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Cost-minimization Analysis of 3 Kinds of PPIs in the Treatment of Peptic Ulcer
WEI Xiumei(Dept. of Pharmacy, Hangzhou First People’s Hospital, Hangzhou 310000, China)

ABSTRACT OBIJECTIVE: To compare the economy of rabeprazole, pantoprazole and omeprazole in the treatment of peptic ul-
cer. METHODS: 189 patients with peptic ulcer admitted into our hospital during Jan.-Oct. in 2015 were divided into rabeprazole
group (group A), pantoprazole group (group B) and omeprazole group (group C) according to random number table, with 63 cas-
es in each group. 3 groups received treatment for 4 weeks according to package inserts based on disease condition. Clinical effective
rate, Hp clearance rate and the incidence of ADR were calculated, and the economy was evaluated. RESULTS: The effective rates
of groups A, B and C were 79.4% , 81.0% and 77.8% ; Hp clearance rates were 85.7% , 85.7% and 83¢7% ; the incidence of
ADR were 11.1%, 12.7% and 12.7% , without statistical significance (P>0.05), So cost-minimization analysi§ was used for eco-
nomic evaluation. The costs of groups A, B and C were 704.08, 648.92, 611.96 yuan, andythe descending order group A>group
B>group C. Sensitivity analysis supported the result. CONCLUSIONS: Rabeprazole; pantoprazole and omeprazole show good ther-
apy efficacy and safety in the treatment of peptic ulcer. Comparedsto rabeprazole and ‘pantoprazole, omeprazole has lower cost and
better economics in the treatment of peptic ulcer. The drugs should be chosen‘according to disease condition.

KEYWORDS PPIs; Rabeprazole; Pantoprazole; Omeprazole; Peptic ulcer; Cost-minimization analysis; Pharmacoeconomics
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Tab 1 Comparison of clinical efficacy among 3 groups

U n EELE WHGH ANCB OB EARL%
AL 63 37 8 5 13 79.4
B4 63 34 11 6 12 81.0
ca 63 32 9 8 14 7738
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Tab 2 Comparison of Hp clearanceirate among 3'groups

MR n ESTRTHpBELHI [ VARG HpAEH B HpERRE, %
Al 63 49 7 85.7
CE 49 7 85.7
c4lg, 163 49 8 83.7
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Tab 3 Comparison of ADR among 3 groups

A n RN BB EEERGL G A RRBRER, %
AHL 63 4 1 2 111
B4 63 5 2 1 127
c4l 63 4 2 2 127
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Tab4 Comparison of therapy plan costs among 3 groups (yuan)

AH n PP PRI ESH MBIAZSN HERA  mA
A4l 63 3234 129.36 174.72 400.00  704.08
B4l 63 18.55 74.20 174.72 400.00  648.92
c4l 63 9.31 37.24 174.72 400.00  611.96
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Tab 5 Results of sensitivity analysis (yuan)

40 n PPEIYH  HBUHZIUN AEEs:_ A

Al 63 103.49 139.78 440:00 683.27
B4 63 59.36 139.78 440.00 639.14
c4l e 29.79 139.78 440:00 609.57
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Comparative Analysis of the Utilization of TCM Injections between Our Hospital and 23 Hospitals Sichuan
Province during 2013-2015

LI Yan,LUO Hongli, WANG Guojun(Dept. of Pharmacy, the Affiliated Hospital of Southwest Medical Universi-
ty, Sichuan Luzhou 646000, China)

ABSTRACT OBIJECTIVE: To provide reference of clinical rational use of TCM injections. METHODS: The utilization of TCM
injections in our hospital and 23 hospitals of Sichuan province during 2013-2015 were analyzed statistically in terms of species, con-
sumption sum, DDDs, daily drug cost (DDC) and sorting ratio (B/A), etc, RESULTS? During 2013-2015, the varieties of TCM
injections used in our hospital decreased from 36 to 33; the utilization, ratio.of TCM injections in inpatients was about 60% , while
DDDs, consumption sum and constituent ratio increased year by, year.\In=3 years, Xueshuantong for injection always took up the
first place in the list of consumption sum and DDDsyin_23*hospitals of Sichuan province; in our hospital, Carthamin yellow for in-
jection took up the first place in the list of consumption sum and DDDs in 2013 and 2014, while Danhong injection and Shenmai
injection occupied the first in 2015 respecitively; those were cardio-cere brovascular drugs for promoting blood circulation to re-
move blood stasis. TCM injections/B/A of which were close to 1 in 23 hospitals of Sichuan province were Xueshuantong for injec-
tion, Breviscapine for injection and Xiyanping injection, etc. The types of TCM injections B/A of which were close to 1 in our hos-
pital, were more than that of Sichuan province. DDC of anti-tumor adjuvant drugs in our hospital were usually higher than those of
cardio=cerebrovascular TCM injection, among which DDC of Xiaoaiping reached 1 328.12 yuan and that of Kanglaite injection was
577.90 yuan; DDDs of those injection were usually in low level. CONCLUSIONS: The application ratio of TCM injections in our
hospital was high and showed an upward trend, and sales and use presented a good synchronism. TCM injections with suitable
price and definite efficacy take up a large share and the situation is consistent with Sichuan province. Great importance should be at-
tached to ADR risk of TCM injection so as to promote safe, effective and economical ase of drugs.

KEYWORDS TCM injections; Consumption sum; DDDs; DDC
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