1 years, and 342 were alive at the time of discharge (53.9%). Univariate
analysis revealed eight major risk factors for mortality in-hospital: age, Glasgow Coma
Scale (GCS), Injury Severity Score (ISS), systolic blood pressure, heart rate, mydriasis,
acute epidural hematoma (AEDH), and traumatic subarachnoid hemorrhage. A similar anal-
ysis identified five risk factors for unfavorable outcomes at 6 months: age, GCS, ISS, mydri-
asis, and AEDH. For mortality in-hospital, the TRISS had a satisfactory area under the
curve value (0.75). For unfavorable outcomes at 6 months, the CRASH (basic and com-
puted tomography) and IMPACT (core and core extended) models had satisfactory area
under the curve values (0.86, 0.86, 0.81, and 0.85, respectively). The TRISS, CRASH, and
IMPACT models were suitable for application to the JNTDB population, indicating these
models had high value in Japanese patients with neurotrauma.
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Introduction

Traumatic head injury is a major cause of death [1]. Practitioners are requested to identify
patients with such injuries who will survive after arrival at the emergency department, and
start appropriate medical practice immediately. For this reason, many attempts to establish
appropriate prediction models have been conducted worldwide [2-14]. Available models
include the Abbreviated Injury Scale developed by the Association for the Advancement of
Automobile Medicine [2] and the Injury Severity Score (ISS) for evaluating emergency care
for multiple injuries [3]. The Traumatic Coma Data Bank, which was a multicenter epidemio-
logical study of traumatic head injury conducted in the USA [4], led to the evaluation and clas-
sification of computed tomography findings for prediction of prognosis [5, 6].

The Trauma and Injury Severity Score (TRISS) model [7] was developed in 1987, and has
been used as a tool for predicting survival [8]. The TRISS includes the ISS for anatomical sever-
ity [3] and Revised Trauma Score for physiologic reserve. The TRISS also covers the Glasgow
Coma Scale (GCS), systolic blood pressure (SBP), respiratory rate (RR), and age [7]. The
TRISS method was later modified for intubated patients, which improved the prediction accu-
racy [9]. The modified Kampala [10], Trauma Mortality Prediction Model [11], and modified
McPeek [12] were further suggested as models that improved prediction accuracy.

Recently, two new prediction models have been proposed and discussed worldwide: the
Corticosteroid Randomization After Significant Head Injury (CRASH) and the International
Mission for Prognosis and Analysis of Clinical Trials in Traumatic Brain Injury (IMPACT)
[13]. The National Neuroscience Institute (NNI) in Singapore also reported new prediction
models (NNI clinical and NNI+) following a cohort study [14].

The Japan Neurotrauma Data Bank (JNTDB) was founded in 1998, and is an authorized
nationwide database for epidemiological studies of traumatic brain injury (TBI) [15]. The
JNTDB has conducted three separate series of studies, with Project 2009 (conducted from
2009-2011) being the most recent open database available. Although the JNTDB is well estab-
lished, there has been no comprehensive report on the availability of effective prediction
models for death and prognosis following TBI in Japan, including the TRISS, CRASH, and
IMPACT models.

The present study aimed to apply these international prediction models to JNTDB data and
externally evaluate these models, thereby establishing the appropriateness of the models in the
Japanese population.

Methods

The dataset used in this study was drawn from the JNTDB [15]. The JNTDB started collecting
data in 1998 To date, three studies have drawn on these data, the most recent being Project
2009, in which information for patients from 22 registered institutions was collected for 2
years (from 1 July 2009 to 30 June 2011), as in S1 Table. The JNTDB included patients of any
age, but excluded patients with cardiopulmonary arrest on arrival (CPAOA) not suspected of
being attributable to TBI. All patients with a GCS score <8 on admission or during follow-up
were included. Patients with a GCS score >8 who had undergone craniotomy (chronic sub-
dural hematoma excluded; burr holes included) were also included.

The inclusion and exclusion criteria for patients in the present study are presented in
Table 1. Project 2009 included 1,091 patients. Of those patients, 325 patients with a GCS score
>8 were excluded from the present study. After exclusion of 36 patients younger than 16
years, one patient with unknown outcome at discharge, and 94 patients with CPAOA, data
for 635 patients remained for analysis in this study. Of these patients, 265 (41.7%) had been
injured in motor vehicle accidents and 309 (48.7%) by falls. Among the 635 cases, 293 cases
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Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria for patients in the present study.
Inclusion criteria

(1) Age equal to or older than 16 years

(2) GCS score <8 on admission

Exclusion criteria

(3) CPAOA

GCS: Glasgow Coma Scale; CPAOA: cardiopulmonary arrest on arrival.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221791.t001

died in hospital. For unfavorable outcome at 6 months, an additional 11 cases died after dis-
charge, meaning that 304 of the 635 cases died.

Permission to analyze JNTDB data was obtained from the Japan Society of Neurotrauma-
tology before starting this study. This study was approved by the Institutional Ethics Review
Board of Nihon University School of Medicine (notice number 26-9). The requirement for
patient consent was waived because only anonymized data were used.

Statistical analysis

Univariate and multivariate analyses were performed for all factors recorded in the INTDB.
These factors included age, sex, ISS, GCS, SBP, heart rate, RR, Revised Trauma Score, Japan
Coma Scale, body temperature, serum glucose (SG), mydriasis, cause of injury, physical exami-
nation findings, imaging findings, and outcome. For prediction of outcome at discharge, the
states of “deceased” and “alive” were numerically defined as 0 and 1, respectively. Outcomes 6
months after TBI were assessed based on the Glasgow Outcome Scale. Outcomes were grouped
into two categories: favorable outcome (good recovery and moderate recovery); and unfavor-
able outcome (severely disabled, vegetative states, and death).

The area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUC) was calculated for each
model to enable comparison of data discrimination properties. Statistical analyses were per-
formed with JMP version 10.0 (SAS Institute, Cary, NC, USA) and EZR version 1.37 (R Foun-
dation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria, version 3.4.1) [16]. P-values less than 0.05
were considered statistically significant.

Results

Demographic and examined factors for patients in univariate analyses are summarized in
Table 2. The mean age of patients with recorded mortality in hospital (M-IH) was 60.0 + 21.1
years (range 16-98 years), and 69.7% were men. Logistic analysis of the three SBP groups
showed statistically significant differences among the groups (p<0.0001, N = 627), indicating
that both higher and lower SBP were related to higher mortality. Low heart rate also appeared
to be related to higher mortality. No special tendency in terms of mortality was observed in
relation to RR, but high SG and the presence of mydriasis were risk factors for mortality. In
addition, the presence of acute subdural hematoma, intracerebral hemorrhage, and traumatic
subarachnoid hemorrhage were risk factors for mortality, whereas the presence of acute epidu-
ral hematoma (AEDH) tended to reduce mortality. There appeared to be no significant rela-
tionship between cerebral contusion and mortality.

