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Abstract 

Introduction: Generative Artificial Intelligence, particularly large language models (LLMs), 

offers transformative potential for Health Economics and Outcomes Research (HEOR). 

However, evaluating the quality, transparency, and rigor of LLM-assisted research lacks 

standardized guidance. This article introduces the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework and checklist, 

designed to support researchers and reviewers in assessing LLM use in HEOR. 

Methods: The ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework was developed through a targeted review of 

existing guidelines and evaluation frameworks. The framework comprises ten evaluation 

domains, including model characteristics, accuracy, comprehensiveness, and fairness. The 

accompanying checklist operationalizes the framework. To validate the framework, we applied it 

to two published studies, demonstrating its usability across different HEOR tasks. 

Results: The ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework provides a comprehensive structure for evaluating 

LLM-assisted research, while the checklist facilitates practical application. Validation of the 

framework and checklist on studies of systematic literature reviews and health economic 

modeling highlighted their ability to identify strengths and gaps in reporting. 

Limitations: While the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework provides robust guidance, its broader 

generalizability and applicability to diverse HEOR tasks require further empirical testing. 

Additionally, several metrics adapted from computer science, need further validation in HEOR 

contexts. 

Conclusion: The ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework and checklist fill a critical gap in HEOR by 

offering structured guidance for evaluating LLM-assisted research. By promoting transparency, 

accuracy, and reproducibility, they aim to standardize and improve the integration of LLMs into 

HEOR, ensuring their outputs meet the field’s rigorous standards. 
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The ELEVATE-AI LLMs Framework: An Evaluation Framework for Use of Large 

Language Models in HEOR: an ISPOR Working Group Report 

 

Introduction  

Generative Artificial Intelligence (AI), particularly foundation models including Large Language 

Models (LLMs), is poised to transform Health Economics and Outcomes Research (HEOR) by 

streamlining traditionally labor-intensive tasks1. Health Technology Assessment (HTA) bodies 

have already begun addressing the implications of using generative AI in their evaluation 

processes. For instance, the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) in the UK 

has issued a Statement of Intent 2 to describe their approach to AI in general as well as a position 

statement that covers the principles that should be adhered to when generative AI is used in 

submissions 3. Despite its transformative potential, the use of generative AI in scientific 

endeavors presents challenges that demand rigorous and structured evaluation frameworks 

tailored to HEOR applications. 

The evolution of AI over the past decade, marked by the emergence of foundation models trained 

on vast datasets through self-supervised learning, has shifted the paradigm from task-specific 

systems to versatile, multi-purpose tools 4,5. The release of ChatGPT in late 2022 popularized 

user-friendly interfaces for LLMs, making advanced AI accessible to researchers and 

practitioners across various fields, including HEOR 1,6. Examples of widely available foundation 

models include Google’s Gemini, OpenAI’s GPT series, Anthropic’s Claude, and Meta’s Llama 
4.  Increasingly, these models are multimodal, capable of processing data beyond text, such as 

images, videos, and audio, while retaining their foundation as LLMs. 

Within HEOR, LLMs are already demonstrating their potential to enhance systematic literature 

reviews (SLRs), health economic modeling (HEM), and real-world evidence (RWE) generation. 

In SLRs, LLMs can assist with abstract and full-text screening, bias assessment, data extraction, 

and automating meta-analysis code, accelerating evidence synthesis 7-17. For HEM, foundation 

models can replicate existing frameworks, generate de novo models, validate assumptions, and 

adapt outputs for diverse populations or platforms, improving efficiency and scalability 18-21. In 

RWE generation, LLMs facilitate the integration of unstructured electronic health record (EHR) 
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data into analyzable datasets, enabling researchers to draw insights from multimodal sources 

such as genomics and imaging 22-29. While these applications offer significant promise, 

challenges such as hallucinations, data inaccuracies, and the need for human oversight 

underscore the importance of robust evaluation standards 1. 

This article, developed by the ISPOR Working Group on Generative AI, introduces the 

ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework: an Evaluation Framework for Use of Large Language Models 

focused on Evidence, Transparency, and Efficiency. The framework provides structured criteria 

for evaluating LLM-generated outputs in HEOR research, emphasizing accuracy, transparency, 

and reproducibility. Designed to support both researchers and reviewers, ELEVATE-AI LLMs 

aims to standardize reporting practices and ensure the quality of AI-augmented studies. The 

framework was validated using two distinct use cases—one in SLR and one in HEM—

illustrating how it can guide the integration of generative AI into HEOR while maintaining 

scientific rigor.  

Methods 

The ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework was developed through a multi-step process combining a 

targeted literature review, iterative framework development, and validation through application 

to published studies. To inform the framework development, we conducted a targeted review of 

guidelines, frameworks, and reporting standards related to artificial intelligence (AI) and large 

language models (LLMs) in healthcare and HEOR. This exploratory review focused on 

foundational principles and methodologies from fields such as machine learning, systematic 

reviews, and health technology assessment (HTA). While not a systematic review, it captured key 

insights to guide framework design. We prioritized widely cited frameworks, including, 

HELM30, and PALISADE31, as well as emerging AI-specific guidelines like PRISMA-AI32, 

TRIPOD+AI33, and RAISE34. Literature was identified through PubMed searches using AI- and 

HEOR-relevant keywords, supplemented by references from key papers and the authors’ 

expertise. Although limited in scope, the review provided a robust foundation for adapting 

general principles to HEOR applications. 

Using findings from the literature review, we identified and defined key evaluation domains 

relevant to LLM applications in HEOR. Reporting guidelines were developed to ensure the 

framework’s applicability across diverse HEOR tasks, such as SLRs and HEM  The framework 
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was validated by applying it to two published studies: systematic literature review (Robinson et 

al.) 14 and health economic modeling (Reason et al.) 21. These worked examples demonstrated the 

framework’s utility in evaluating LLM-generated outputs, identifying both strengths and gaps in 

reporting across its domains.  

Results  

Review of Existing Frameworks for Evaluating LLMs 

A range of regulations and guidelines has emerged to ensure the responsible use of AI, including 

foundation models and LLMs, in healthcare and research. These frameworks address risk 

management, transparency, and compliance with legal standards, aiming to mitigate risks such as 

bias, privacy violations, and safety concerns while fostering innovation. However, most 

frameworks are general and not specifically tailored to HEOR use cases, highlighting the need 

for a dedicated evaluation framework like ELEVATE-AI LLMs. 

Broad guidelines and frameworks, such as the White House Executive Order on AI35 and the 

NIST AI Risk Management Framework36,37, emphasize transparency, accountability, and risk 

assessment across AI systems. While not specific to HEOR, they provide foundational guidance 

for evaluating AI, including LLMs, in healthcare. In contrast, healthcare-specific frameworks, 

such as those from the World Health Organization (WHO) and the National Academy of 

Medicine (NAM), offer ethical guidelines for AI deployment in clinical and research settings, 

stressing equity, bias mitigation, and privacy protection38-40. Regulatory agencies have also 

begun addressing AI in healthcare. The European Medicines Agency (EMA) and the U.S. Food 

and Drug Administration (FDA) have issued guidance for AI applications across the drug 

development lifecycle, focusing on transparency, data quality, and lifecycle management 
41,42,43,44. The National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) in the UK has recently 

issued a Statement of Intent and a position statement on AI in evidence generation 2,3, 

emphasizing validation, bias detection, and data integrity.  However, most HTA bodies have yet 

to develop specific guidelines for AI in HEOR1. 

