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 2

Abstract 40 

 41 

Background:  New COVID-19 medications force decision makers to weigh limited evidence of 42 

efficacy and cost in determining which patient populations to target for treatment. A case in 43 

point is nirmatrelvir/ritonavir, a drug that has been recommended for elderly, high-risk 44 

individuals, regardless of vaccination status, even though clinical trials have only evaluated it in 45 

unvaccinated patients. A simple optimization framework might inform a more reasoned 46 

approach to the tradeoffs implicit in the treatment allocation decision. 47 

 48 

Methods: We used a mathematical model to analyze the cost-effectiveness of four  49 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir allocation strategies, stratified by vaccination status and risk for severe 50 

disease. We considered treatment effectiveness at preventing hospitalization ranging from 21% 51 

to 89%. Sensitivity analyses were performed on major parameters of interest. A web-based tool 52 

was developed to permit decision-makers to tailor the analysis to their settings and priorities.  53 

 54 

Results: Providing nirmatrelvir/ritonavir to unvaccinated patients at high-risk for severe disease 55 

was cost-saving when effectiveness against hospitalization exceeded 33% and cost-effective 56 

under all other data scenarios we considered. The cost-effectiveness of other allocation 57 

strategies, including those for vaccinated adults and those at lower-risk for severe disease, 58 

depended on willingness-to-pay thresholds, treatment cost and effectiveness, and the 59 

likelihood of severe disease. 60 

 61 

Conclusions: Priority for nirmatrelvir/ritonavir treatment should be given to unvaccinated 62 

persons at high-risk of severe disease from COVID-19. Further priority may be assigned by 63 

weighing treatment effectiveness, disease severity, drug cost, and willingness to pay for deaths 64 

averted.  65 

 66 
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 3

Introduction 84 

 85 

More than two years into the COVID-19 pandemic, the U.S. is still experiencing hundreds of 86 

COVID-19 deaths a day [1]. In January 2022, COVID-19 was among the top four leading causes 87 

of death in the US for every age group, and was the top cause of death for those over age 45 88 

[2]. Fortunately,  vaccines and other medical treatments have reduced the severity of COVID-19 89 

infection in both hospitalized and non-hospitalized patients. Through March 21, 2022, vaccines 90 

alone have averted an estimated 2.3 million deaths in the U.S., saving the country nearly $900 91 

billion [3]. 92 

 93 

Alongside vaccination, several effective treatments for COVID-19 have been developed. One of 94 

the more promising is Pfizer’s 5-day oral antiviral treatment regimen of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 95 

(brand name Paxlovid), granted emergency use authorization by the U.S. Food and Drug 96 

Association (FDA) in December 2021. In clinical trials, nirmatrelvir/ritonavir showed an 89% 97 

reduction in hospitalizations and no deaths in high-risk unvaccinated COVID-19 positive patients 98 

[4]. Such a reduction in disease severity could ease strain on scarce hospital and critical care 99 

resources. Other treatments have shown more modest effects in this setting and more 100 

treatments continue to be developed [5]. 101 

 102 

Given both the speed with which new therapeutic agents are being developed and the 103 

continuing urgency of the COVID-19 pandemic, decision makers will inevitably and repeatedly 104 

be to asked to make approval and coverage decisions, long before the clinical and economic 105 

impacts of these treatment options are fully understood. On the basis of its current price and 106 

observed efficacy, the FDA has given emergency use authorization to nirmatrelvir/ritonavir for 107 

treatment of the elderly and other high-risk adults, regardless of vaccination status [6]. Some 108 

observers have questioned the breadth of this decision, noting that other studies have failed to 109 

replicate the effectiveness observed in the initial trial [7-10] and that nirmatrelvir/ritonavir's 110 

efficacy remains unproven in vaccinated patients [11, 12], in addition to the risks posed by 111 

serious drug interaction and toxicity [13] and the uncertainty of rebound infections and 112 

symptoms [14, 15]. Still others have wondered whether the substantial reduction in risks of 113 

hospitalization and death in patients receiving nirmatrelvir/ritonavir might justify expanding the 114 

indications for treatment far beyond the highest-risk patient population [16].  115 

