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Vaccine for shingles receives U.S. approval
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CBC News
A new vaccine for shingles, a painful infection caused by the chickenpox virus, has been approved in the U.S., health officials said Friday.

Merck & Co. Inc., manufacturer of the vaccine Zostavax, said the U.S. Food and Drug Administration gave its approval late Thursday.

The vaccine is intended only for adults 60 years of age and older who previously have had chickenpox.

An outbreak of shingles occurs when the chickenpox virus reactivates after lying dormant in nerve cells, sometimes for decades, and starts reproducing again.

Shingles, also called herpes zoster, causes a painful red rash and sensations of tingling, itching and burning. The rash can lead to scarring and the pain can persist in some people for months or years.

Up to 20 per cent of adults who have had chickenpox will get shingles later in life.

The long-term effectiveness of the vaccine isn't clear. Merck's research shows that it works for at least four years and the company plans to follow patients for 10 years to track effectiveness. 
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	Dimension
	Not Satisfactory
	Satisfactory
	Comments

	1. Availability of Treatment
	· Does not mention availability of treatment in Canada
	· Accurate information on availability of treatment in Canada (both approval and provincial drug plan  status)
	

	2. Costs of Treatment
	· No mention of costs, or downplays cost as an issue

· Mentions cost only, no comparative information
	· Mentions comparative costs and comments on cost-effectiveness
	

	3. Disease Mongering
	· Frames risk factors (eg BMD cholesterol) as a disease, or
· No mention (or misrepresentation) of natural history of disease, or
· Exaggerates prevalence or incidence, or
· Medicalisation of normal human variation
	· No obvious elements of disease-mongering
	

	4. Evidence
	· No mention of the nature of clinical evidence, esp RCTs

· Mention of the nature of the evidence but interpretation or discussion is inappropriate
	· Where relevant, there is mention of strength of evidence and correct interpretation
	

	5. Harms of Treatment
	· No mention of harms, or discounts potential harms
	· Balanced information about harms (frequency or seriousness
	

	6. Novelty of Treatment
	· Does not mention (or inaccurately represents) if treatment is genuinely new or just a re-formulation of an existing treatment, or another member of a well established drug class
	· Accurate information on novelty (or lack of)
	

	7. Quantification of Benefits of Treatment
	· No quantitative estimate of benefit

· Quantitative estimate in relative frame only
	· Estimate in both absolute and relative frames, or absolute frame only, or rates with and without treatment
	

	8. Quantification of Harms of Treatment
	· No quantification of harms rates an ‘NS’ 
	· Even some quantification of harm rates an ‘S’.
	

	9. Relies on Press Release
	· Evidence from press release or other news stories that the journalist has relied on a press release as the only information source and used the text in the story
	· No obvious use of text from the press release

· If there is no press release provided to the reviewer than please mark ‘N/A’
	

	10. Sources of Information
	· No mention of sources or possible conflicts of interest

· No attempt at independent corroboration
	· Provides detail on information sources and their potential COI, and reports independent source, or mentions unsuccessful attempt to obtain corroboration
	

	11. Treatment Options
	· No mention of alternatives or their comparative performance
	· Mentions appropriate alternatives and provides comparative information
	

	Please write a short opinion of this news story (note any strongly positive or negative aspects of this particular story)

  