Frameworks from computer science and biomedical informatics, such as the Holistic Evaluation 

of Language Models (HELM)30, offer multi-dimensional approaches to evaluating AI systems, 

emphasizing metrics like accuracy, robustness, and fairness. Similarly, the framework by Bedi et 
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al.45 adapts these principles for healthcare, focusing on transparency, equity, and rigorous 

validation. These frameworks provide critical insights into the evaluation of AI models, 

including LLMs, for HEOR tasks. In addition, published reporting guidelines inform the 

development of HEOR-specific frameworks. The PALISADE Checklist31 highlights 

transparency and accountability in AI and machine learning (ML) applications, addressing key 

elements such as algorithm purpose, resource requirements, reproducibility, and explainability. 

The TRIPOD+AI33 statement provides a 27-item checklist for reporting clinical prediction 

models, prioritizing transparency and rigorous documentation. Emerging guidelines, such as 

PRISMA-AI32 and RAISE34, focus on integrating AI tools into systematic reviews, ensuring 

transparency, reproducibility, and ethical use in evidence synthesis. The REFORMS checklist46, 

while not specific to generative AI, outlines principles for reporting machine learning studies, 

offering insights into reproducibility and model performance. Collectively, these frameworks and 

guidelines provide a foundation for addressing the challenges and opportunities presented by 

LLMs in healthcare and HEOR. They have directly informed the development of the ELEVATE-

AI LLMs framework, which adapts these principles to evaluate LLMs in HEOR tasks such as 

SLRs and HEM. 

The ELEVATE-AI LLMs Framework and Checklist:  

The ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework is designed to guide the evaluation of HEOR research 

involving LLMs by focusing on both the foundational characteristics of the models and the 

quality of their outputs (Figure 1). Adapted from the HELM and Bedi et al.’s frameworks 30,45, 

the  ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework has been tailored specifically for HEOR applications 

(Table 1). While retaining the core domains proposed by Bedi et al., two additional domains—

Model Characteristics and Reproducibility Protocols and Generalizability—were introduced to 

address the unique requirements of HEOR research. ELEVATE-AI LLMs includes reporting 

guidelines for each domain, ensuring transparency, reproducibility, and applicability across 

various HEOR applications (e.g., SLRs, HEM, RWE generation) and their sub-tasks (e.g., 

abstract screening, meta-analyses, model structure development, parameter estimation). Below, 

we describe briefly each of the 10 proposed domains. Each domain is also assigned a level of 

maturity: a high level of maturity indicates that the metrics needed for this domain are available, 

while a low level of maturity highlights the need for further work to identify appropriate metrics, 
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which may vary depending on the specific task (e.g., abstract screening might require different 

metrics than health state identification in a HEM). The accompanying checklist is presented in 

Table 2.  

 

Figure 1: The ELEVATE-AI LLM Framework 

 

 

Table 1: An Evaluation Framework for Large-language models focused on Evidence, 
Transparency, and Efficiency (The ELEVATE-AI LLMs Framework) (adapted from 
HELM and Bedi et al.) 

Domain Name Domain Description Reporting Guidelines Level of 
Maturity of 
Domain 
Measurement 

Model Characteristics Describes the model’s 
foundational 
characteristics, such as 
name, version, developer, 
model access, license, 
release date, architecture, 
training data, and fine-
tuning performed for 
specific tasks. 

- Provide details of the model, 
including name, version, 
developer(s), release date, 
license (e.g. commercial or 
open-source), access (e.g., links 
to the models), architecture (e.g., 
transformer-based). 
 - Describe training data, 
including domain-specific 
sources (e.g., PubMed) and any 
fine-tuning performed. 

High 

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/39405325/
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Accuracy Assessment Measures how closely the 
model’s output aligns 
with the correct or 
expected answer, 
evaluating precision, 
relevance, and 
correctness. 

- Compare results against human 
benchmarks or gold-standard 
datasets for validation. 
- If appropriate for the task at 
hand, report metrics (e.g., 
Precision, Recall, F1 Score, 
AUC). These metrics will not be 
applicable to all tasks.  
 

Medium – 
further work 
required on 
adapting 
AI/ML metrics 
to HEOR 
studies and 
identifying 
appropriate 
metrics for 
specific tasks.  
 

Comprehensiveness 
Assessment 

Assesses how thoroughly 
the model’s output 
addresses all aspects of 
the task, ensuring 
completeness, coherence, 
and critical coverage. 

- Evaluate completeness by 
comparing outputs to 
benchmarks, such as published 
reviews or models.  
 - Use expert evaluations to 
confirm critical elements are 
addressed. 

High 

Factuality Verification Evaluates whether the 
model’s output is accurate 
and based on verifiable 
sources, identifying 
hallucinated or non-
existent citations. 

- Explain methods to verify 
factual accuracy (e.g., expert 
review, source validation). 
- Document discrepancies and 
corrective actions taken. 

High 

Reproducibility Protocols and 
Generalizability 

Ensures methods and 
outputs can be 
independently verified by 
documenting workflows, 
sharing code, and 
specifying 
hyperparameters. 
Evaluates generalizability 
of approach proposed  

- List reproducibility protocols, 
including training code, query 
phrasing, and hyperparameters.  
- Share workflows to facilitate 
independent verification. 
- Address generalizability of 
methods to similar research 
questions 

High 

Robustness Checks Tests the model’s 
resilience to input 
variations, such as 
typographical errors or 
ambiguous queries. 

- Document robustness tests, 
including handling of typos, 
adversarial inputs, or ambiguous 
phrasing.  
- Report any changes in 
performance under these 
conditions. 

High 

Fairness and Bias Monitoring Evaluates whether the 
model’s output is 
equitableand free from 
harmful biases or 
stereotypes across diverse 
groups and contexts. 

- Monitor fairness by checking 
for bias in outputs related to 
gender, age, ethnicity, or other 
demographics. 
- If appropriate, use fairness 
metrics like demographic parity 
and document corrective actions 
if biases are identified. 

Low – the use 
of metrics to 
assess fairness 
and bias is an 
ongoing area 
of research  

Deployment Context and 
Efficiency Metrics 

Examines the technical 
setup, resource 
requirements, and 
efficiency metrics to 
evaluate practical 
feasibility. 

- Describe deployment setup, 
including hardware (e.g., 
NVIDIA A100 GPUs) and 
software (e.g., TensorFlow, 
PyTorch) and runnable 
deployment code (e.g., via 
Docker)  

High 
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- Report efficiency metrics like 
processing time, scalability, and 
resource efficiency. 

Calibration and Uncertainty Measures how well the 
model conveys 
uncertainty in its outputs, 
including confidence 
levels and its ability to 
handle ambiguity 
appropriately. 

- If appropriate for the task at 
hand, describe calibration 
methods and metrics appropriate 
for the task (e.g. Expected 
Calibration Error) 
- Specify thresholds for flagging 
outputs requiring manual review 
(e.g. percent of abstracts 
included in screening in SLR) 

Low – the use 
of metrics to 
evaluate 
calibration and 
uncertainty is 
an ongoing 
area of 
research 

Security and Privacy 
Measures 

Assesses adherence to 
security, privacy, and data 
protection standards and 
regulations, including 
anonymization, secure 
handling, and compliance 
with regulations like 
GDPR or HIPAA, if 
appropriate. 

- Describe security protocols, 
such as data encryption, 
anonymization, and access 
controls. 
- Ensure compliance with 
regulations like GDPR or HIPAA 
if appropriate 
-Document measures to 
safeguard intellectual property 
and copyright.  

Low: 
identifying the 
appropriate 
metrics for this 
domain is an 
ongoing area 
of research 

Overall Score Calculates an overall 
score for the evaluation 
using the checklist  

Assign 3 points for each domain 
rated as Clearly Reported, 2 
points for Ambiguous, and 1 
point for Not Reported. Sum the 
points across all domains to 
calculate the overall score. 
 