In total, 512 patients were included in the analysis for prediction of unfavorable outcome 6
months after TBI (UO-6M), 70.1% of which were men. The GCS was lower in patients with
unfavorable outcomes, whereas the ISS was higher. Both low and high SBP tended to be related
to poorer outcomes, but there was no obvious relationship between heart rate or RR and
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Table 2.
Mortality in hospital Unfavorable outcome at 6 months
Factor No Yes N VD p-value Favorable Unfavorable N VD p-value
n (%) n (%) (%) n (%) n (%) (%)

Total 342 (53.9) 293 (46.1) 635 100 116 (22.7) 396 (77.3) 512 100

Sex 635 100 0.0584 512 100 0.0116
Male 249 (56.3) 193 (43.7) 92 (25.6) 267 (74.4)
Female 93 (48.2) 100 (51.8) 24 (15.7) 129 (84.3)

Age, years 635 100 512 100
16-54 137 (66.8) 68 (33.2) 81 (46.3) 94 (53.7)
55-74 123 (52.6) 111 (47.4) 28 (15.7) 150 (84.3)
>75 82 (41.8) 114 (58.2) 7 (4.4) 152 (95.6)

GCS score 635 100 512 100 <.0001
3 53 (31.9) 113 (68.1) 17 (11.6) 130 (88.4)
4 45 (40.5) 66 (59.5) 8 (8.7) 84 (91.3)
5 25 (56.8) 19 (43.2) 6(17.1) 29 (82.7)
6 67 (54.9) 55 (45.1) 28 (27.7) 73 (72.3)
7 100 (78.7) 27 (21.3) 36 (39.6) 55 (60.4)
8 52 (80.0) 13 (25.0) 21 (45.7) 25 (54.4)

1SS 635 100 <.0001 512 100 <.0001
1-24 118 (81.9) 26 (18.1) 48 (48.5) 51 (51.5)
25-75 224 (45.6) 267 (54.4) 68 (16.5) 345 (83.5)

SBP, mmHg 627 98.7 505 98.6 <.0001
1-89 15 (31.9) 32 (68.1) 2(5.4) 35 (94.6)
90-180 286 (61.1) 182 (38.9) 107 (28.7) 266 (71.3)
>181 39 (34.8) 73 (65.2) 7 (7.4) 88 (92.6)

HR, /min 634 99.8 0.0048 512 100 0.5266
<60 21 (36,2) 37 (63.8) 10 (19.2) 42 (80.1)
>60 320 (55.6) 256 (44.4) 106 (23.0) 354 (77.0)

RR,/min 607 95.6 495 96.7 0.2751
>29 40 (54.1) 34 (46.0) 18 (27.7) 47 (72.3)
10-29 282 (54.9) 232 (45.1) 93 (22.6) 319 (77.4)
6-9 0(0.0) 1 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (100.0)
1-5 0(0.0) 1 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (100.0)
0 4(25.5) 13 (76.5) 1(6.3) 15 (93.8)

SG, mg/dL 624 98.3 <.0001 507 99 <.0001
<200 257 (61.9) 158 (38.1) 99 (30.0) 231 (70.0)
>200 78 (37.3) 131 (62.7) 17 (9.6) 160 (90.4)

Mydriasis 634 99.8 <.0001 511 99.8 <.0001
Present 123 (36.7) 212 (63.3) 33 (11.3) 259 (88.7)
Absent 218 (72.9) 81 (27.1) 82(37.4) 137 (62.6)

AEDH 635 100 <.0001 512 100 0.0007
Present 45 (81.8) 10 (18.2) 18 (46.2) 21 (53.9)
Absent 297 (51.2) 283 (48.8) 98 (20.7) 375 (79.3)

ASDH 635 100 <.0001 512 100 <.0001
Present 161 (46.0) 189 (54.0) 45 (15.9) 238 (84.1)
Absent 181 (63.5) 104 (36.5) 71 (31.0) 158 (69.0)

ICH 635 100 0.0721 512 100 0.1054
Present 17 (40.5) 25 (59.5) 5(12.8) 34 (87.2)

(Continued)
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Table 2. (Continued)

Mortality in hospital Unfavorable outcome at 6 months
Factor No Yes N VD p-value Favorable Unfavorable N VD p-value
n (%) n (%) (%) n (%) n (%) (%)
Absent 325 (54.8) 268 (45.2) 111 (23.5) 362 (76.5)
CC 635 100 0.0555 512 100 0.4659
Present 74 (61.7) 46 (38.3) 24 (25.5) 70 (74.5)
Absent 268 (52.0) 247 (48.0) 92 (22.0) 326 (78.0)
tSAH 628 98.9 0.0741 509 99.4 0.5988
Present 241 (51.6) 227 (48.4) 86 (22.1) 304 (78.0)
Absent 95 (59.8) 64 (40.3) 29 (24.4) 90 (75.6)

AEDH: acute epidural hematoma; ASDH: acute subdural hematoma; CC: cerebral contusion; GCS: Glasgow Coma Scale; HR: heart rate; ICH: intracerebral

hemorrhage; ISS: Injury Severity Score; N: number of patients; RR: respiratory rate; SBP: systolic blood pressure; SG: serum glucose; tSAH: traumatic subarachnoid

hemorrhage; VD: valid data.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221791.t002

outcome. Higher SG may also be a risk factor for an unfavorable outcome. The presence of
mydriasis and acute subdural hematoma appeared to be related to poorer outcomes, whereas
there was no clear risk associated with the presence of intracerebral hemorrhage, cerebral con-
tusion and traumatic subarachnoid hemorrhage. In contrast, the presence of AEDH indicated
better outcomes for patients.

AUC analyses were performed to determine the efficacy of the TRISS, CRASH, and
IMPACT models (Table 3). Cases with unavailable data for some factors were included in the
analyses of 635 patients for M-IH and 512 patients UO-6M. As a result of eliminating those
patients for the validation of each prediction model, the number of patients varied among
the prediction models (Table 3). To compare the accuracy of the prediction models for M-IH,
data for 600 patients were examined using the TRISS model, and showed an AUC of 0.75. For
prediction of UO-6M, data were examined using CRASH basic (511 patients), CRASH com-
puted tomography (504 patients), IMPACT core (511 patients), and IMPACT extended (450

Table 3. Area under the receiver operating characteristic curves for the TRISS, CRASH, and IMPACT models for
external validation using Japan Neurotrauma Data Bank data.

Regression model Factors used (n) AUC 95% CI N
Mortality in hospital
TRISS 5 0.75 0.72-0.79 600
Unfavorable outcome at 6 months
CRASH
basic 4 0.86 0.82-0.90 511
CT 9 0.86 0.82-0.89 504
IMPACT
core 3 0.81 0.77-0.85 511
extended 8 0.85 0.80-0.89 450
lab* 10 - - -

AUC: area under the receiver operating characteristic curve; CI: confidence interval; TRISS: Trauma and Injury
Severity Score; CRASH: Corticosteroid Randomization After Significant Head Injury; IMPACT: International
Mission for Prognosis and Analysis of Clinical Trials in Traumatic Brain Injury; CT: computed tomography.