 116 

We sought to provide practical guidance to clinicians, policy-makers, and payers regarding the 117 

clinical, epidemiological, and economic circumstances under which a new medication of 118 

uncertain efficacy might serve as a cost-effective and appropriate use of COVID-19 treatment 119 

resources across a range of different target populations. The significance of our analysis lies less 120 

in the particular application to nirmatrelvir/ritonavir and more in the elaboration of a 121 

generalized evaluation framework and the establishment of performance benchmarks for 122 

future COVID-19 treatment options, many of which are likely to display therapeutic properties 123 

against SARS-CoV-2 infection. 124 

 125 

 126 

 127 
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 4

Methods 128 

 129 

Model structure 130 

 131 

We used a decision tree model to analyze the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of different 132 

allocation strategies of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir in the United States (Figure 1). The target 133 

population of the model includes those who are newly COVID-19 positive (COVID-19+) within 134 

the timeframe eligible for nirmatrelvir/ritonavir prescription (within 5 days of positive test or 135 

onset of symptoms) [4]. Individuals are assigned a probability of being at high-risk vs low-risk 136 

for severe COVID-19, a probability of being vaccinated for COVID-19, a probability of 137 

hospitalization dependent on risk and vaccination status, and a probability of death if 138 

hospitalized.  139 

 140 

Strategies 141 

 142 

In addition to the baseline policy of treating nobody with nirmatrelvir/ritonavir, we considered 143 

4 increasingly expansive eligibility policies for persons with confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection: 144 

1) Unvaccinated patients at high-risk for severe COVID-19; 145 

2) All patients at high-risk for severe COVID-19, regardless of vaccination status; 146 

3) All unvaccinated  patients and vaccinated patients at high-risk for severe COVID-19; and   147 

4) All patients 148 

 149 

Model parameter values 150 

 151 

“High-risk” for severe COVID-19 was determined according to inclusion criteria for Pfizer’s 152 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir trial [4], which included everyone over 60 years of age or with at least 153 

one risk factor for severe COVID-19 [6]. Vaccination rates came from US data on vaccination 154 

rates nationwide [1]. Only primary series vaccinations were considered for both vaccination 155 

rates and vaccination effect. We present analyses using a range of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 156 

treatment effect modifiers on hospitalization: 89%  from Pfizer’s nirmatrelvir/ritonavir trial [4], 157 

and 21%-67% from more recent literature [7-10]. 158 

 159 

The only costs considered in this model were the cost of a course of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir in the 160 

US [17], and the cost of a COVID-19 hospitalization in the United States, which was estimated 161 

using published literature [18, 19]. We did not consider other costs as they were not expected 162 

to differ between scenarios, and therefore were not expected to alter our results or 163 

conclusions. 164 

 165 

All model parameter values and ranges used in sensitivity analysis can be found in Table 1. 166 

 167 

Economic performance measures 168 

 169 

We modeled cost-effectiveness from a healthcare sector perspective, considering the cost of a 170 

hospitalization for COVID-19 in the US as well as the cost of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir itself. 171 
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Effectiveness measures considered were decreases in risks of hospitalization and death.  172 

Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios (ICERs) were measured in dollars per hospitalization 173 

averted and per death averted [20]. 174 

 175 

Net monetary benefit [21] of each strategy was also considered under a variety of willingness-176 

to-pay thresholds, ranging from $10,000 per death averted to $5 million per death averted. Net 177 

monetary benefit was calculated by multiplying the incremental benefit of each strategy as 178 

compared to no nirmatrelvir/ritonavir by the willingness to pay per death averted, and then 179 

subtracting out the cost of the strategy. 180 

 181 

We considered value of a statistical life (VSL) estimates as a way to think about willingness to 182 

pay threshholds per death averted [23]. 183 

 184 

 185 

Sensitivity analyses 186 

 187 

We conducted several one-way sensitivity analyses, varying key parameters to their highest or 188 

lowest range, as reported in Table 1. Parameters analyzed included average cost of US COVID-189 

19 hospitalization, nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness in vaccinated individuals and low-risk 190 

individuals, and risk of hospitalization from COVID-19. 191 

 192 

In addition, we conducted a two-way sensitivity analysis, identifying the preferred allocation as 193 

a function of both nirmatrelvir/ritonavir treatment effectiveness (0 to 100% effectiveness at 194 

preventing hospitalization) and cost of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir treatment course (0 to $2,000, 195 

allowing for the need for a potential second course as well as variation in treatment price). 196 

 197 

We also developed a publicly available tool which can be used to vary any model parameter 198 

and determine the best allocation strategy when assessed using the net monetary benefit 199 

approach. This tool can be used to reproduce all analyses reported here. It can also be used to 200 

evaluate alternative treatment strategies with differing effectiveness measures, as well as 201 

treatment strategies in different populations, in a range of alternative clinical and economical 202 

circumstances.  203 

 204 

 205 

 206 

 207 

 208 

 209 

 210 

 211 

 212 

 213 

 214 
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 6

Results 216 

 217 

All results are reported on a per-eligible-person basis. In the status quo scenario with no 218 

treatment (Strategy 0), average population risk of hospitalization was 0.0268, risk of death was 219 

0.00187, and cost was $536 (Supplemental Table 1A, Supplemental Table 2A).  220 

 221 

Offering nirmatrelvir/ritonavir to high-risk unvaccinated COVID+ patients (Strategy 1) was cost-222 

saving when nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness against hospitalization was assumed to exceed 223 