Low: the 
usefulness of 
this score will 
need to be 
further  
evaluated 
through 
feedback from 
the HEOR 
community 

AUC = Area under the curve; GDPR = General Data Protection Regulation; GPU = Graphics Processing Unit; LLM 

= large language model; HIPAA = Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act;  

 

Model Characteristics: This domain emphasizes documenting the foundational features of the 

model, including its name, version, developer, release date, access (e.g., links to the models), 

license (commercial or open-source, re-use restrictions etc.), architecture (e.g., transformer-

based), and training data sources. Reporting guidelines require details on training data, including 

domain-specific sources (e.g., PubMed or proprietary clinical notes) as well as any domain-

specific fine-tuning performed to adapt the model for particular tasks.  (Level of maturity: 

high).  

Accuracy Assessment: Evaluating the accuracy of a model is essential to understand how 

closely its outputs align with correct answers. Validation can be achieved through comparisons 
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against human benchmarks or gold-standard datasets. An ongoing area of work involves 

reviewing accuracy metrics used in the AI/ML field and establishing whether they can be applied 

to HEOR tasks. These might include general AI/ML metrics such as precision, recall, F1 Score, 

and area under the curve (AUC), as well as natural language processing (NLP)-specific metrics 

(e.g., BLEU) and application-specific metrics (e.g., GREEN for radiology report generation)47.  

Future work will involve proposing metrics tailored to specific HEOR application tasks (e.g., 

SLRs, HEM, and their sub-tasks). (Level of maturity: medium).  

Comprehensiveness Assessment: To ensure outputs are comprehensive, the framework assesses 

whether all aspects of a given task are addressed coherently and completely.  Outputs should be 

compared to benchmark publications and expert review can confirm that critical elements are 

included.  (Level of maturity: high). 

Factuality Verification: This domain requires methods to verify the accuracy of outputs (e.g., 

expert review, source validation) and mandates documentation of any discrepancies or corrective 

actions taken to address hallucinated or fabricated material, such as citations17. (Level of 

maturity: high).  

Reproducibility Protocols and Generalizability: Reproducibility is critical in science, ensuring 

that findings can be independently validated and trusted to inform policy, clinical decision-

making, and resource allocation. This domain calls for documenting workflows, training code, 

query phrasing, and hyperparameters to enable independent verification of findings 46,48.  It 

should be noted that even with current open-source models, hyperparameters may not always be 

fully available and interpretable. This domain also includes generalizability, assessing whether 

the proposed approach can be broadly applied. If generative AI tools are too narrowly tailored to 

a particular problem, their generalizability to other research questions may be limited. (Level of 

maturity: high) 

Robustness Checks: This domain evaluates the model’s resilience to input variations, such as 

typographical errors or ambiguous phrasing. Reporting guidelines recommend documenting 

these tests and reporting any changes in performance under such conditions. (Level of maturity: 

high). 
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Fairness and Bias: This domain focuses on monitoring fairness and bias to ensure outputs are 

equitable and free from harmful biases.  It recommends conducting fairness assessments across 

sociodemographics (e.g., gender, age, ethnicity) and using metrics like demographic parity 49-51.  

As this is still an area of active research, understanding which metrics to use and how to apply 

them will require some training and development, particularly for applications in the HEOR 

field.  (Level of maturity: low).  

Deployment Context and Efficiency Metrics: This domain examines the technical aspects of 

the model deployment, requiring descriptions of the setup (e.g., hardware like NVIDIA GPUs, 

software frameworks like TensorFlow or PyTorch, and whether runnable deployment code, such 

as via Docker, is provided).  It also includes metrics such as processing time, scalability, and 

resource efficiency.  For example, time to generate outputs in tasks like SLRs and HEMs is 

highlighted as an important metric. (Level of maturity: high).  

Calibration and Uncertainty: This domain ensures that the model conveys confidence levels 

appropriately and effectively handles ambiguity.  Similar to accuracy metrics, ongoing work 

involves reviewing metrics used in the AI/ML field, such as Expected Calibration Error (ECE),52 

and determining their applicability to HEOR tasks.  For example, setting thresholds for manual 

review of abstracts is one approach to evaluating uncertainty in abstract and full text screening in 

SLRs30. These metrics have not yet commonly employed in the HEOR field and will require 

further development and testing to understand how best to apply them in HEOR use cases. 

(Level of maturity: low).  

Security and Privacy: This domain assesses adherence to AI regulations and data protection 

standards, requiring descriptions of security protocols (e.g., encryption, anonymization, access 

controls) and compliance with regulations such as GDPR or HIPAA (if appropriate).  It also 

emphasizes measures to safeguard intellectual property and copyright, ensuring trust and 

integrity in AI research1. (Level of maturity: low).  

Overall Score: A streamlined scoring system rates each domain on a three-point scale: Clearly 

Reported (3 points), Ambiguous (2 points), or Not Reported (1 point). This standardized 

approach helps reviewers efficiently assess reporting quality, identifying both strengths and areas 

for improvement. “Clearly Reported” signifies full adherence to domain criteria, “Ambiguous” 

reflects partial fulfillment or unclear reporting, and “Not Reported” indicates missing 
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information. The total score is calculated by summing points across all domains, offering a 

quantitative measure of reporting quality. Higher scores denote more rigorous and transparent 

reporting, while lower scores highlight areas needing improvement. (Level of maturity: low). 

 

Table 2: ELEVATE-AI LLMs Checklist for Evaluating LLM Use in HEOR Research  

Model Characteristics 
Is the model’s name, version, developer, release date, license (e.g., open-source or commercial), and architecture 
described? 
Are the training data sources (e.g., domain-specific datasets like PubMed) and fine-tuning details provided? 

Accuracy Assessment 
Are task-specific accuracy metrics (e.g., Precision, Recall, F1 Score) reported, where applicable (accounting for 
the fact that different metrics will be relevant for different tasks) ?  
Are outputs validated against human benchmarks or gold-standard datasets? 

Comprehensiveness Assessment 
Are outputs compared to relevant benchmarks (e.g., published reviews, validated models) to ensure 
completeness? 
Is there expert evaluation confirming all critical elements of the task are addressed? 

Factuality Verification 
Are methods for verifying the factual accuracy of outputs (e.g., cross-referencing with sources, expert review) 
described? 
Are discrepancies and corrective actions documented? 

Reproducibility Protocols and Generalizability 
Are reproducibility protocols (e.g., training code, query phrasing, hyperparameters) shared? 
Are workflows provided to support independent verification? 
Is the generalizability of the approach and methods to similar research questions addressed? 

Robustness Checks 
Are robustness tests (e.g., handling typographical errors, ambiguous queries) documented? 
Are changes in model performance under these conditions reported? 

Fairness and Bias Monitoring 
Are outputs evaluated for biases or stereotypes related to gender, age, ethnicity, or other demographics? 
Are fairness metrics (e.g., demographic parity) used (if applicable) , and corrective actions for identified biases 
documented? 

Deployment Context and Efficiency Metrics 
Are deployment setup details (e.g., hardware, software, runnable deployment code) clearly described? 
Are efficiency metrics (e.g., processing time, scalability, resource usage) reported? 

Calibration and Uncertainty 
Are calibration methods (e.g., Expected Calibration Error) described (if applicable) ? 
Are thresholds for manual review of outputs (e.g., ambiguous cases flagged in systematic reviews) specified? 
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Security and Privacy Measures 
Are security protocols (e.g., encryption, anonymization, access controls) documented? 
Is compliance with regulations like GDPR or HIPAA reported, if applicable? 
Is compliance with intellectual property and copyright law documented ?  
 