*Prediction could not be performed because of lack of blood hemoglobin data in the Japan Neurotrauma Data Bank.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221791.t1003
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patients). The IMPACT lab model could not be applied in this study because of the lack of
blood hemoglobin data in the JNTDB. For UO-6M, the AUCs for the CRASH basic, CRASH
computed tomography, IMPACT core, and IMPACT extended models were 0.86, 0.86, 0.81,
and 0.85, respectively. The AUCs for the CRASH models tended to be higher than those for
the IMPACT model.

Discussion

The major focus of the present study was the applicability of currently used international pre-
diction models for patients with severe TBI in Japan. Although the TRISS model has often
been applied for the Japanese population, there have been no evaluations of the applicability
of other international models such as the CRASH and IMPACT models. This highlights a lack
of information about sophisticated standards for predicting UO-6M in Japan. We therefore
attempted to externally evaluate the three international prediction models for UO-6M based
on JNTDB data.

A major concern was if the prediction models were applicable to patients severe TBI.
Sophisticated predictive models should require minimal routinely-measured factors, which
may save clinical time and resources. In the JNTDB, RR and SG were the prediction factors
most commonly missing. Of the 635 patients included in the present study, RR and SG were
not recorded for 4.4% and 1.7% of patients, respectively. Because RR is needed for calculating
TRISS scores, TRISS scores could only be calculated for 600 patients (94.5%). Despite the
TRISS model having limited applicability to INTDB data, the AUC for the TRISS was 0.75,
indicating this model can be used for the Japanese population. However, no authorized Japa-
nese prediction models are available to date.

The applicability of the CRASH and IMPACT models for predicting UO-6M for 512
patients is summarized in Table 3. The prediction scores for the CRASH basic and computed
tomography models could be calculated for 511 (99.8%) and 450 (87.9%) patients, respectively.
Core and extended IMPACT scores could be calculated for 511 (99.8%) and 450 (87.9%)
patients, respectively.

Internationally, a number of studies have examined the usefulness of the TRISS, CRASH,
and IMPACT models. In 2016, Sun et al. summarized the performance of the IMPACT models
as determined by external validation [17]. They compared six studies that had investigated pre-
diction of mortality or unfavorable outcomes [14, 18-22]. The AUC ranges for mortality pre-
diction using the IMPACT models were 0.65-0.85 (core), 0.69-0.88 (extended), and (0.69-
0.90) lab. For unfavorable outcome prediction, the ranges were 0.66-0.84 (core), 0.71-0.88
(extended), and 0.70-0.87 (lab). In the JNTDB, the AUCs for the core and extended IMPACT
models were 0.81 and 0.85, respectively. These AUCs suggest the IMPACT models have a com-
parable fit with patients in Japan, although these scores can be calculated for fewer patients.

Han et al. reported that the new NNI models performed better than CRASH and IMPACT
models, as indicated by a lower Akaike information criterion and greater AUC [14]. We were
unable to analyze their models using INTDB data because of insufficient information on the
model’s structure. Future studies are needed to determine the applicability and limitations of
those models for INTDB data.

Brennan et al. recently proposed a simplified prediction model for TBI prognosis called the
GCS-Pupils score (GCS-P), which was derived from the CRASH and IMPACT databases [23].
The GCS-P combines the GCS score and state of the pupils with ranges of 3-15 and 0-2, respec-
tively (the overall GCS-P has a range of 1-15). The simplicity of the model makes it convenient
for clinical staff; however, the loss of accuracy in prediction is a potential disadvantage of the
GCS-P. To clarify the value of the GCS-P, further study is necessary using JNTDB data.
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We could not determine why the presence of AEDH was a better prognostic factor for UO-
6M in our multivariate analysis. In patients with AEDH, the complication of acute subdural
hematoma was significantly less frequent (p<0.0001). Such a difference in these patients’ path-
ological state might have influenced the prognosis of patients with AEDH. Further studies are
necessary to clarify this issue.

The present study had several major limitations. First, the obtained data were limited to
patients who had been admitted to the 22 participating institutions. Of note, all institutions
that participated in INTDB Project 2009 were either university hospitals or central medical
centers. It is possible that the characteristics of patients with TBI presenting to small hospitals
differ from those of patients presenting to major institutions. Second, we were unable to com-
pare the accuracy of prediction for the IMPACT lab, NNI, and NNI+ models because we were
unable to obtain the prediction equations for these models and therefore could not assess them
using JN'TDB Project 2009 data. It is possible that these models would have better AUCs in our
dataset. Third, the INTDB dataset used for the present analysis was not contemporary because
of limitations in access to raw data for our research purposes. The overall mortality and out-
comes after TBI in Japan are likely to have been improved following changes in resuscitation
techniques (e.g., volume resuscitation) since 2009 [24]. We intend to reevaluate these predic-
tion models using contemporary data from the next available database in the near future.
Fourth, we could externally evaluate three international prediction models only for patients
with severe TBI because of the limitation of bias in the inclusion criteria for the JNTDB dataset.
The JNTDB Project 2009 included three categories of patients aged 16 years or older: patients
with a GCS score of <8, patients with a GCS score of <8 during follow up, and patients with a
GCS score >8 who had undergone craniotomy. The major bias for inclusion of patients for the
present study lies with the latter two groups because these groups were not defined in the three
prediction models. Inclusion of these groups might have led to partial inclusion of patients
with a GCS score >8 on admission, leading to incorrect validation of the models. For perfect
validation of three models using JNTDB data, it would be necessary to include all patients with
a GCS >8. Nevertheless, our results clearly indicate that all three models were appropriate for
prediction of prognosis in those with severe TBL. It should also be noted that we did not per-
form a power analysis to evaluate the reliability of the INTDB. A power analysis would have
allowed estimation of the quality of the JNTDB data. However, the JNTDB is the only database
for TBI in Japan, and we had no other options against which to compare the appropriateness
of our analyses in the present study. Power analysis will be of particular value when we analyze
the next JNTDB project in comparison with the results of the present study.

In addition to our previous approach to establish the prediction model for severe head
injury in Japanese children [25], the present external validation of the TRISS, CRASH, and
IMPACT models has clarified their value for use in Japan.

