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Ette (1997, 1998)+ X522 o kad BRYPH7IY S84S A48t AA7HA] 7|24 PHES
AATEFATE 199919 FDAE o]of gt 7he]=2el& AAIBIIY 1 o] F EA Al A7} o] FolHth
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3t 9o E3] Brendel 5 (2007)o41= 2002 3R E 200437 S3H =FoA A3t

w2

A% 24 Y vLsa gt

B g e £ 20T gt H o5 BY P7hEES ol Bl AvR A4 Aag
ol g3t} WAL so] WL, BABIA B 2ol AT oF5et BAS BHaL o] F o) g3l
k5 et AR BAS e HHe ATETh 38AE A1 RA AYE B o] sl Av R ol
2 ul@s) Brh 4AAE ARE BUSe] AYEES PUhE UL ART 5P BN
o83 AYE WA WS TR 6oL A ARE o8] HAo opsE mHL 21 A
9 o] wPol oiste] olezba AT BAHE ANW F WL, B Hrh

ot
Py
he]
L]
=}
il
o
=3
=2
=]
=N
@
=
=
o
=
8
o
2.
e,
=
fu
*
W
my
9,
=
Auj

Yi; = f(Di, iz, 0:)(1 4 i) (2.1)
log; =log0 +n;
€ij ~ N(0,0%)
i ~ N(07 Q)a

.

5 FEE UEHY ;= 1A ko] juA A A

WA BAje] SFE B, 0% AT FE

4
i
iv
Rui

=
MR B Fold §3%, 223 53 1
s oKt ool QI WES ekl o)t He] 00l Batel 09 AT HEES
Btk ¢y WA SR AR BFEE S0 TS LAE el ol Pol
AFEEE GETD PP EW fE Q99 53 Aoz Az 97, o] 73,

=
riu
b
N

o Hi 4
2
o

[ V)

%
ot q

1o o oX -

<

r e

rr
19
of

dom Aol okgel Rojuyol} YRR wel ke FEle) FEEES Ehin o
245 e WA e Fe e,

A oksel An BAe] A GAL A (21)M ARE 9 & WS ok g
o ol2 93kl WA B4R AuRATgo :

HRE Agow s

)

ol
Mo &«
=™ ore

J>Ilefai'mlm
PN

2
g,
[l
o
o
)
d
sk
B
it
lo &g (o

i)
2
|o
fu
e
p

et
A
30,
b
(i
iy
ot
=
o~
>
ki
s
_1>~
i)
o,
flo
ol
ok
2
Jo

=~

o foHd

Oo]: 63 =
7V & Avee G5 g
2 gAlZ —2loglikelihood 2]
o] A ¢] 7]ERr o] Art.
oA HAH 7R S o R okEd R0 A7 WEs U 9§ empirical bayesian -
Hoz FA3t). o] EBE(Empirical Bayesian Estimates)2ta H2t}. EBE ol Ao ks
B4R AgEA] 13k /fAZE o7t dolglon g o] ARz ApolE o], 4 59 A7EE EA4o
< Uel& FHUSERE A93he Aol A ok B4 F WAl dA ot i

flo tlo y o (1

bt
1
l->~
o
fru
mO
4
ot
o
-4

i)

Y ot

L - gal

o, rlr

N

R 1
o
o

ofh I i oft ofN KU X O

<
5
Okﬁ
-
rlr mlm_qi
NN
Mo
l’u G
g Lo
% l.o
. B
! 8-:5
2w
_olﬂllm
AUND)
o Hr =
rlmg
O =
il
N g
e,
1 B
N ot ofN

=2ARSE o) ga) o] B4



I8t 28 ZICknt HMete 2R et D 141

Aol el k71 FHG 21, ..., 2 E 0SS REE TR Zo] e & T
log0; = log6 + n; (2.2)
=logl+ arzii + - + anrs + ;.