Overall Score: Assign 3 points for each domain rated as Clearly Reported, 2 points for Ambiguous, and 1 point 
for Not Reported. Sum the points across all domains to calculate the overall score. 
 

 

Applications of the ELEVATE-AI LLMs Framework to HEOR Activities 

To demonstrate its utility, the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework was applied to two key tasks in 

HEOR: SLR abstract screening for systematic literature reviews and the development of a cost-

effectiveness model (Supplemental Material). These examples illustrate the framework’s 

flexibility and its ability to guide evaluations across diverse research activities within HEOR. 

While these tasks highlight specific applications, the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework is 

designed to be broadly applicable to a wide range of HEOR tasks involving LLM assistance, 

extending beyond the examples provided. 

 

Validating the ELEVATE-AI LLMs Framework: Application to two Published Use Cases in 

HEOR 

To validate the checklist and demonstrate its utility, the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework was 

applied to two HEOR publications: one focused on SLR abstract screening14 and the other on 

health economic modeling for cost-effectiveness analysis21.  Chat-GPT 4.o was used to produce a 

first draft of the evaluation, the prompt is provided in Box 1. Careful review and editing of AI -

generated output was conducted by the authors. Tables 3 and 4 illustrate how the framework 

systematically assesses LLMs for these applications and show its adaptability to different HEOR 

tasks. 

Application to a SLR Publication: 

Table 3 shows the application of the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework to evaluate the Bio-

SIEVE model in the SLR study by Robinson et al.14.  This study investigates the use of LLMs to 

automate title and abstract screening for SLR in the biomedical field and assesses the 

performance of LLMs in exclusion reasoning, (i.e., providing the rationale for excluding an 

abstract). The model, instruction-tuned on LLaMA and Guanaco, uses a 7B parameter 
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architecture with quantization (4-bit LoRA) and was trained on 7,330 Cochrane systematic 

reviews, focusing on inclusion/exclusion criteria. Fine-tuning was validated with a curated 

safety-first test set to ensure task-specific performance.  Accuracy metrics such as precision, 

recall, and overall accuracy demonstrated superior performance compared to logistic regression 

and other LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT).  Comprehensiveness was validated against gold-standard 

datasets and expert reviews to ensure no relevant abstracts were missed.  Factuality verification 

involved cross-checking inclusion/exclusion decisions with expert datasets, with discrepancies 

documented and addressed. Reproducibility protocols included detailed documentation of fine-

tuning parameters and workflows, with publicly available code and weights for independent 

validation. The methods are likely generalizable to other medical domains. Robustness was 

assessed by varying input prompts, with Bio-SIEVE consistently excluding irrelevant abstracts. 

Fairness and bias monitoring were not explicitly measured. Deployment metrics, including 

hardware specifications (e.g., 4 A100 GPUs) and processing time (e.g., 1.39 seconds per 

sample), highlighted scalability. Calibration and uncertainty measures were limited, relying on 

manual validation without explicit thresholds for ambiguous cases. Security and privacy were 

addressed through anonymization and secure handling of Cochrane data, but copyright protection 

was not discussed. Compliance with HIPAA or GDPR would not be relevant to this type of 

study.  

In summary, the application of Bio-SIEVE study by Robinson et al. 14 found that 6 domains were 

“clearly reported”, 2 were “ambiguous” and 2 were “not reported”.  As expected, three out of the 

four domains that were evaluated as ambiguous or not reported (Fairness and Bias Monitoring, 

Calibration and Uncertainty, Security and Privacy Measures) correspond to domains with a low 

level of maturity for metrics, further highlighting the need for future work to identify the useful 

metrics for these domains.  

 

Table 3: Application of the ELEVATE-AI LLMs Checklist to a Systematic Literature 
Review Study (Robinson et al.) 14 

Checklist Questions Domain Assessment 
1. Model Characteristics Clearly Reported 
Is the model’s name, version, developer, release date, 
license (e.g., open-source or commercial), and 
architecture described?   
Are the training data sources (e.g., domain-specific 
datasets like PubMed) and fine-tuning details 
provided? 

The Bio-SIEVE model is based on instruction-tuned 
versions of LLaMA7B and Guanaco7B, using a 7B 
parameter architecture with quantization (4-bit). BIO-
SIEVE is not open-source, although several elements 
(e.g., code, parameters) are provided. The publication 
date is 2023.  Training involved 7,330 systematic 
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reviews from Cochrane, focusing on 
inclusion/exclusion criteria and reasoning for abstract 
exclusion. Instruction fine-tuning was conducted to 
improve performance on systematic review tasks.  
 

2. Accuracy Assessment Clearly Reported 
Are task specific accuracy metrics (e.g., Precision, 
Recall, F1 Score) reported where applicable 
(accounting for the fact that different metrics will be 
relevant for different tasks)?  
Are outputs validated against human benchmarks or 
gold-standard datasets? 
 
 

The paper reports precision, recall, and accuracy 
metrics for inclusion/exclusion tasks, comparing Bio-
SIEVE’s performance to baseline models (e.g., logistic 
regression) and other LLMs like ChatGPT. Bio-SIEVE 
achieved higher recall and accuracy for 
inclusion/exclusion but underperformed in exclusion 
reasoning, where ChatGPT demonstrated better results. 
 

3. Comprehensiveness Assessment Clearly Reported 
Are outputs compared to relevant benchmarks (e.g., 
published reviews, validated models) to ensure 
completeness?  
Is there expert evaluation confirming all critical 
elements of the task are addressed? 
 

Bio-SIEVE’s outputs were validated against gold-
standard datasets (e.g., Cochrane) and expert-annotated 
safety-first subsets. The Bio-SIEVE Guanaco7B 
(Single) achieved a precision of 0.85 and a recall of 
0.82 on the test set, demonstrating a strong balance 
between minimizing false positives and capturing 
relevant abstracts (but performed less well on the 
safety-first subset). Expert validation confirmed no 
critical gaps in inclusion, aligning with the goal of 
capturing all potentially relevant abstracts during 
screening.. 
 

4. Factuality Verification Clearly Reported 
Are methods for verifying the factual accuracy of 
outputs (e.g., cross-referencing with sources, expert 
review) described?  
Are discrepancies and corrective actions documented? 

Exclusion reasoning and inclusion/exclusion decisions 
were cross-referenced with expert-annotated datasets. 
Discrepancies (e.g. missed inclusions) were 
documented and analyzed, with manual reviews of 
ambiguous cases ensuring factual reliability. 
 

5. Reproducibility Protocols and Generalizability Clearly Reported 
Are reproducibility protocols (e.g., training code, query 
phrasing, hyperparameters) shared?  
Are workflows provided to support independent 
verification?  
Is the generalizability of the approach and methods to 
similar research questions addressed? 
 

Detailed reproducibility information includes fine-
tuning parameters (e.g., batch size, learning rate), pre-
processing workflows, and access to training datasets. 
Access to code and adapter weights is provided on 
HuggingFace. The approach is generalizable to abstract 
screening tasks in other medical domains. 

6. Robustness Checks Clearly Reported 
Are robustness tests (e.g., handling typographical 
errors, ambiguous queries) documented?  
Are changes in model performance under these 
conditions reported? 

Robustness was tested by varying input prompts and 
testing irrelevancy exclusions (e.g. pairing abstracts 
with unrelated topics). Bio-SIEVE consistently 
excluded irrelevant abstracts, demonstrating robustness 
to input variations. 
 

7. Fairness and Bias Monitoring Not Reported 
Are outputs evaluated for biases or stereotypes related 
to gender, age, ethnicity, or other demographics?  
Are fairness metrics (e.g., demographic parity) used (if 
applicable) , and corrective actions for identified biases 
documented? 