Conclusion

A systematic external validation of the TRISS, CRASH, and IMPACT prediction models
revealed these models have convincing values for prediction of outcomes for Japanese patients
with severe TBI. These models should be widely applied in institutions admitting patients with
severe TBI in Japan.
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(PDF)
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External validation of the TRISS, CRASH, and IMPACT

prognostic models in severe traumatic brain injury in Japan
BHERSIME DO 1% TIE 7 v O EE 9 2458
- BARFEHIMET — & 322 (JNTDB) 7 — & 1235 <

TRISS. CRASH, IMPACT DFRFE -

25

REDOEHIMEEIR TIE, PREZTHTL2ET VL LT, EENICERO S
% TRISS (Trauma and Injury Severity Score) 2MFEivnd Z &3V, Lo
U AAROZERIME DIERB| O IR REECBE DIRIRIESE DARPLIZ TRISS D_— 2R
RO KEDORNEFETH D LITFEAT. BARDT —Z IS RFEDN &
B ChDH, £, WS TIE, TRISS LA, CRASH (Corticosteroid
Randomization After Significant Head Injury) =° IMPACT (International
Mission for Prognosis and Analysis of Clinical Trials) 72 &. L\ ¥
R T L HAFERED Biv, AZMERREES LTV D,

HARTSH S S EREFHECTEST —Z OFMPED LN TETEHY, ¥

MBI BV TR, BARMREAME A2 LD o 3 R EHERR 2 Tl T,
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[ A ABEERSME T — % /82 (Japan Neurotrauma Data Bank; JNTDB) | A3
KInTnb

AWFFEO BiIL, ERL 3 DOEFEN 72 T 1% TS 7 V% JNTDB 7 — & 1238 F
L. ZNHDETIVEINNTET 5 2 L2 X 0, BAOEEFHRIMEHERICE
J2ETVOBEISIRDL « ARMEEZREET D52 L TH D,

AHFGETIE, FARED GCS3 (Glasgow Coma Scale) 75 GCS8 (ZFRE L 7=
SESEF DT — 2 & v TRISS 1T K 2 BFERE Tl A A/73% (Ps : Probability of
survival) | CRASH ¥ JL OV IMPACT (2 X %5 f51% 6 72 H DIF R TO T DO TRl
DWTIRAEEIT> 72, 6 22H O TO %L, GOS (Glasgow Outcome
Scale) |ZHE-3u 7= Favorable outcome & Unfavorable outcome @ 2 X453 Cdh
%, Good recovery ¥ LK TX Moderate recovery 75 Favorable outcome T
V. Severely disabled, Vegetative states, ¥ TN Death 7% Unfavorable
outcome T D,

INTDB D536, GCS9 LA 0D o — Z X FAhrd AEFI 72 T IR Hav, Ik A St
LT 6CS9 LL EDRBREEFNIIINE STV, 2D X IR T — X DR
DX, BERE L TOTPROEIGIZEETLLEXBND, —J7, TRISS,
CRASH, IMPACT O F# THIET ML, RREEICFIRFEROFEIIER ST
WV, BREEOMRY 2 CEX 572 EE LYERT — R E T 5720, b
(AT 27 =212 6CS3 75 8 L WS SHETIRET 52 L & Lic, o4

X635 TH 5,



Rt BT N OFIEIES &l 4« OFEFIO TRFEREZHFI L, =
2T 4 v VT 4TV, AUC (Area Under the Curve) ZHETHZ &LV
TFRETNVOREELFHIT 52 & & Lz,

FRE OSWEFENL 60. 1% (EEYERZE 21. 1) T, BFERAEFIL 342 N (4AF
R 53.9%) TH 5,

BT B L AT ¢ v 7 BEYRSHTICE Y | BEERECIC RSS2 )
27 KT HEE Uiz, £, GCS, 1SS, WUHMEIME, Oa%k, #iE, [k
ShMfE (AEDH) | B X OVMEMELS I T MO 8 R+ Th o, 6 7HH%OEL
IZOWTIE, 52D U AV, s, GCS, 1SS, #E, 35X UYAEDH 234 7E &
e,

BERRFTHIAEFSR (Ps) 122V Tk, TRISS @ AUC 12 0.75 TH o7, %5
6 7> H OEETOT%IZ DOV TIE, CRASH basic @ AUC i% 0. 86, IMPACT core
130.81 Tholz, WTFNHHEMEWEZRLTEY, FHIOAZMEITE
EEZBND, fEame LT, TRISS, CRASH, 3 X TN IMPACT O F#% FHlET /L

I, BAROEEFEAIMGOFMICA TH D LEAOBND,



XTI

ROBSEII B W CHIME I FE R OO L S TH D [1], WHEIIS Uz
THOTENE, REESHIIBROEOEICEETHY . TOTHRIET VDR
EDWFEN S EATIHH T 5 [2-14], TRISS 7 /L (Trauma and Injury
Severity Score) [7]1% 1987 ££IZBAFE S 4v, FMIAEAFR (Ps : Probability of
survival) ZHET DY —/L & LTA b T\ A[8], £ 11T [TRISS OFF
i B 27, TRISSIZIX, ISS UMEHESEE A =7 : Injury Severity
Score) [3], RTS (MG DAEPRFHYESEEE DO FEARFSEE : Revised Trauma
Score) . GCS (Eik L~V OFHFEAE : Glasgow Coma Scale) . Ui E

(SBP) . MEEY (RR) . B XOMFEX 023 THIK & LTEDILTWAT],

7% 1 TRISS OFHmIE B 122V T

TRISS €7 /LD HEY : IBFERETHIZE(F3 (Ps : Probability of survival) OFFAf
AR TIX T#iRIME ) OET AKX EZEH L THothziT> T\ %,
i TV 5 FHlE H
cAFEfRA a7 55 kLl E (No/Yes)
« ISS : Injury Severity Score (WMEHEJEE A =7)
* RTS : Revised Trauma Score (#MEDA&FRZAH)ENEE O R FEEE)
RTS (T &% L~/v (GCS) . MHE I (SBP) . FERE(RR) M OHE S D,
RTS= E¥a X GCS A=a7
+EH b X UGHEHInEA =7
+iEH c X FERE AT

< GCS AT 3, 4-5, 6-8, 9-12, 13-15
 HERIMTE A =27 2 1-49, 50-75, 76-89, 90 UL E
R Ee A a7 : 1-5, 6-9, 30 LL L, 10-29

F7-. CRASH (Corticosteroid Randomization After Significant Head

Injury)=<° IMPACT (International Mission for Prognosis and Analysis of
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Clinical Trials)[13]72 %, # LWOTFHIE T L HFIZERMED L, ARIMEL B

AES LTV D, CRASH OFHEIIE H 23 2 (2, IMPACT OFFHfH H 23 31277,

3% 2 CRASH OFHIIE B (2 >U T

CRASHET VOB : ZE 14 B DT, BILU6 0 H1% D Unfavorable outcome
(Glasgow Outcome Scale 1-3: death, severely disabled. vegetative states) @
U A 2 S

KAMFFEZ I D INTDB 7 — & TiI 5 14 A % ORISR TE 220\ 72D 6
H % DIREED HIRESHIRIZ L TV D,
F—H_R—ZDOFPH : GCS=14,

2BEEDET ANOEMRINLTND,
i TW 5 FHlIE B
CRASH basic £ /L
- AEfiG (Age) 1 =40, 41,42, « + -, 99
s B L~L(GCS): (3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11, 12, 13, 14)
« HZlE (Pupils react to light): (Both, One, None)
« Major extracranial injury : (No/Yes)
(Any injury that requires hospital admission within its own right)

CRASH CT =7 /L

FRC CT BT 7 oA

+ Presence of petechial haemorrhages: (No/Yes)

