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Address the following questions in your report, please:

a) Can you recognize an original contribution of the author?

b) Is the thesis based on relevant references?

c) Is the thesis defendable at your home institution or another respected institution where you
gave lectures?

d) Do the results of the thesis allow their publication in a respected economic journal?

e) Are there any additional major comments on what should be improved?

f) What is your overall assessment of the thesis? (a) I recommend the thesis for defense
without substantial changes, (b) the thesis can be defended after revision indicated in my
comments, (c) not-defendable in this form.

(Note: The report should be at least 2 pages long.)

Thank you again for the opportunity to review Petra Landovska’s thesis. As already noted
earlier, I found the research interesting, relevant and competently conducted. The thesis has
substantive original contributions, is based on relevant references, and would be defendable at
my home institution. All three main chapters have already been published in respectable
(Scimago Q1 and Q2) journals and the author should be commended for her work.

Furthermore, I appreciate how carefully and well has Ms. Landovska addressed my previous
comments and concerns. I detail some of these revisions below.

Chapter 1

The introductory chapter provides a useful overview of the thesis and ties individual chapters
together in a coherent whole. The introduction is well-written and engaging. A strength of
Chapter 1 is that it provides a balanced overview of various methods used in the literature and
identifies the methods selected for the thesis. This elegantly and transparently places the thesis
within the wider literature.
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A previous concern I had with Chapter 1 is that, while it listed the pros and cons of each
available method, it stopped somewhat short of giving them weights or justifying the author’s
final choice among them. This has now been remedied and Ms. Landovska has added a couple
of paragraphs in the introduction to explain her methodological choices.

Chapter 2

Chapter 2 is the first substantive chapter of the thesis and a paper based on this chapter has
already been published in the European Journal of Health Economics.

The chapter calculates the social costs of obesity in the Czech Republic and is careful and
detailed in its methods. The chapter is also well written and well presented. The results should
be of direct interest to policymakers/health care funders and highlight the high costs that
obesity, as a disease, imposes.

Like Chapter 1, Chapter 2 is thorough, transparent, and competently executed. It is well placed
within the existing literature and explicit about own data sources, methods and results.

Similar to Chapter 1, my previous concern was that Ms. Landovska sometimes described what
was done but not why. This comment pertained in particular to the definition of obesity as a
binary measure (instead of BMI units or at least categories). Ms. Landovska has now addressed
this concern by adding a robust discussion about the choice of her obesity measure. In a similar
vein, she has also made it clear how obesity trends are measured in children. Specifically, she
now clarifies how a relative obesity cutoff (97" percentile) is based on a reference population,
typically derived from historical growth charts, enabling an analysis of changes over time.

Chapter 3

Chapter 3 calculates the social costs of smoking in the Czech Republic and, in many ways, it is
conceptually and analytically similar to Chapter 2. One extension is that past smoking is
analysed in addition to current smoking (while obesity was assumed to affect costs only
contemporaneously). Another noteworthy extension is the use of the friction cost approach, as
an alternative to cost-of-illness, when quantifying indirect costs.

Moreover, a separate study of the costs of smoking is obviously needed for policy/health care
planning purposes. A paper based on Chapter 3 has been published in Applied Health
Economics and Health Policy.

My previous concern was again around limited explanation / justification of the author’s
choices. In particular, I argued that Ms. Landovska did not sufficiently explain her treatment of
second-hand smoking. Ms. Landovska has now carefully revised Chapter 3 to explain her
methodological approach to second-hand smoking. She introduces the issue early on and then
reminds the reader as appropriate.

Chapter 4
Chapter 4 presents a macroeconomic, time-series analysis of the revenue side of public health

insurance in the Czech Republic. Specifically, the author sets out to investigate how health
insurance revenue varies with the business cycle. The main finding is that revenue is pro-
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cyclical, and that the resulting business cycle fluctuations are quite large. In addition to being
of interest on its own (as also evidenced by its publication in Health Economics Review),
Chapter 4 adds to the thesis by demonstrating the author’s breadth of research applications and
analytical skills, as well as her understanding of institutional features.

My only substantive previous concern was that the categories of health insurance revenue were
not well explained for readers with a limited understanding of how the funding of Czech Social
Health Insurance works. In response, Ms. Landovska has added a new section (Section 3.2)
which reviews the most important aspects of the Czech healthcare system, explains the category
of economically inactive individuals etc. This revision makes Chapter 4 more accessible to an
international audience.

Overall assessment

Overall, Ms. Landovska has done an admirable job in responding to my previous concerns and
comments. In addition to the main issues detailed above, she has also made a number of minor
revisions (clarifications and corrections) following my feedback. I am satisfied with all her
responses and am now happy to recommend the thesis for defense without substantial changes.
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