Fairness metrics, such as demographic parity, or bias in 
inclusion/exclusion decisions, were not explicitly 
assessed. Population biases were not evaluated.  
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8. Deployment Context and Metrics Ambiguous 
Are deployment setup details (e.g., hardware, software, 
runnable deployment code) clearly described? 
Are efficiency metrics (e.g., processing time, 
scalability, resource usage) reported? 

The Bio-SIEVE Guanaco7B models were trained on 4 
NVIDIA A100 80GB GPUs for 24-40 hours, 
depending on the model. Inference time was reported 
as 1.39 seconds per sample on an RTX 3090 GPU, but 
context (e.g., batch size) and memory usage metrics 
were not provided. 
 

9. Calibration and Uncertainty Ambiguous 
Is the model’s uncertainty quantified and explicitly 
reported (if applicable)? Are thresholds for manual 
review of outputs (e.g., ambiguous cases flagged in 
systematic reviews) specified? 

Confidence in inclusion/exclusion decisions was not 
explicitly quantified. Manual validation of safety-first 
decisions suggests effective uncertainty management, 
but explicit thresholds were not defined. 
 

10. Security and Privacy Measures Not Reported 
Are security protocols (e.g., encryption, 
anonymization, access controls) documented? 
Is compliance with regulations like GDPR or HIPAA 
reported, if applicable? 
Is compliance with intellectual property and copyright 
law documented ? 

Compliance with AI regulations, copyright protection, 
and data security were not discussed. Patient-level data 
was not used, minimizing direct privacy risks. 

Overall Score: Assign 3 points for each domain rated 
as Clearly Reported, 2 points for Ambiguous, and 1 
point for Not Reported. Sum the points across all 
domains to calculate the overall score. 
 

Clearly Reported: 6, Ambiguous: 2, Not Reported: 
2 
Total Score = 24/30  

GPU = Graphics Processing Unit; LLM = Large Language Model  

 

Application to a Health Economic Modeling Publication:  

Table 4 demonstrates the application of the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework to a health 

economic modeling study by Reason et al. 21. The study explores the feasibility of using GPT-4 

to automatically program health economic models. Specifically, the study aims to replicate two 

existing health economic analyses: the cost-effectiveness of nivolumab versus docetaxel for non-

small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) and nivolumab plus ipilimumab versus sunitinib and pazopanib 

for renal cell carcinoma (RCC). The authors provided a detailed description of GPT-4, the LLM 

used in their study. Accuracy was demonstrated by replicating published three-state models 

(progression-free, progressed disease, and death states) with outputs aligning closely to 

benchmark results, as assessed by comparing incremental cost-effectiveness ratios (ICERs) to 

published values.  For NSCLC models, 93% of runs were error-free, while RCC models required 

simplification but still achieved accuracy within 1% of published ICERs. Precision and recall 

metrics are not applicable to this use case.  Comprehensiveness was validated through 

benchmarking and replication of complete models, though the need to simplify complex RCC 
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calculations highlighted some limitations. Factuality verification cross-referenced ICERs and 

transition values with published sources, with minor discrepancies attributed to differences in 

discounting methods. Reproducibility was supported by detailed prompts, API parameters, and 

automation workflows, with generated R scripts made publicly available. Generalizability was 

not discussed.  Robustness was tested by varying prompts, revealing limitations in handling 

atypical scenarios, such as overly complex calculations for RCC. Fairness was not explicitly 

addressed, as the study focused on technical replication rather than equity considerations. 

Deployment relied on Python and R scripts processed on mid-range GPUs, with generation times 

averaging 715 seconds for NSCLC and 956 seconds for RCC. Scalability was improved through 

automation workflows. Calibration and uncertainty were evaluated qualitatively, with minor 

ICER variability noted across runs. Security and privacy were addressed by using dummy data to 

replace sensitive inputs, and the authors suggested private LLM instances as a future solution to 

enhance security and intellectual property protections. 

The health economic modeling study by Reason et al. 21 effectively demonstrated the use of 

LLMs in cost-effectiveness modeling but omitted information required for several domains in the 

ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework. The evaluation found that 6 domains were “clearly reported”, 

2 were “ambiguous” and 2 were “not reported”.  Two out of the four domains that were 

evaluated as ambiguous or not reported (Fairness and Bias Monitoring, Calibration and 

Uncertainty) correspond to domains with a low level of maturity for metrics. Two of the 

domains, Model Characteristics and Reproducibility Protocols and Generalizability were 

evaluated as Ambiguous, but it would not be difficult for the authors in further iterations to 

report the appropriate information for these domains, indicating why the ELEVATE-AI LLMs 

framework has an important role to play in standardizing what authors might report.  

 

Table 4: Application of the ELEVATE-AI LLMs Checklist to a Health Economic Modeling 
Study (Reason et al.) 21 

Checklist Questions Domain Assessment 
1. Model Characteristics Ambiguous 
Is the model’s name, version, developer, release date, 
license (e.g., open-source or commercial), and 
architecture described?  
Are the training data sources (e.g., domain-specific 
datasets like PubMed) and fine-tuning details 
provided? 

The study utilized GPT-4, a transformer-based large 
language model developed by OpenAI, a commercial 
model. Specific GPT-4 model release date was not 
specified. The model was accessed via API, and no 
specific fine-tuning for health economic modeling was 
reported.  
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GPT-4 training data includes general-purpose datasets. 
Explicit adaptation for health economic modeling tasks 
was absent. In this study, domain-specific functionality 
was achieved through iterative development of 
contextual prompts. 
 

2. Accuracy Assessment Clearly Reported 
Are task specific accuracy metrics (e.g., Precision, 
Recall, F1 Score) reported where applicable 
(accounting for the fact that different metrics will be 
relevant for different tasks)?? 
Are outputs validated against human benchmarks or 
gold-standard datasets? 
 
 

Accuracy was assessed by comparing model outputs to 
the published model results. For NSCLC, 93% of runs 
were completely error-free; for RCC, 60% of runs 
required simplification but were error-free. ICERs 
were within 1% of published values. 

3. Comprehensiveness Assessment Clearly Reported 
Are outputs compared to relevant benchmarks (e.g., 
published reviews, validated models) to ensure 
completeness? 
Is there expert evaluation confirming all critical 
elements of the task are addressed? 
 

Outputs replicated complete three-state models, 
including progression-free, progressed disease, and 
death states. Simplification of complex RCC model 
steps was noted. Benchmarking against published 
results ensured alignment. 

4. Factuality Verification Clearly Reported 
Are methods for verifying the factual accuracy of 
outputs (e.g., cross-referencing with sources, expert 
review) described? 
Are discrepancies and corrective actions documented? 

ICERs and transition values were cross-referenced with 
published models. Minor discrepancies (e.g., 
discounting assumptions) were documented and 
attributed to differences in software calculation 
methods. 
 

5. Reproducibility Protocols and Generalizability Ambiguous 
Are reproducibility protocols (e.g., training code, query 
phrasing, hyperparameters) shared? 
Are workflows provided to support independent 
verification? 
Is the generalizability of the approach methods to 
similar research questions addressed? 
 

Prompts, API parameters, and Python-based 
automation workflows were described, enabling 
reproducibility. Generated R scripts are publicly 
available for independent validation. The approach is 
likely not generalizable as it creates 100s of prompts 
that are very specific to the two models under 
consideration. 
 

6. Robustness Checks Clearly Reported 
Are robustness tests (e.g., handling typographical 
errors, ambiguous queries) documented? 
Are changes in model performance under these 
conditions reported? 
 

Robustness was tested through prompt variation, such 
as breaking scripts into multiple prompts. 
Simplifications were required for overly complex RCC 
calculations, demonstrating some limitations in 
handling atypical scenarios. 
 