* Obliteration of the third ventricle or basal cisterns: (No/Yes)
« Subarachnoid bleeding: (No/Yes)

* Midline shift: (No/Yes)

« Non—evacuated haematoma: (No/Yes)




3 3 IMPACT OFHIIE H (22T

IMPACT FHIET /LD HK : 6 22H 1% D Unfavorable outcome (Glasgow Outcome
Scale 1-3: death. severely disabled, vegetative states) DFFAf
F—H = ZADFIPH : GCS=12, Fifn=14,

SEMEDET ML SN TV D,

i TV 5 R E B

IMPACT core &7 /b

- £E b (Age) @ 14 726 99

« Motor Score: (None, Extension, Abnormal flexion, Normal flexion,
Localizes, Obeys, Untestable/missing)

« Pupils: (Both reacting, One, None)

IMPACT extended (core + CT)EF /L

« Hypoxia: (No/Yes)

+ Hypotension: (No/Yes)

« CT Classification: (Diffuse injury I,II,I1II,1V, Non Evacuated Mass
Lesion, Evacuated Mass Lesion)

* tSAH on CT: (No/Yes)

« Epidural mass on CT: (No/Yes)

IMPACT lab (core + CT + lab)ET5 /L
« Glucose (mmol/L)
«Hb (g/dL)

[ A ASEESIME T — % /32 (Japan Neurotrauma Data Bank; JNTDB) | |
1998 4E |2 H AR IME A & 0 3% SN RENZER T —F RX— A2 Th
5[15], ZHEFESTZREBHED HIL TV 523, TRISS, CRASH, 35 X OF IMPACT
ET VO THTMOAZECE T 2 AR et E S Tunian,

ARFZeo BEIE., it 3 SO EEEM 7 T% THIE T L% INTDB 7 — # |23
L. INHOETAEINBIHET 5 Z L2k b, BAROEIEETIMEFEIRICE

T BETIVOBISKRIL - BIEERFETHZ ETH D,



FiE

AL TIX JNTDB D7 — & A L CoHdr &2 17 9 [15], INTDB D E#ihiix~
7Y =7 k2015 7205, ABFZETIR, WIERMGER R TR Th 77 m ¥
=7 k2009 (F—ZULERIHIX 2009 427 A5 2011 46 A) OF —X &
THMT&EiT>72, JNTDB 7= K 2009 OHERGIZ OV TIE [HERAMESS 36
& (2013) ) ICHE SR TWA D, T E O TOIRHIMEIERIZ X 5 3
—RTME STV RWII6], FEFIEER AT o 72 22 fiigk D 5 HHELL BIFR
FABIRE Ch 2, AOHEE (B, B, M. JEE. Uk, &R 0%
AIS90 (Abbreviated Injury Scale 90 Update 98) MDF —Z |FE SN TS
A, BEERHUI « Z2RIMEOFISITHRE S TR,

AHFGE DA HT I 2 BB D HUEA F 41257, JNTDB F 2= 2 k 2009 024k
FEGIEAE 1, 091 T&H %, INTDB D¥5a. GCS9 LA_L D o — A X FAlyii FE 51 72
FIZERBA, T A FEhE L TR0 6CS9 LA OBMEERNITINE ST
W, ED7=8, GCS9 LLEOREBRFE 325 £, 16 mEAAES] 36 £, BFERF O
FRRI 1 E, 38 L OSKPERE LS (R (CPAOA : Cardiopulmonary arrest on
arrival) O 94{F&ERIN L7212, 635 & mtrxtg s Liz, 63544D 5 5, 293
T OBBERFRIFIIEE Th o7, 6 DABDO PENREIEFO S 5 11 14
X, TOHRIFELE LTS, FEFE L T35 HH 304 T L2 Z &Il
Do

ZOMWREMD HIZHT-V . INTDB 7 — X OSHrEF L, H ARMRIME T2

MHERELTWD, £72. HARZFEFZHOMBFEELZES (KRE S 26-9)
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IZRoTHRRINTWD, BALSNTT —F DB EHEHN L TND, B

DRFEEFIZ DN TIE, XI844 Th D,

2 4 JNTDB 7> 50kt G T — & Z- 4 2 B o fh i 554

Inclusion criteria
(1) Age equal to or older than 16 years
(2) GCS score <8 on admission

Exclusion criteria

(3) CPAOA

GCS: Glasgow Coma Scale; CPAOA: cardiopulmonary arrest on arrival.

Mt FiEE LTiE, INTDB OB ICHZEREMITE LU n P27 1 v 7 [Blfs)
Hradhl, VA7 BROBMERDHHEE ZEE Lz, FRaHEEIT, F
i, PERIL ISS. GCS. WGHESIME., g, S (RR) . RTS. JCS. {43,
MAEE (serum glucose) | BHEPLK (mydriasis) . CTHIEFTR CTHDH, HIY
UL, BFERFR)R I L OS5 6 7 H ORIF CTh 5, IBBERFRRIIE T £/
TEGFO 2R EEH LT, ZEZR6DLHOERI2 S>OLT T VIZKG L
7=, Favorable outcome (good recovery & moderate recovery). Unfavorable
outcome (severely disabled, vegetative states, death) D 2 X5 Tdh D,
£E7 )LD AUC (Area Under the Curve) ZFHHE LAZMMEZMAE LT-, #atobT
(21, JMP Ver.10.0 (SAS Institute) ¥ X TNEZR Ver.1.37 (R Foundation
for Statistical Computing) [17]Z MM L7z,
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P

T — 4 OMEEE K 51T, IRBERHRIT O /3 M et GUEBIERIE 635 R ThH -
Too DD BLALFERNIZL 342 1 (56.3%) . FETAERNZ 293 {4 (46.1%) Toh -
oo KABMEOZWEE L, FEREL (RB 4.4%) & Serum glucose (RHA 1.7%)
Tholo, =56 0 A%ERIFOTHE S I EFI 512 fCTh > 7=, Favorable
outcome | 116 £ (22.7%) . Unfavorable outcome % 396 (77.3%) T -
7.

