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Economic Evaluation of Two Preparations of Mycophenolate Mofetil for Immunosuppressive Therapy after
Renal Transplantation

YANG Tian"*, ZHAN Mei', DAI Bing"’, WU Bin', XU Ting' (1. Dept. of Clinical Pharmacy, West China
Hospital of Sichuan University, Chengdu 610041, China; 2. West China School of Pharmacy, Sichuan
University, Chengdu 610041, China)

ABSTRACT OBJECTIVE: To evaluate the cost-effectiveness between Mycophenolate mofetil (MMF) dispersible tablets versus
MMF capsules for the immunosuppressive therapy after renal transplantation, and to provide reference for selecting more
economical MMF preparations. METHODS: Based on a systematic review about MMF dispersible tablets and MMF capsules for
immunosuppressive therapy after renal transplantation (involving 6 clinical studies), with simulation period of 6 months, Treeage
2010 software was used to establish decision tree model, which included four states of graft normal, acute rejection, graft loss and
death. Using QALYs as effect measurement index, the cost-effectiveness analysis of two MMF preparations was carried out in
combination with the cost data of West China Hospital of Sichuan University. Signal factor sensitivity analysis and probability
sensitivity analysis were performed. RESULTS: The incremental cost-effectiveness ratio of MMF capsules group to MMF dispersible
tablets group was 623 111.614 0 yuan/QALY, which was higher than Chinese willing-to-pay value (212 676 yuan/QALY ) ; the results
of sensitivity analysis supported the above results. CONCLUSIONS: MMEF dispersible tablets are better than MMF capsules in
cost-effectiveness of immunosuppressive therapy after renal transplantation.
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Tab 1 Usage and dosage of two preparations of MMF
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AHAIQ007) FM PR ERHAARAA  FESRHAARAR  500~1000mg,bid 6.
FERQ010"  HMREERRAARAR EERBAERAT  S0~T50mgbid 6
THR08)" EAEAIFHAARAT HEPRHAGRAT 750 mg,bid |
WEIE009) WIRGADARAT  FEYRHAGARAD 750 mg,bid 3
FER(010)" EICHAEAAREEAR  FESRHAGARAR  500~1000mg,bid 3
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Fig 1 Sketch of decision tree model
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Tab 2 MMF preparation cost and other project costs
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Tornado analysis(ICER)
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Fig 2 Tornado diagram of single factor sensitivity
analysis
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