7. Fairness and Bias Monitoring Not Reported 
Are outputs evaluated for biases or stereotypes related 
to gender, age, ethnicity, or other demographics?  
Are fairness metrics (e.g., demographic parity) used (if 
applicable) , and corrective actions for identified biases 
documented? 

The study did not explicitly address fairness or 
demographic bias. Outputs were focused on technical 
replication of published models without discussion of 
bias or fairness in population representation. 

8. Deployment Context and Metrics Clearly Reported 
Are deployment setup details (e.g., hardware, software, 
runnable deployment code) clearly described? 

Deployment used Python and R, with scripts processed 
on mid-range GPUs. Average generation times were 
715 seconds for the NSCLC model and 956 seconds 
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Are efficiency metrics (e.g., processing time, 
scalability, resource usage) reported? 

for the RCC model. Automation using Python 
streamlined interactions with GPT-4, improving 
scalability for larger datasets by reducing manual 
intervention. Time to create context-specific prompts 
was not reported. 
 

9. Calibration and Uncertainty Not Reported 
Is the model’s uncertainty quantified and explicitly 
reported (if applicable)? Are thresholds for manual 
review of outputs (e.g., ambiguous cases flagged in 
systematic reviews) specified? 

Model outputs varied slightly across 15 runs, despite 
low-temperature settings. Manual quality assurance 
flagged errors and confirmed minor variability in 
ICERs. Explicit uncertainty quantification was not 
performed. 
 

10. Security and Privacy Measures Clearly Reported 
Are security protocols (e.g., encryption, 
anonymization, access controls) documented? 
Is compliance with regulations like GDPR or HIPAA 
reported, if applicable? 
Is compliance with intellectual property and copyright 
law documented ? 

Dummy data replaced sensitive inputs in prompts due 
to concerns about LLM data retention. The paper 
suggests private LLM instances as a future solution to 
address security and intellectual property concerns. 

Overall Score: Assign 3 points for each domain rated 
as Clearly Reported, 2 points for Ambiguous, and 1 
point for Not Reported. Sum the points across all 
domains to calculate the overall score. 
 

Clearly Reported: 6, Ambiguous: 2, Not Reported: 
2 
Total Score: 24/30 

API = Application Programming Interface; ECE = Expected Calibration Error; ICER = 

Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio; LLM = Large Language Model; NSCLC = Non-Small 

Cell Lung Cancer; RCC = Renal Cell Carcinoma 

 

Limitations of the ELEVATE-AI LLMs Framework 

The ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework provides a foundational and practical approach for 

evaluating outputs from LLMs in HEOR. Its application to two published studies illustrates its 

utility in practice. While the framework is designed to be simple and broadly applicable, it 

nonetheless has several limitations that warrant consideration for refinement and future 

applications. First, the generalizability of the framework across diverse HEOR tasks—such as 

systematic literature reviews, HEM, and RWE generation—requires further empirical testing.  

While ELEVATE-AI LLMs was designed to be broadly applicable, its effectiveness has only 

been applied to two narrowly defined use cases. As the framework is applied to other HEOR 

tasks, its strengths and limitations in different contexts will become clearer. 

Second, applying the framework’s domains is not always straightforward. For example, 

differentiating between Accuracy and Comprehensiveness can be challenging, as the concepts 

overlap in some cases. In abstract screening, distinguishing between including relevant abstracts 
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(accuracy) and including all relevant abstracts (comprehensiveness) can be nuanced. Similarly, 

reproducibility is a critical domain but remains difficult to achieve due to variability in 

computational environments, data access, and prompt design. Even with open-source models, it 

is not clear that outputs could be exactly reproduced by independent researchers.  Closed-source 

models, like GPT-4, add further complexity, as their continuous updates and fine-tuning may 

potentially affect outputs. Future iterations of the framework should consider methods to 

mitigate these challenges, including clearer reporting standards and guidance for framework 

users on cases where certain domains may be less applicable. 

Third, future work will involve reviewing and adapting metrics from computer science and ML 

to the specific needs of research tasks and sub-tasks common in HEOR. Metrics such as ECE, 

robustness measures, and accuracy metrics require further adaptation and validation to ensure 

their relevance to HEOR tasks, such as parameter estimation or health state identification. 

Similarly, evaluating fairness and bias presents challenges, as HEOR datasets may 

underrepresent certain populations, potentially perpetuating health disparities. To address the 

variability in the maturity of these metrics, we propose assigning a “level of maturity” for each 

domain to indicate how advanced or emerging the measurement of that domain might be. Future 

efforts should prioritize the development of fairness metrics tailored to HEOR applications, 

provide practical guidance for interpreting and reporting these measures, and refine emerging 

metrics as the field evolves. Results of HEOR studies are used to inform a variety of decisions 

that influence patient access to healthcare. Therefore, HEOR professionals should continue to 

apply their good practices (and good judgement) to the ethical deployment of LLMs.  

Finally, the quality of LLM-generated outputs depends on both user expertise (e.g., prompt 

design and domain knowledge) and the intrinsic performance of the model. Differentiating 

between these contributions is difficult, and methods to evaluate them are still evolving. 

Nevertheless, understanding this interplay is essential for refining and optimizing LLM use in 

HEOR. 

Despite these limitations, the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework offers a robust starting point for 

authors and reviewers to report and evaluate LLMs use in HEOR studies. As evidence 

accumulates and the framework is refined, it has the potential to play a pivotal role in fostering 

the responsible and transparent integration of LLMs into HEOR research.  
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Conclusion  

The rapid expansion of LLMs within HEOR necessitates the adoption of rigorous, standardized 

evaluation frameworks. LLMs hold transformative potential for advancing SLRs, HEM, RWE 

generation, and many other core HEOR activities. To fully harness these capabilities, it is 

essential to ensure the accuracy, transparency, and reliability of LLM-generated outputs through 

structured and consistent evaluation criteria, as proposed in the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework.  

The ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework offers HEOR professionals a practical and comprehensive 

guide for assessing both the foundational characteristics of LLMs and the quality of their 

outputs.  Despite its utility, applying the ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework presents challenges. 

The use cases in this paper underscore complexities in areas such as reproducibility, fairness and 

bias monitoring, robustness testing, and calibration. These challenges highlight the need for 

ongoing refinement and adaptation of the framework as the technology and its applications 

evolve and the need to further develop metrics that are applicable to HEOR tasks. As generative 

AI and LLM technology advance, evaluation criteria must evolve in tandem. While the 

ELEVATE-AI LLMs framework offers a strong foundation, it must remain dynamic and 

responsive to emerging best practices and unforeseen challenges.  By committing to rigorous, 

standardized evaluations, HEOR professionals can ensure the responsible integration of LLMs 

into research, safeguarding scientific integrity while unlocking the full potential of generative AI. 
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Glossary (based on Fleurence, 2024a)1  

• Artificial Intelligence (AI): A broad field of computer science that aims to create intelligent 

machines capable of performing tasks typically requiring human intelligence. 

• Area Under the Curve (AUC): A performance metric for classification models that measures 

the ability to distinguish between classes. It represents the area under the Receiver Operating 

Characteristic (ROC) curve, summarizing the trade-off between sensitivity (recall) and 

specificity. A higher AUC indicates better model performance.  

• Deep Learning: A subset of machine learning algorithms that uses multilayered neural 

networks, called deep neural networks. These algorithms are the core behind the majority of 

advanced AI models. 

• Expected Calibration Error (ECE): A metric that evaluates how well a model’s predicted 

probabilities align with the actual likelihood of an event occurring. Low ECE indicates better-

calibrated predictions, which is critical for applications requiring reliable confidence scores. 