AA grgste] #A sheks S8 et s o] 89ith. EBE #est gHlee RS 2
HEAY 250 4RAS 52 FIEIE vk tgIF Aol gl 7}%‘:‘ 3 2 P

2 o]&3}7|x st} T3 AIC 7]E9] stepwise procedures ARE3SL7]% skl (Liddle, 2007) Wald
approximation method®} -2 #HH& A2317]| = stt} (Kowalski®t Hutmacher, 2001). Z#1} &3
o) HE| L T SAA AANGE QAR M40l o ol HEE olol Ak, FULe] A
7R WAL G He) A ket ae AR B,
g9l T aAg AA 498 AE2IL 0L A Aol 3

FA HEBZE FHF 2 tis Frrt 2o "o Add FHE = | o
B A7 FR2 ¥ (true model)o] E g glonz FAM9JE BAUS AFAH o7 Z oS3t AR e
Hol7k BAA 28 2GS 0717 FAE 2 solske Aol myBsRe] BHo] Hr}

il
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3. Jl=Hol Ete W}
3.1. Jefj=E o|8%t gt HIF Yy

2y A3 I 7P 43 A AP E H1E 4 v e =8 o] &3k Whyelth Ad
FEst By A F5st R4 APHEAE 1A ke FHAE A FF X (population predic-

tion; PRED, f(Di,ti;,0))2k2 3t AR A7IRE 123 F2AHXE 7] 34 %] (individual predic-
tion; IPRED, f(D;, t:;,6:))8t1 :}ﬂ—. A= 7_%'](observation, OBS)e} Jt 4 x]9] Aol H
&2 X} (population residual; RES) 2] Zpo]el 791 @ 2} (individual residual; IRES)<]
= Z}A7F 9}t o]=7re] thorst ﬂ]z% Ol%'}ml 239 AP H7ME 4 Utk (Ette, 1998;
Karlsson3} Savic, 2007).

Ll e
7
A
o
E

3.1.1. BSX[2} FHRSC| AHE 7 WA 288 4 g 292 BEX)9 JIHEA X (0BS vs
PRED)®] 2 =9} &9} 7)1 %] (OBS vs. IPRED)«] A5 ot} o]Se 2Ae ROz
Bl FAX 7} 5 X9 dupt X H=AE UEiSE JeZz2 et o g y = ¢9 7|E43 T
a8t} Ao thEt 7|2e y = 28 7|EA o) B S0 AAYE AEE gobd 4 gty 1
U 71EA Fel HA%E A=l tidl 71Fo] B3t I8 B o] IYL A s Hole o
712 EAIAEC] Ath. PRED+ HHEAE nejelx] b2 FAHRo|ng £2 BFo| A= /A3t
o] Apol7tA] W= o] 9l OBS<he] A oA 7EATe TEAR dE B % Aot E3 o
Hot e 5o Jvith, Byuict defAng 7Fe] & Y-S 377 44 ¢l IPREDS]
ZAfole WBFEHI}F 23F o] 9lo] PRED2C] AT T A ¢ 7|& doﬂ Z}7ko]l JA "tk 2
Huf iAoz A3 overfit) & 5'}64»1471 JET To 257 FEIA G ulolle o] BA7F ¢

Oﬂ H]sto] IRESE9 &
, 2006; Karlsson¥} Savic,

F_

£ A7) Aok FA o] dojuhs A eakgke] EAA| tigk X
ZH a7} Folx| B 7 o]E UEh &= %}?l e-shrinkageE ©]-&3tc} (Savic
2007).

o[ﬂ

€sh = (1 - m) x 100. (3.1)
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o] ko] 20~30% olAtel™ o B3l IRESS] BFHX7) w9 ZH& Aolm 2 [PRED #HS W2 4+ ¢
A At

FAAE AvEE T 08 P2 AIZHTIME) o th2 Wsls Jetle 2985 28+ Zolth. TIME
vs. OBS®] A= E J2|1 TIMEZ PREDS] #AE Aoz vehfo] Al7to) wlet oj@ A F40] 5
AEAE vtetshs Aolth =3 7z 84} M2 TIME vs. OBSE Ao 2 yehf o] 2ol TIME vs.
PRED$} TIME vs. IPREDS] T A& Z715t0] 2t Ao AP=S #dets A% st o8 5
3ho] Bape] EAJo] AP g o] & Hhd=E YA E AT 4= ) (Ette, 1998).