33% (Table 2, Table 3). At 33% effectiveness against hospitalization, the cost per hospitalization 224 

averted was $5,000 and the cost per death averted was $70,900. When nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 225 

effectiveness against hospitalization was assumed to be 21%, the ICER for hospitalization 226 

averted was $19,500 and for death averted was $279,000.  227 

 228 

Offering nirmatrelvir/ritonavir to high-risk COVID+ patients regardless of vaccination (Strategy 229 

2) led to costs per hospitalization averted ranging from $700 to $69,300 and costs per death 230 

averted ranging from $9,500 to $989,800 for effectiveness assumptions ranging from 89% to 231 

21%.  232 

 233 

Using the same range of effectiveness assumptions (89% to 21%), we found that offering 234 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir to all high-risk patients and to unvaccinated low-risk patients (Strategy 3) 235 

would have costs per hospitalization averted ranging from $26,700 to $179,800 and costs per 236 

deaths averted of $381,900 to $2,568,200. Treating all patients (Strategy 4) yielded costs per 237 

hospitalization averted ranging from $88,600 to $441,900 and costs per deaths averted of 238 

$1,265,600 $6,313,500. 239 

 240 

Some studies have shown significantly reduced effectiveness of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir in low-241 

risk patients [10]. When we reduced the effectiveness of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir against 242 

hospitalization in these patients to one third of that seen in high-risk patients, costs per 243 

hospitalization averted increased threefold to fivefold for Strategies 3 and 4 (Supplemental 244 

Table 3).  245 

 246 

Clinical trials of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness have yet to be conducted in vaccinated 247 

patients. When we assumed a 50% reduction in nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness in 248 

vaccinated patients, costs per hospitalization doubled in Strategy 2 and more than tripled in 249 

Strategy 4 (Supplemental Table 4). 250 

 251 

When we lowered our assumption of the average US cost of a COVID-19 hospitalization from 252 

$20,000 to $10,000, the cost per death averted increased in every strategy, though providing 253 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir to high-risk vaccinated people remained cost-saving when the assumed 254 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness against hospitalization was 89% (Supplemental Table 5). 255 

While dropping the cost of hospitalization lowered the cost of a COVID-19 infection in every 256 

scenario, it also raised the percentage of that cost attributable to nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 257 

treatment.  258 

 259 
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 7

To explore treatment cost-effectiveness under a potentially more severe viral variant, we 260 

doubled the risk of hospitalization. Costs per hospitalization averted were roughly halved in 261 

every strategy (Supplemental Table 6). Providing nirmatrelvir/ritonavir to both high-risk 262 

unvaccinated and high-risk vaccinated people became cost-saving with a high 263 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness against hospitalization. 264 

 265 

Figures 2 and 3 report the optimal allocation strategy, under different willingness to pay 266 

threshholds, as both nirmatrelvir/ritonavir cost and effectiveness were varied across their 267 

plausible ranges. 268 

 269 

 270 

 271 

 272 

 273 

 274 

 275 
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 277 

 278 
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 280 

 281 

 282 
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 287 

 288 

 289 

 290 

 291 

 292 

 293 

 294 

 295 

 296 

 297 
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 300 

 301 
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 8

Discussion 304 

 305 

Several conclusions emerge from both the paradigmatic examples presented in the sections 306 

above and the countless alternative data scenarios that can be examined using the publicly 307 

available companion tool. First, unvaccinated persons at high-risk of severe COVID-19 should 308 

always have priority access to treatment, a strategy that was cost-saving across virtually every 309 

scenario we examined. Second, one size does not fit all in the subsequent assignment of 310 

priority: no single, “optimal” allocation plan captures the breadth of epidemiologic and drug 311 

performance circumstances. The curves presented in the Results section are malleable and 312 

dependent on the interplay of drug effectiveness, the comparative costs of both medications 313 

and hospitalization, the variant-specific risk of severe disease, and the societal willingness to 314 

pay to avert hospitalizations and deaths. Decision makers can and should tailor their allocation 315 

strategies to their particular settings. The web-based companion app is available to support 316 

such an exercise.  317 

 318 

It is difficult to determine the societal willingness-to-pay to avert hospitalization and death. 319 

One frequently used measure is the Value of a Statistical Life (VSL). In the US, VSL estimates 320 

center around $10 million dollars per life (with low and high values between $5 million and $16 321 

million) [23]. Since decision-makers may not feel comfortable with such a high willingness-to-322 

pay threshold, we have offered a range of values here and a webtool that supports further 323 

exploration of alternative scenarios. 324 

 325 

Our analysis aims to establish a priori standards for priority setting in anticipation of future 326 

developments in COVID-19 treatment. We use nirmatrelvir/ritonavir as an illustrative example 327 

but, in the spirit of exploration, we allowed its effectiveness to range widely, from the clinical 328 

trial estimate of 89% to a low of 21%. This reflects evidence that individual risk-level, 329 

vaccination status, and time of treatment initiation will likely influence treatment effectiveness 330 