• F1 Score: A metric that balances precision and recall, calculated as the harmonic mean of these 

two measures. It is particularly useful for evaluating models in scenarios where false positives 

and false negatives have unequal consequences. 

• Foundation Model: Large-scale pretrained models that serve a variety of purposes. These 

models are trained on broad data at scale and can adapt to a wide range of tasks and domains 

with further fine-tuning. 

• Generative AI: AI systems capable of generating text, images, or other content based on input 

data, often creating new and original outputs. 

• Generative Pre-trained Transformer (GPT): A specific series of LLMs created by OpenAI 

based on the Transformer architecture, which is particularly well-suited for generating human-

like text. 

• Large Language Model (LLM): A specific type of foundation model trained on massive text 

data that can recognize, summarize, translate, predict, and generate text and other content based 

on knowledge gained from massive datasets. 

• Machine Learning (ML): A field of study within AI that focuses on developing algorithms 

that can learn from data without being explicitly programmed. 

• Multimodal AI: An AI model that simultaneously integrates diverse data formats provided as 

training and prompt inputs, including images, text, bio-signals, -omics data, and more. 
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• Precision: A metric that evaluates the proportion of true positive predictions among all positive 

predictions made by a model. High precision indicates fewer false positives, which is essential in 

tasks where accuracy of positive classifications is critical. 

• Prompt: The input given to an AI system, consisting of text or parameters that guide the AI to 

generate text, images, or other outputs in response. 

• Prompt Engineering: Creating and adapting prompts (input) to instruct AI models to generate 

specific outputs. 

• Recall: A metric that evaluates the proportion of true positive predictions among all actual 

positive cases. High recall indicates fewer false negatives, which is crucial for tasks where 

capturing all relevant instances is a priority. 

• Token: A unit of text processed by an AI model, which can be a word, subword, or character. 

AI models convert input text into tokens to generate or interpret language. The number of tokens 

impacts model performance, cost, and the ability to process longer texts efficiently. 

 

Box 1: Prompt for Applying the ELEVATE-AI LLMs Checklist to a Study: 

“Using the ELEVATE-AI LLMs checklist, evaluate the study titled (Insert Study Title) for its use 

of large language models (LLMs) in Health Economics and Outcomes Research (HEOR). For 

each domain, assess whether the study meets the criteria described in the checklist, assigning a 

score of 3 (Clearly Reported), 2 (Ambiguous), or 1 (Not Reported). Calculate the total score and 

provide a summary of the study’s reporting quality, identifying strengths and areas for 

improvement in transparency and methodological rigor.” 
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Supplemental Material: Applications of the ELEVATE-AI LLMS Framework to HEOR 

Activities 

To demonstrate its utility, the ELEVATE-AI LLMS framework was applied to two key tasks in 

HEOR: SLR abstract screening and the development of a cost-effectiveness model. These 

examples illustrate the framework’s flexibility and its ability to guide evaluations across diverse 

research activities within HEOR. While these tasks highlight specific applications, the 

ELEVATE-AI LLMS framework is designed to be broadly applicable to a wide range of HEOR 

tasks involving LLM assistance, extending beyond the examples provided. 

 

ELEVATE-AI LLMS Framework Application to SLR Abstract Screening Task augmented 

with LLMs: 

The Supplemental Table demonstrates the generic application of the ELEVATE-AI LLMS 

framework to systematic literature review (SLR) tasks, specifically focusing on abstract 

screening. It provides examples of reporting requirements for each evaluation domain. While this 

example emphasizes abstract screening for simplicity, the framework could be equally applicable 

to other SLR tasks, such as full-text screening and data extraction and such applications could be 

the focus of future work of the ISPOR Working Group on Generative AI 

 

The ELEVATE-AI LLMS framework might be applied as follows.  For Model Characteristics, 

researchers should detail the model’s name, version (and version history), developer(s), training 

data, and any task-specific fine-tuning performed. For abstract screening, metrics such as 

precision, recall, and F1 score may be reported under Accuracy Assessment, with comparisons to 

human benchmarks or gold-standard datasets to validate performance.  For many specific tasks 

in HEOR research, identifying appropriate metrics, adapting those commonly used in the general 

machine learning field, remains an ongoing area of research.  The Comprehensiveness 

Assessment ensures that the LLM captures all relevant abstracts by comparing outputs to expert-

validated gold standards, while Factuality Verification focuses on confirming the reliability of 

the model’s inclusion/exclusion decisions through source validation. Additional domains, such as 

Reproducibility Protocols and Generalizability and Robustness Checks, emphasize the 

importance of documenting workflows, sharing code, and assessing the model’s resilience to 

input variations. Fairness and Bias Monitoring, requires the evaluation of demographic 
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representation in screening outputs, while Security and Privacy Measures highlight data 

protection and regulatory compliance, including copyright protection. Finally, practical aspects 

such as Deployment Context and Efficiency Metrics and Calibration and Uncertainty provide 

insights into resource efficiency and confidence management during screening, ensuring the 

framework’s comprehensive applicability to SLR tasks. An overall evaluation score can be 

calculated as described in the table.  

 

ELEVATE-AI LLMS Framework application to health economic model generation 

augmented with LLMs: 

The Supplemental Table illustrates how the ELEVATE-AI LLMS  framework might  be applied 

to assist with the conceptual model development for cost-effectiveness models, including 

generating the structure and identifying health states, by outlining specific reporting 

requirements for each domain.  The ELEVATE-AI LLMS framework might be applied as 

follows.  For Model Characteristics, researchers should document details about the model, such 

as its name, version, developer, and training data sources, and note whether fine-tuning was 

conducted using published cost-effectiveness models. Accuracy Assessment involves validating 

the LLM’s proposed health state suggestions by comparing them to gold-standard models and 

incorporating expert validation by health economists as a benchmark. Because accuracy metrics 

like precision and recall may not be applicable to this use case, future work is needed to identify 

metrics best suited for such applications.  The Comprehensiveness Assessment ensures that the 

LLM’s outputs address all critical health states and transitions by comparing them to established 

benchmarks and conducting expert reviews to identify any gaps. Factuality Verification focuses 

on confirming the accuracy of health state definitions and transition probabilities by cross-

referencing outputs with authoritative sources such as NICE guidelines or validated cost-

effectiveness models, with discrepancies documented and addressed.   To support transparency, 

the Reproducibility Protocols domain emphasizes documenting prompts, parameters (e.g., 

temperature settings), and workflows used to generate the model structure, enabling independent 

validation. The generalizability of the model’s use for other research questions should also be 

discussed.  Robustness Checks assess whether the LLM produces consistent recommendations 

across different input variations, such as changing the specificity of prompts (e.g., general health 

state suggestions versus detailed Markov model requests).  Fairness and Bias 
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Monitoringevaluates whether health state recommendations are equitable across populations and 

free from demographic biases.  Practical feasibility is examined under Deployment Context and 

Metrics, requiring descriptions of the computational setup (e.g., GPU hardware, software 

frameworks) and metrics like processing time or scalability for large datasets.  The framework 

also incorporates Calibration and Uncertainty measures to assess confidence in the LLM’s 

recommendations, identifying areas where uncertainty is flagged (e.g., ambiguous or 

insufficiently supported health state definitions) and providing thresholds for manual review. 

Metrics like ECE may not be applicable to this use case.  Finally, Security and Privacy Measures 

ensure compliance with regulatory standards, such as GDPR and HIPAA if applicable, for 

example by requiring data anonymization and secure handling of sensitive or proprietary 

datasets. Copyright protection should also be discussed. Together, these domains provide a 

structured approach to evaluating the application of LLMs in cost-effectiveness modeling. An 

overall score can be calculated as described in the table. 