3.1.2. ZHijo| ZE  PREDS} IPRED=EE A48 @319l RESS} IRES: PRED, IPRED] 4H4
£9h WiAZIA R olel7b 2AIAEC] 9tk RES vs. PRED A8 29 7|2a6g selsr] 95
o] & 1L =X oA FAds 71sAlo] 9111 IRES vs. IPRED AFAE = .Tl]—xq"‘ﬂ(overﬁt)—‘l 7+ v
2] Ba 24 S REYPL FA FUF PsAo] =Th IHBE o] HAste] IRESES %23} 3 3t
A AFAS oI 2YFFUA 2 24 2ol S 20 B A= B2l (o
27, 2010). kR HAWLEFARE 73H7] st AT AHolE YEhl= i = n*ell the}
of HigeAg= AMNE 01%@5} o] AL 1AAE ARSIl n® = 0& 7F33k= First Order(FO)
U S o] 83t RS AT A =3} IAE 715 ZxH(weighted residual; WRES) 2l 31z,
1242 A3l ' = ;2 713 3= First Order Conditional Estimation(FOCE) #H& o] &3 7
= 7R 715 FA(conditional weighted residual; CWRES) 2k H2t}.
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MLE)7} ¥]2& Fisher informationg ©]§3le] A5 78 ¢ t}. =3 HSL=FAX 7 2
AH O AR E mEths 42 o8t 74 Besl] AF s 7 4 9t} (Sheiner, 1986).
TR HLEE vt 3 = o2 2 Bootstrap 2 o]-8sh= 2]
T} o]& resamplings ©] 8% WHOE 7} RSl AFFUNE 7 ¢ ok BeE] A
T E o2 WPH2 Log-likelihood profiling(LLP) ¥ o]t} (Lindbom, 2006).

3.2.1. Bootstrap Bootstrap2 34 249 AWUEE 11otslr] st EAZ vwiyoz g A5z 8
B 59& 583t &3 bootstrap sampleE-& ©]83l] 22 BYE AFA A B4 FHAE T
2 FolA

SHA] "t} ©]# 3k bootstrap sampleS HWHE5}o] *“/“3} O]%i*‘fl—ﬁ T8 B4 34
374 oo BELAE THIL 2HL4Y) REE Aok 4 ATk oF olgdie] AFTHE 7T 4
At} (Yafune} Ishiguro, 1999; Efron¥} Tibshirani, 1986; Parke 5, 1999).

3.2.2. Log-likelihood profiling(LLP) LLP 9H2 g F 249 uzgs BAS 93] »ol=
HHeg B A, AEe 52 Rt EeEtY FHE T 4+ Aok A=At
BHEEE WEThs 7MY stellA] AlitE = AE 2ol bootstrap ol 3l k= A1F 72 B
T ko] tiRFolojof Stths T oA BxoA mee FEE 2A ae] Auta aieke AT
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t}. o]of Wkl Log-likelihood profiling(LLP) W2 Htt k5

e g e T AEFIE 2] AR ze] A elofof stk 7MY A ekl ek ol
o} (Holford$} Peace, 1992). WA AFT7He T3huxl sk B4 m4g 24% 249 gH(EAX
5%, 10%, 20% 30% SO AP o WAAAT 24 wAgel thetel A% 2P bl A7
AlA UmA BeES FASL o] wjo] A3 3 BE Eee2 FAT uo A=
FAe] Apol S F3lrh. o] Aol ZAPH LR AHTE 19 FloAlFREE WET HEE  Joenw
o] AL o]gste] EA B4 AFFHE oA "k WA B4 uA gk ojwle] FA gk
ZolE ader Tgal BAFFEe] Apel 7} 3.847F H= Ao AE IHTh o] Ape]7} 3.84K Tk Z}
ol 77e] S 9= o) mAgo] AHE w4 95% A% T7be] Ak,

= Usi=L
4. AI2E 2eol= 2

g

4.1. Cross-validation

23 ggd= gANA AHEEE cross-validation2 2 E% nfe 120 o] ¥
Hel 25S AL s UiA A5 E 7T BEE AFAT F Al ALd g A 259
to] & xks Pt ByAe] & HJdeAE ddshs WY 2 & 10-fold validation ©]
01% Whgoltt. o] M2 JEst By YR HAAC I = 7<43—"6}7] 3= HEo)
571 83 oy &2 A2 BYPS A of strE 7k FAEE AV 22
2 tpeofol gkt ol gGA gtk 53] 14 4R AS ﬂ@uz}‘?ﬂ 204
‘E}Z] doma oL v &t 131@ Hersst 2159 EAS 13_}03@-1_ cross-validation
o3 Yk WA VAR F IFOT ol & 159 ARE 2AL A
3t 52 o &5k tﬂ°ﬂ AHg3ic A E 28e Ade & 120 3ix)e
80% A7} Seo] SR Shu ChE Belt 20% A Bt 8] 5w E Arh o8 F 1
AL #AG3H —/F‘}Eﬂ HHEsle] B3 A o &S WHESta o] AAES Tt A
TS SHA "ot Aeekssto| A9 cross-validation2 7]&2]
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4.2. Case deletion diagnostics

