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Cost effectiveness analysis of three antt infective therapeutic schemes for acute pancreatitis

wu Xiao-tongl ,YE Hua—jin2 ,LI Yun? (1 . Hangzhou Gongshu Pepole’ s Hospital, Hangzhou 310012, China ;2 . Hangzhou
First Pepole’ s Hos]gtul , Hungzhou 310006 , China)

ABSTRACT :OBJECTIVE To study the effetiveness and econmical antiinfective therapeutic sche mes for acute pancreatitis ( bil-
iary) . METHOD  Cost-effectiveness analysis were based on the application of pharmacoeconomic method in the three antiinfective
therapeutic sche mes ( Scheme A: cefozolin + levofloxacin + metronidazole ; Scheme B: cefoperuzone sodium-sulbactam sodium + lev-
ofloxacin + metronidazole ; Sche me. C: ampicillin + gentamycin + metronidazole .) for acute pancreatitis( biliary) . RESULTS  The
therapeutic total costs of one case were 2848 .70 yuan ( guoup A) 4657 .60 yuan ( group B) and 2294 .70 yuan ( group C) , respective-
ly. CONCLUSION Considering the effectiveness and the cost ,schemes A is the best one .
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Tab4 The sensitivity analysis of 3 therapeutic sche mes
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