 

Supplemental Table: Description of the features of ELEVATE-AI LLMS Framework as 
relevant to (1) Systematic Literature Review Abstract Screening and (2) Conceptual Model 
Development for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 

Domain Name Examples of what to report when using 
LLMs to assist with Abstract Screening in 
a SLR   

Examples of what to report when 
using LLMs to assist with model 
structure generation and health state 
identification 

Model Characteristics -Report the model details, including its name 
(e.g., GPT-4), version, developer (e.g., 
OpenAI), release date (e.g., March 2023), and 
architecture (e.g., transformer-based) and 
license (e.g. commercial model).  
-Describe the training data sources relevant to 
SLR screening tasks, such as PubMed or 
Cochrane abstracts.  
-Indicate if additional fine-tuning was 
conducted to optimize the model for 
inclusion/exclusion criteria using RLHF or 
other techniques.   

-Report the LLM’s name (e.g., GPT-4), 
version, developer (e.g., OpenAI), 
release date (e.g., March 2023), license 
(e.g. commercial or open-source) and 
architecture (e.g., transformer-based).  
-Describe the primary training data 
sources. Note if the LLM was fine-
tuned using high-quality, existing 
published models (e.g., systematic 
reviews of cost-effectiveness models).  
 

Accuracy Assessment -If appropriate for the task at hand, report 
task-specific metrics (e.g., precision, recall, 
F1 score, AUC) to evaluate the accuracy of 
outputs.  
-Compare these metrics against human 
benchmarks or gold-standard datasets (e.g., 
Cochrane screening datasets).  

-Evaluate the accuracy of the LLM’s 
proposed model structure by comparing 
its health state suggestions against 
published gold-standard models.  
-Evaluate the accuracy of the LLM’s 
proposed input parameters by 
comparing its suggested parameter 
values against published gold-standard 
models. 
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-Include human validation by expert 
health economists as a key benchmark. 
 

Comprehensiveness 
Assessment 

-Evaluate whether the foundation model 
captures all potentially relevant abstracts 
during screening.  
-Validate comprehensiveness by comparing 
the model’s outputs to a gold-standard list of 
abstracts identified by domain experts or 
exhaustive manual review.  
-Use benchmarks such as recall metrics to 
measure the percentage of relevant abstracts 
identified, supplemented by expert analysis to 
identify any critical gaps in inclusion. 

-Assess the comprehensiveness of the 
foundation model’s suggested structure 
and parameters for the cost-
effectiveness model by comparing them 
to benchmarks from established 
published models.  
-Incorporate expert review to identify 
any missing health states or input 
parameters critical to the research task. 

Factuality 
Verification 

-Describe methods for verifying factual 
accuracy, such as cross-checking the LLM’s 
outputs against primary sources (e.g., 
PubMed).  
-Document any discrepancies identified (e.g., 
hallucinated citations) and corrective actions 
taken (e.g., excluding non-verifiable results).  

-Verify the factuality of the LLM’s 
outputs by cross-referencing health 
state definitions and transition 
probabilities with authoritative sources, 
such as NICE guidelines or validated 
cost-effectiveness models.  
-Document discrepancies and describe 
how they were resolved, if applicable. 
 

Reproducibility 
Protocols and 
Generalizability 

-Detail reproducibility protocols, including 
sharing training and preprocessing code (e.g., 
Python scripts for data preparation), 
hyperparameters (e.g., learning rate = 1e-5, 
batch size = 32), and validation datasets (e.g., 
Cochrane dataset split into 80/10/10 for 
training/validation/testing).  
- Discuss generalizability of approach to other 
research questions.   

-Provide a detailed record of the 
prompts and parameters (e.g., 
temperature settings) used to generate 
the cost-effectiveness model structure, 
including query phrasing and 
temperature settings.  
-Share any reproducible workflows or 
code that enable independent 
verification of the outputs. 
- Discuss generalizability of approach 
to other research questions. 

Robustness Checks -Describe robustness checks, such as 
introducing typographical errors (e.g., 
misspelled keywords) or ambiguous phrasing 
in abstracts, and report performance metrics 
under these conditions (e.g., F1 score drop of 
5%).  
-Include qualitative assessments of handling 
conflicting or ambiguous inputs.  

-Test the robustness of the LLM’s 
recommendations by altering input 
prompts, such as varying the specificity 
of the request (e.g., ‘suggest health 
states for a Hepatitis C model’ vs. 
‘develop a five-state Markov model for 
Hepatitis C’).  
-Assess whether the suggested health 
states remain consistent across different 
input variations. 
 

Fairness and Bias 
Monitoring 

-Assess demographic representation in 
screening outputs (e.g., stratify results by 
study population demographics).  
-Use fairness metrics (e.g., demographic 
parity) to evaluate bias. Document corrective 
measures for identified imbalances (e.g., 
reweighting or prompt adjustments). 
- In the absence of available metrics, provide 
narrative discussion of issues of fairness and 
bias.  

-Evaluate the LLM’s outputs to ensure 
that the recommended health states and 
transition probabilities are equitable 
across populations. For example, check 
whether the model suggests gender- or 
age-specific health states that reflect 
documented epidemiological data and 
avoid perpetuating biases. 
- In the absence of available metrics, 
provide narrative discussion of issues of 
fairness and bias. 
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Deployment Context 
and Metrics 

-Report the deployment setup, including 
hardware (e.g., NVIDIA A100 GPUs), 
software (e.g., Python with TensorFlow), and 
platforms (e.g., AWS cloud infrastructure).  
-Include efficiency metrics such as processing 
speed (e.g., 1,000 abstracts screened per 
minute) and computational costs (e.g., GPU 
hours used).  

-Describe the deployment setup, 
including hardware (e.g., NVIDIA 
A100 GPUs) and software frameworks 
(e.g., TensorFlow or PyTorch).  
-Report efficiency metrics such as time 
required to generate a complete model 
structure (e.g., 2 minutes for a 5-state 
Markov model) and scalability when 
processing larger data inputs (e.g., 
recommendations for 10 different 
disease models). 
 

Calibration and 
Uncertainty 

-Describe methods to assess confidence in 
inclusion/exclusion decisions during abstract 
screening 
-Specify thresholds for flagging uncertain 
outputs for manual review (e.g., abstracts with 
confidence below 70%).  

-Report confidence levels for the 
LLM’s recommendations on health 
state definitions. 
-Highlight areas where uncertainty is 
flagged, such as cases with insufficient 
training data or ambiguous health state 
definitions,  
 

Security and Privacy 
Measures 

-Document security measures for data 
handling, including compliance with privacy 
standards (e.g., GDPR).  
- Report safeguards for model outputs, such as 
encryption and access controls, and describe 
steps taken to protect copyrighted or 
proprietary content.  

-Describe privacy measures applied 
when using sensitive data to fine-tune 
the LLM, ensuring compliance with 
ethical and regulatory standards (e.g., 
de-identifying patient-level data).  
-If the LLM incorporates proprietary 
data, detail steps taken to protect 
intellectual property and ensure secure 
data handling. 
 

Overall Score  Assign 3 points for each domain rated as 
Clearly Reported, 2 points for Ambiguous, 
and 1 point for Not Reported. Sum the points 
across all domains to calculate the overall 
score. 

Assign 3 points for each domain rated 
as Clearly Reported, 2 points for 
Ambiguous, and 1 point for Not 
Reported. Sum the points across all 
domains to calculate the overall score. 

GDPR = General Data Protection Regulation; GPU = Graphics Processing Unit; LLM = large 
language model; RLHF = Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback; SLR = Systematic 
Literature Review 

 

 