Case deletion diagnostics(CDD)+= B4 3o 7P A¢S F= #A=3o] ofH AQIAE slestr]
& oo] AR AAE AL ve) 37

[e]
Ao olgBhs P oz dul] St BEGS AT =
A9he] Aol vl Polt A FEINAL @ Bl 7
29 340 GFe FE HUAE B Yo AsEG. 7 WA JFYL 2
Cook’s distancet} Covratio®} 22 =2 AF2-3lct.

el oF str=
Fat7] HAsliM=

g o
N —INI

4.3. Jackknife

Jackknife -2 CDD2} v|s2dlA] 3o shte] #27ES Al st 23S FA = Wyloltt. 18
U} CDD&= 28 IE539] dFHE e B4 F4A] AT 4= & dY(bias)E F317] 8] A
Aot A FEst A5 = 3 el 3 B APAE ALt BYE FHdt] 73 FAXA
2} A ARE BT o] §3E uwlo] XY AolE o] &3] TR} s B4l tisk Mg FIith
(Sadray &, 1999).
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5. Simulation2 0|&¢%l 8t¥l: Visual Predictive Checks

L1 e PHOE AR A5G JTEYP 2 RE sim-
ulation< &3t F-2 A5 ztolE AR Frhehs WHORE FAHARY ] H AR HEES
A & J=AE AESH= Yot} (Yano 5, 2001; Holford, 2005, 2008; Post 5, 2008). 7} 4
wiA el VPC 218-& TIME wvs. OBS9 A AL —r]°ﬂ 10009 RojAdog HE] AL 2150 7+ /\]7]-
5%, 50%, 95% @S A4 A 2EA AA ESFhol 5%k 95% =7k HHEE el 2z 5% A
St HFEY ol AR E F AWt vk & 4 Ut

Visual predictive checks(VPC)+ 2 Zbgity
o

6. OlM|l: Microemulsion propofol

Propofol2 SHUlH A2 20]= 22 F Microemulsion propofol & Al &2 7|&H formulao]t} (Lee 5,
2008). 30WiEle] A& 10mE) A Al aFoZ el Zhzk 0.5, 1.0, 1.5mg/kg/min o2 2087 X<
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BWT BWT

021 6.2, J|2282| ETA FAX|QL 2¥4 BWTRe| AtRle

V1=061exp(m), m ~ N(0,wi),

V2 =0,,
CL1 = 0sexp(ns), n3 ~ N(0,ws),
CL2 = 04.

I8 6.12 712 By Uig A%E A4S vele 2-8oR (a)v BSFHAPREDE At w2
W3S el profile 28 o)1 (b)+= IPREDS] A7t w2 W3S vEbl= profile 28 ot 3
Aoz yehd REL AAF Azt we W3S YeE profiles YERdh. PREDS ¢ &
FTEE7F At He AR 48] GolAe AHlA B Aol Eh IPREDE i AH
w43 "ojAls AR BF PRED Hth 9 258 X8k Ae € + Aok (o) Aol we
WRES®| W3} vehlls 23R Ag w57 227k AA, Havt | AA, 223 §47¢] 2ol
A AR 7124 29} 25 Poj7he 2L B 5 Uk

712 BN mIk nz ] FAAE Foto] o] T Fof FF A (weight) k] A
AL ASET T™ 62004 mt ns BT weight} AP AAE Holil e & 5
= 27 BYE Al=s] Btk Model 12 V1ol 8% moll weight24e] A4 FAA
1 Model 2= CL19| 319d=+= n3oll weight2}e] AFAAE W2 Zlojt}t. Model 32 ©
F Yo 2ot} (£ 6.1). & 6.22 zZF 282 NONMEME] FO WL o] &3te] 243
S Bl 24, 223 229 2EAE Qe Zolth
Model 13} Model 2+ B5 87]9] 248 & %=9] k% n|Z3lch. Model 32 974
o] BaE F743to] Model 1, Model 2 o} shte] 248 o S  glov 5239 g2 107
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2 6.1. AlSE IR 2dsE
Model 1 V1=0;1exp(05 * BWT + 1)
Model 2 CL1 =63 exp(fs * BWT + n3)
V1 =6 05 x BWT
Model 3 1exp(fs * +m)
CL1 =63 exp(fs * BWT + n3)