EOHEGE ORI E D &, SHEEERO AIS DEDS 1 DB OIE 13 . AIS:2 1
114, AIS:3 0% 45 . AIS:4 1% 129 4, AIS:5 (X 412, AIS:6 (L 25 Tdh -
720 635 1ED 95 B, SHEHE LIS D AIS 30 D & DI 267 £ (42.0%) TH -
7o 1SS 73 25 LLEIF 491 4 (77.3%) | ISS DERDFEIEIL 28.8 TH -7z,

B BT ORER THEENRH -T2 b OB LORERICHET 2 ATREENE 2
LNDHDITONTE VAT 1 v 7 [BUFSHT 2k LT,

BPERFIR)T (EfF - JEC) ISR 2 Y X 7[RI, An, GCS. ISS. Ui
HAMLE (SBP) | A%k (HR) . BEEILKR (Mydriasis) | EPREEEARA:
(AEDH) | B X USMEME BT i (tSAH) D 8 KFTh o7z, 6 1HED
#r)7 (Favorable/Unfavorable outcome) (Z-OWTiX, 52D U AZ[K¥-, 4
fin, GCS, ISS, HilEfLK (Mydriasis) . 36 X OVEMEREESMILAE (AEDH) 734F
EINT,

TRISS, CRASH, 3 XN IMPACT EF /L OAEMEZBRFET D720 D0V AT 4

o 7 ERSHTIC L A AUC DFEREZFE 6 17T, B AT ¢ v 7 AR 21T 5

9



BROFBAZ % L L ClE, TRISS. CRASH, IMPACT ® 3T /MIEHINTWVD

Factor (AR T) EELCHLOZHANTWD, £ FHET AV THEHL WAL
IRF R R D720, ZOHEE ORHA I XV oS & 72 2 A 20EFEI
B D, BBEEERIR O TR T T OWTIE, TRISS DA ZHERIEIE 600 4T
o7, AUC DIEIL0.75 ThoTe, 256 7 A% DOE)RO THIET /MO T
X, SAZNEGIERIX, CRASH basic 511 £, CRASH CT 504 f4:, IMPACT core

511 f:, IMPACT extended 450 f: T o7z, IMPACT lab E7 /L DHEFFDT= I
W7 T ~F 7 m e 13 JNTDB TITEE S TR WO HEFFARIETH
>77, BET /LD AUC 1%, CRASH basic (0.86) . CRASH CT (0.86) . IMPACT
core (0.81) . IMPACT extended (0.85) T -7z, CRASH DFEF /10D AUC

I%. IMPACT ET /LD AUC £V & EWFER & 72072, & TRET /L0 ROC HifRE D

7o 7% 1, 12, X321,
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Kb SRR T —F O

Mortality in hospital Unfavorable outcome at 6 months
Factor No Yes N VD p- Favorable  Unfavorable N VD  p-value
n (%) n (%) (%) value n (%) n (%) (%)
Total 342 (53.9) 293 (46.1) 635 100 116 (22.7) 396 (77.3) 512 100
Sex 635 100 0.0584 512 100 0.0116
Male 249 (56.3) 193 (43.7) 92 (25.6) 267 (74.4)
Female 93 (48.2) 100 (51.8) 24 (15.7) 129 (84.3)
Age, years 635 100 512 100
16-54 137 (66.8) 68 (33.2) 81 (46.3) 94 (53.7)
55-74 123 (52.6) 111 (47.4) 28 (15.7) 150 (84.3)
275 82(41.8) 114 (58.2) 7(4.4) 152 (95.6)
GCS score 635 100 512 100  <.0001
3 53(31.9) 113(68.1) 17 (11.6) 130 (88.4)
4 45 (40.5) 66 (59.5) 8(8.7) 84 (91.3)
5 25 (56.8) 19 (43.2) 6(17.1) 29 (82.7)
6 67 (54.9)  55(45.1) 28 (27.7) 73 (72.3)
7 100 (78.7) 27 (21.3) 36 (39.6) 55 (60.4)
8 52 (80.0) 13 (25.0) 21 (45.7) 25 (54.4)
ISS 635 100 <.0001 512 100  <.0001
1-24 118 (81.9)  26(18.1) 48 (48.5) 51(51.5)
25-75 224 (45.6) 267 (54.4) 68 (16.5) 345 (83.5)
SBP, mmHg 627 98.7 505 98.6 | <.0001
1-89 15(331.9)  32(68.1) 2(54) 35 (94.6)
90-180 286 (61.1) 182 (38.9) 107 (28.7) 266 (71.3)
2181 39(34.8)  73(65.2) 7(7.4) 88 (92.6)
HR, /min 634 99.8  0.0048 512 100  0.5266
<60 21(36,2)  37(63.8) 10 (19.2) 42 (80.1)
260 320 (55.6) 256 (44.4) 106 (23.0) 354 (77.0)
RR,/min 607 95.6 495 96.7 0.2751
>29 40 (54.1) 34 (46.0) 18 (27.7) 47 (72.3)
10-29 282 (54.9) 232 (45.1) 93 (22.6) 319(77.4)
6-9 0(0.0) 1 (100.0) 0(0.0) 1 (100.0)
1-5 0(0.0) 1 (100.0) 0(0.0) 1 (100.0)
0 4 (25.5) 13 (76.5) 1(6.3) 15 (93.8)
SG, mg/dL 624 983 <.0001 507 99.0 <.0001
<200 257 (61.9) 158 (38.1) 99 (30.0) 231 (70.0)
2200 78 (37.3) 131 (62.7) 17 (9.6) 160 (90.4)
Mydriasis 634 99.8 <0001 511 99.8 <0001
Present 123 (36.7) 212 (63.3) 33 (11.3) 259 (88.7)
Absent 218 (72.9)  81(27.1) 82 (37.4) 137 (62.6)
AEDH 635 100 <.0001 512 100 0.0007
Present 45 (81.8) 10 (18.2) 18 (46.2) 21 (53.9)
Absent 297 (51.2) 283 (48.8) 98 (20.7) 375 (79.3)
ASDH 635 100 <.0001 512 100  <.0001
Present 161 (46.0) 189 (54.0) 45 (15.9) 238 (84.1)
Absent 181 (63.5) 104 (36.5) 71 (31.0) 158 (69.0)
ICH 635 100 0.0721 512 100 0.1054
Present 17 (40.5)  25(59.5) 5(12.8) 34 (87.2)
Absent 325(54.8) 268 (45.2) 111 (23.5) 362 (76.5)
CC 635 100  0.0555 512 100  0.4659
Present 74 (61.7) 46 (38.3) 24 (25.5) 70 (74.5)
Absent 268 (52.0) 247 (48.0) 92 (22.0) 326 (78.0)
tSAH 628 989 0.0741 509 994 (.5988
Present 241 (51.6) 227 (48.4) 86 (22.1) 304 (78.0)
Absent 95(59.8) 64 (40.3) 29 (24.4) 90 (75.6)
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AEDH: acute epidural hematoma; ASDH: acute subdural hematoma; CC:
cerebral contusion; GCS: Glasgow Coma Scale; HR: heart rate; ICH:
intracerebral hemorrhage; ISS: Injury Severity Score; N: number of
patients; RR: respiratory rate; SBP: systolic blood pressure; SG: serum

glucose; tSAH: traumatic subarachnoid hemorrhage; VD: valid data.

7% 6 AUC D4y HT#E 8 (TRISS, CRASH, IMPACT)

Regression model Factors used (n) AUC 95% CI N
Mortality in hospital
TRISS 5 0.75 0.72-0.79 600
Unfavorable outcome at 6 months
CRASH
basic 4 0.86 0.82-0.90 511
CT 9 0.86 0.82-0.89 504
IMPACT
core 3 0.81 0.77-0.85 511
extended 8 0.85 0.80-0.89 450
lab* 10 - - -

AUC: area under the receiver operating characteristic curve; CI:
confidence interval; TRISS: Trauma and Injury Severity Score; CRASH:
Corticosteroid Randomization After Significant Head Injury; IMPACT:
International Mission for Prognosis and Analysis of Clinical Trials in
Traumatic Brain Injury; CT: computed tomography.

*Prediction could not be performed because of lack of blood hemoglobin

data in the Japan Neurotrauma Data Bank.
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[%] 3 IMPACT @ ROC Hhi## & AUC Ol
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SEERIMEIE B~ F FTREVE O RGE T H 5, IBBERFIEIR (PHIAEFR) 2 T3
THEODOFIETHD TRISS ETVIFEANTHE LIS Z EBRZ 0N, EIZE
HFP1% (%6514 6 5 H O Favorable/Unfavorable outcome) % Filll4 272D
FETEH % CRASH X IMPACT &7 /L Dl AT REMEIZ DWW TIRBIAED & T AR
SN TV, ZHuE, %56 A% ORI Z TilT 5 72 OFEHER 22 1L
ENTHLL TWRWIZ EE2EW®T 5, KoT, ENEST —ZICESWTH
BRAS R FRIE T AV ATHET 2 2 L ITRR1H D, FH TR LR TROTNE

M TE 2 FEOMSL 2 BIF L, Bl T% Rk ([o0n T
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TRISS 7 VORGEELITV, B TH% (5% 6 22H) IZ O\ TIXEATHED
2%\ CRASH &7 /13 L TN IMPACT &5 /L 0D 2 DFEDKGEEZIT > 72,

RHRERFHMAITMET VOERAETH D, ERANRTHET WL, &Kt
REMEEL 2D, BROP TEEMICHE SN MEHEB OAL%Z AV, TX
LTV WIHE THRESNAZEDREE LS, HEOXKBICLZVEHTE 2
VIEBIS DI Z EINEETH D, AMFZETHEM L7z INTDB 2R W T, 18Pk
L) DR SIVTIERNL 635 Th o7c, 2D 9B ML (RR) D KRIEfE
I, BIEBIOKI 5% TIH o7, TRISS A a7 OHEFHI IR IR DT — X BB T
& 572, TRISS A = 71X AER] 635 D 94. 5% (600 #) (Zxt L TOHHEE!
ARETCTdH D, HERFTE RVEFNIA 5%d 2723, 2 6 1279 & 512 TRISS @ AUC
120.75 TH Y, #at EZOFETADARDIEFNCHEM TELZ L A2RL T
%o 12721, BAROFEIEFSMEIEF] O T O TR TRISS €T /LD it o> £
IMIMFETE TR LT, R THET VIZELEH L TIERY, 5%, H
RORPU 72 FRET VORELED D TETHD . %6 NA®%TH%
MFLE SN TN eT — 21X 512 Th o7, KET T LD HEFE FTRE 72 IE B 5L
I%. CRASH basic 511 (99.8%) . CRASH CT 504 {4 (98.4%) . IMPACT core
511 1F (99.8%) . IMPACT extended 450 f (87.9%) T -7z,

MR O SFATHFFETIE, TRISS. CRASH, 35 KUY IMPACT &7 /L DA AL IRFE
SHTWH[18-20], [14, 21-26], SEATHIZE TOER)RD AUC I&, IMPACT core
E5 /L 0.65-0.85, IMPACT extended 0.69-0.88, IMPACT lab 0.69-0.90 T
STc. 56 DH % T AUC 1%, IMPACT core &5 /L 0.66-0.84 . IMPACT
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extended 0.71-0.88, IMPACT lab 0.70-0.87 T&H~7=, ZiLZx L, JNTDB T
IZ. IMPACT core 7 /L 0.81, IMPACT extended 0.85 TdH -7z, SEIDIHT
FERIL, ZND ERFICEWVEZRL TR, EAOEFICLTHHEAEE
z b d,

ST OfE R & LT, AEDH OAFEIX, 6 M HERD BV VIRPUZER L T
WA ZOBEBIIMEI T E TV, AEDH OB Tk, SMERENE T (i fE o 51
FEITA B> 72 (p <0.0001) , flofisER AR AEDIE A AEDH B3 D
TRICHELE 5 X I RENRBZ ONDN, ZOMBEEZH MM T 51T
EOLRDFRNVMLETHY , SHOBETH D,

KEADT —HIZEIF D AUC DARPLUZ DN TIE, TRISS ET VDR A & /2o
7w 3T AUC ITE SN TWRW 7], E72. CRASHET MZOWNWTHD &
T R—=ZADHBEIZITZ L OEMBSMLTEY . CRASH E T VO FHIE]
lhigh income countries| & [low and middle income countries] {2431} T
AR INTWVDER, KEADOT —HZIZOWTO AUC DHEILR DT HiLeh-
721181, IMPACT ET /LT DOWTH D &, IMPACT D7 — & N— A%, KEB L
ORI D 8 f:0> RCT (Randomized Controlled Trial) & 3 DBIZRMFSEHE HA>
LI N TR D KEAZT O AUC KBTI B 720N A3 . IMPACT 77— & X —
AR TD 6 HH#% Unfavorable Outcome 0 AUC i 0. 70 705 0.84 LGS h
TW5I[19],

Al AEEHOXS & Lz P& THIEE 7 L (TRISS, CRASH, IMPACT) [X[H
AT SN TR, ZOILE o TiEFlT — & ~— A X, JNTDB OAEf] & +H
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ERRWEIIF AR, AARNEKREANLE O TTFRET MITHENEL D &
L7eh, ZORE LTiE, BEROER (i, M, AHE, SEHRREZR
) . BEMGEOBRE (k. WEERTERONE R L) | ABE&ICRAE S
NEROBR (KM, B, BRE IWREIN R E) | 7 —F X=X
SNIAFERICE DR (RREINOMESZR L) | 7T —ZIEOER  CBRERIES]
DHEIEEREDRY) RENBEZOND, T bDOERIC K 5IREER AR
FOEMTHADEECONTORMHERHEREILIR ST L LN TET, 4
BOFRETH D,

AAFFEZ L V. TRISS, CRASH, IMPACT @ 3 DDIRIENDONETHLHNTH D
ZERAGMNE ST, LU, BRO LD REHBICE Y BARNEKEANE
E DI TTROFENEC D AREMHEIEH V1ED, 5%, BARANOHEIMESH
ARORAERICLY —~JBHEG S5 L& HIE L THARROE LR 2 Bk
THZENEETHD, A, HEETNVOINTRIEIC LD HOMMEE R T2
TR ARERET D BABIRE DG NEEHET D 72 O i % T
VT HIENTEREEZEZXTND,