H 6.2. 20| HE SHefe gt ofssh e FEX|, D2l ZEQR
Parameter Base model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
OBJ value 318.692 307.369 308.541 297.03
TH1(V1) 0.1430 (0.018400) 0.0082 (0.006360) 0.1430 (0.018600) 0.0081 (0.007810)
TH2(V2) 0.4220 (0.020500) 0.4220 (0.020000) 0.4230 (0.020500) 0.4220 (0.020600)
TH3(CL1) 0.0249 (0.001560) 0.0249 (0.001490) 0.0061 (0.002460) 0.0065 (0.002750)
TH4(CL2) 0.0176 (0.000665) 0.0176 (0.000684) 0.0176 (0.000727) 0.0176 (0.000682)
TH5 6.3500 (1.610000) 6.3700 (2.030000)
TH6 3.1200 (0.852000) 2.9800 (0.895000)
OMEGA1 0.3890 (0.624000) 0.2580 (0.508000) 0.3890 (0.623000) 0.2540 (0.504000)
OMEGA3 0.1140 (0.338000) 0.1140 (0.337000) 0.0805 (0.028400) 0.0798 (0.283000)
SIGMA 0.0363 (0.191000) 0.0363 (0.190000) 0.0363 (0.190000) 0.0363 (0.191000)
T o)z} vty a3 BE B =Foie Model 3 2F BP0z ME/|2 3tal Model 39 tst
A% 242 AN B Bk,
19 6.3 Model 39 thdt A= AAS Uepll= 2-0lth (a)& PREDS] A|Zbol| e §IgLE
Bl profile 2@ 08 7| BRFPo|X Y ThI= D] SFHE A8 thE S UEd S e &
2 9Tk, W (b) IPREDS}S] Talol e 71RE gol sl 2A) th2x) geg 2 & Atk (o)) Az

o] w2 WRES W3} J-oA+ 7| 2R YA 7]E4<

7124 <ol

£ 6.3 o87A] W ow 73} ok

°o]F Hola gr}. ol EHe
CDD& o]& <l
I3 6.4 7+ 9@ A}l thgl Covratio®} Cook’s distanceE AHE =2 ERH ZAolt)
¢Fo 1} Cook’s distance Zko] T2 9 xS0l vla)] A3 A=
o} =3k 18W @ xe] A-¢ Cook’s distance= I A 92 ¥kA CovratioZ} A3 At}
o) % WAAS A AR profile(2Y o] skt
94) profileg HolFa gtk 12H I3 24729 49 IPRED, PRED 2% 9 89 Hu
A& 58 A&t glor 189 PR A Husrl F2 535

o &3tA] Zata ek

A% covratiox= F XA

e Mo o

oo o f

0]o o H
rE=E =

% gleh

¥+ 9ok

=35}

S84 A= BB

o
<
=2
30
o
9
)

Ao A

| = SREERS WY

)3+ PRED(H-2 2

—28} 25 doizkd A

U

A

oA thFEe] gHEol

W,

2] 11 log-likelihood profiling Wt o2
Jackknife 2% 02 Zg3l= 772

ZAFE 3} Bootstrap Iz
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T T T T T
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TIME
0
w
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=
T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80
TIME
13 6.3. 2B 2o Mgs dIIs fIst DEs
i 6.3. Bootstrap, Jackkinfe, CVE 0|28t @49| FEA| Ul
Parameter Original est. Bootstrap Jackknife Cross Validation
TH1(V1) 0.0081 0.0089 —0.0021 0.0088
TH2(V2) 0.4220 0.4199 0.4094 0.4224
TH3(CL1) 0.0065 0.0062 0.0141 0.0062
TH4(CL2) 0.0176 0.0176 0.0185 0.0176
TH5 6.3700 6.5837 8.1293 6.3050
TH6 2.9800 3.1478 0.1090 3.1070
LLP 9 28 7202 Ve 9lon] Jackknife WS The 77-& Ubeh) 3 itk TH3oA

Bootstrapo] 7b¢ F-& #7+& e o ZAHA

u}

v o

WL Bootstrap &

<
R

v
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18

Cov Ratio

20

10

o_‘m 122 5 15

o] 5 10 15

Cook's distance
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Abstract
The result of the analysis of a population pharmacokinetic model can directly influence the decision of the
dose level applied to the targeted patients. Therefore the validation procedure of the final model is very
important in this area. This paper reviews the validation methods of population pharmacokinetic models
from a statistical viewpoint. In addition, the whole procedure of the analysis of population pharmacokinetics,
from the base model to the final model (that includes various validation procedures for the final model) is
tested with real clinical data.
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