HAR OB LWEIEZVED 2 S T2 > TOBIRER TORERARSEHE, Rl biz &
5 TRREEOM B3 LOEBRKICE T 20T EOMTh 5, HARMIEE
TlX. TRISS, CRASH, IMPACT LIIELZHATTHEZTLZ L bEZADbND,
INTDB D LD "= a > Thhr7ay =y k1998 M Li-mF7e ik, &P
R AEFRICRET HIKF & LT R sl Sz, 5% OM%E T THIS
HEHTH2HEOBEMEEZEZ TND, £, T XKBMEOZ VRS (RR) 72
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EIFEDRNI EHEEZTND, GCS RFEMMR EOFEE b, ERMIZHEES
DOTIERLS AT AT —=IZXG L, BRI BEAZEZ DL 502 bE X
TW5b, BERARIIEFIROT —Z 5O THRIT2 T ETHY
BOBRETH D, o, EMRICBITLHENCTITEHEETHD, Zhiaeg
BFHROTEH EVWIHENG R DL &, ZRITIEZSOGmERH 5, — 2 HITEH
DIERENET HHETHY . OB IE TR FHORKREZERT 25ETH D,
— O HOFRIEIZONTIEL, BROBRETEHFITET2HETHLZ L (T
—ZEDE L) | ERIBANEEEZ L2 THOEDITHER Y AT HITEY
RENDHETHDHZ L (T—FANDENME) BEELY, T—FXKHEITEK
DFMAREHE, LV ZOEMNICEMTE 2 Z LITHRIEOENLT I L L
THETHL, _OHOHFRIEHIZONTIX, ZDREFDOIEGE~DIEHN &, F
% OBFEIROYUE~OIERI ST bV, BIREA OB THIET VX, 2
Ol 2 DIEFI DB BIRFIC B L B 2 213 ERE TS < RV, 5% OIKS
W AT OFFZEREDITHEE @O LN TN EBZXHNDH DT, SHOMERIH
LW, BRFETOTRETZAVOERIT, TRIEERZEKTL 2 L2k
T, RS EEROEZFHE L., FROICDREEOUFIZORIT D &I
bodLBEZLND, HEEN TOEBIBE, Mlisk & o n, s T80
NG OIAROIBIE R 22 & TRIFEIEZTEH L2 BSE O RO Wik HE
RRETH D,

AIFFIIINL 2DV I T —va v Bbd, F—ICINIDB 7ry =2 b
2009 (2B L 7= EEFRAEBI TR BiEE v ¥ — S E X KRR TH D, o
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PEBIRFEIC ARE LT D BEERSME BB ORFE & R D FTREM DN B 5, 5512,

IMPACT lab D THIOKEE A MRFET H 2 LN TEXehote, THHDET IV
WHATE ST —2R"bIUE, LEWAUC ELN D ATREMEIE S D, =1,

SEOGHIEN S TWD INTDB 7 —Z & v ME, DO b D TIERV, H
K TOHHEBIME R DT RIT. ARHTITE L7z 2009 27— LUIREIC BT 5 =

BN I L B SN D rReEN RV (27], A%, BT — % &2
LT, Znb0FHET NV ZHHET 2T ETH L, HMIZ, INIDB T —# &
v FOKG  RASEORIRO 720, 4 BN ESEHEFIME BH ITHRE L T TR
EFINDOINEREAEZAT 72, INIDB 712 = 27 b 2009 O F — & I 6 G4 1
123 ODWHIEENH D, ABEREGCS Za TN 8 U TORE, 74rn—7 v
HFHZ GCS A a T B8 LU & Zp ol BLUOMBN 22 T2 EE (6CS 2=
T8 EMADEEET) D3O ThDH, TRISS, CRASH, IMPACT @ 3 2D T
ETMITIE. ZREDXIFIER, Ak, AARDBERSMEEE IR L,

TRISS. CRASH, IMPACT @ 3 DD T )VOMFEE FEEd 5 72 DIid, T EHM 72
EORFEDSMTIREETIC, 6GCS Aa TN 8 22 5BE LT X THOMxE
ICEOLERETHD, L, Z7xu—T v 7FHG6eS 227 8 LITFI L OB
FIGESEEF 2T 2 BT RRICED D L. ABERHZ 6GCS A a7 738 iz % &
FEOOILO—ATETEEDLT R0 EPIOBEEEIRY N TED, £D
HEIZL D BT VOBGEN R IEFEIC R D AREMER H D, MY OnTr —4 245
D721, SOOI TIZABERED GCS8 LLTF &5 AR iE L=, 5%,

GCS ZAaT7 N8 HHADEBEILOVTHIRY DRNWT—F %2k 5 & LIcGE
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i, T Z U EA . ABEREO GCS12 LT OBE DT, £721% GCS16 LA
TOBEORT, REDL T —FINEMREIFHAZILRT D LD HRNE
2D, LnL, BEfFOT —F X—ADWEHEELZ LT+ 5 Z LiE, ekt
GBI 2 D Z &ATlE D BERTT I DR E . Bk OIRE % 15 T H8L
THITITRE RN S, oK E LTix, ABFZE A L7z INTDB Tik
72K, BAIMET — X322 (Japan Trauma Data Bank) ZfEMAT 52 L 6%
Z5Hivd, JTDB OIEFEE AL TAIS (Abbreviated Injury Scale) HJESE
2aT7 3ULOIMEERTHHD) 7o EMRHY . JNTDB &35 5, JTDB Dif
FNEATFFE OFLPH CTlL i3, A B OO BICAIT 3E L L CTRE L7z
A%

AR D5 HTIE INTDB @ 9 B AR 6GCS 2 =7 8 LU T O EIEEFNZRE L T
AT o723, ST OFERD AUC DEIZE <. 3 DDFET /LT X THEIEHIIME
BEOTERTIIAMTHL Z L 2P L TWD, 2F, INTDBILZHAD
HSES MBI BT 23— DT — X R—= A TH LT, RO ZY
PEMOT — 2 N DRRGEEHN T 5 Z EIEHR TV, KRBl H#EThR JNTDB
ERWTONT IS, AROTF—ZIC X D5ERE ORGEE £t 5 TETH
Do

BT, AWFFETIZ. TRISS OAMNIFHE 217 © Bi2id DRFERsRR GET -
A1) | ERAVWTREEERTT > T %, CRASH 1 L OY IMPACT DA ERETAR 24T 9 B

W21 [55# 6 2> H @ Favorable/Unfavorable outcome| % HWNTHRiEEAZTT >
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TW5, BESNEAIC DEITWTR S @V, ZOBEOEEIZ LY TRISS
& CRASH 35 L OY IMPACT D HEHGEHIIAS T & 2 6 D TIEAR U,

AWML OBIERFIE L LT, BARANO/NE O BEIEBRHESME O T ]IE 7 /L A e
L7-[28], 4lal, TRISS, CRASH, 35X TN IMPACT &7 VAIMTMRGEET 5 Z L 1T
L0, BPETOEMAOEHEEZROENT L ENRTELLEEIBND,

YaA
=1}

TRISS. CRASH. I XWIMPACT FHIET VOITRAEEZIT o T2fE R,
5DET IVIZHARKDOBEIEFHETIMED THRO THNIZHEZN TH D Z EMH LN E 72
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	原本　3 主論文の和訳の要約 .pdf