[24]. It also acknowledges real-world studies suggesting reduced effectiveness with the newer 331 

Omicron variant [4, 7-10] and potentially reduced effectiveness in low-risk individuals [10]. In 332 

addition, there is evidence of people re-testing positive after their course of 333 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir was completed, accompanied by a resurgence of symptoms, something 334 

that had not been seen in trials [14]. Finally, barriers to access (e.g., mandatory PCR testing and 335 

a physician visit to receive a prescription) will delay or impede treatment—particularly among 336 

poor and socially disadvantaged patients of color who are more likely to be at higher-risk for 337 

severe disease—further reducing effectiveness and exacerbating the inequities of COVID-19 338 

care [25]. For all these reasons, our cost-effectiveness estimates should be interpreted as a 339 

best-case scenario for nirmatrelvir/ritonavir. 340 

 341 

  COVID-19 remains a global pandemic and treatments are needed worldwide. In the US, 342 

where a COVID-19 hospitalization can cost $11,000 to over $98,000, depending on its 343 

complexity [18, 19, 26], it is comparatively easy to establish the cost-effectiveness of a $500 344 

course of treatment with nirmatrelvir/ritonavir. In low-income countries, hospitalization costs 345 

of $35 for a severe case and $310 for a critical case [27] make it much more difficult to justify 346 

the $500 cost of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir. Drug pricing for nirmatrelvir/ritonavir must be both 347 
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 9

context-specific and structured not to impede access to treatment. In a welcome development, 348 

Pfizer has pledged to offer nirmatrelvir/ritonavir (along with 22 additional medications) at non-349 

profit prices for low-income countries [28]. Through work with the Clinton Health Access 350 

Initiative, a generic formulation of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir will be offered to low-income countries 351 

for $25 a course [29], though this leaves out middle income countries with high burden of 352 

COVID-19. 353 

 354 

 Our analysis has limitations. It does not consider drug supply or budgetary constraints, 355 

both of which might play a significant role in determining treatment allocation for decision-356 

makers. We assume perfect adherence of those treated with the drug, which is likely unrealistic 357 

in a real-world scenario. However, without data to inform whether certain groups (vaccinated 358 

vs unvaccinated, high risk vs low risk) had different levels of adherence, we chose to keep this 359 

assumption with the understanding that it might bias our results towards groups with lower 360 

real-world adherence. In addition, we do not consider those who are contraindicated from 361 

taking nirmatrelvir/ritonavir due to other medications in this analysis. We ignore potential side-362 

effects of treatment and drug-drug interactions, both of which may arise in clinical practice. We 363 

also ignore the possibility that patients may be inelgibile for nirmatrelvir/ritonavir due to other 364 

medications, which might preclude a large percentage of the highest-risk population and 365 

prevent a large percentage of the benefit seen in this analysis. Our model does not consider 366 

disease transmission, nor does it account for any costs other than hospitalization and 367 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir treatment. Specifically, we do not consider the costs of either PCR testing 368 

to confirm a diagnosis of COVID (required for treatment in the U.S.) or a physician’s office visit 369 

to be evaluated and receive a prescription.  370 

 371 

In conclusion, our adaptable quantitative framework demonstrates that for almost 372 

every scenario evaluating appropriate treatment allocation, prescribing nirmatrelvir/ritonavir to 373 

unvaccinated patients at high-risk of severe COVID-19 was cost-saving, meaning this group 374 

should almost always be treated if treatment is available. In other strategies, the most cost-375 

effective allocation of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir can be determined via a formal weighing of a 376 

variety of factors, including treatment effectiveness, both overall and within allocation groups, 377 

and the drug’s cost. Such a framework can help decision-makers choose the most appropriate 378 

allocation strategy given changing information and disease dynamics. 379 

 380 

 381 

 382 

 383 

 384 

 385 

 386 

 387 

 388 

 389 

 390 
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Table 1. Model parameter values and ranges. 507 

 508 

Parameter Value Range Source 

Demographics       

Proportion high risk for COVID, 

US 

0.6 0.37-0.754 [30-33] 

COVID        

Probability of COVID 

hospitalization for high-risk 

population 

0.063   [6, 34] 

Probability of COVID 

hospitalization for low-risk 

population 

0.014 0.0126-0.014 [35, 36] 

Probability in-hospital death 

from COVID 

0.07   [37] 

Vaccination        

US vaccinated percentage 0.656   [1] 

Vaccination hospitalization 

multiplier1 

0.43   [38] 

Nirmatrelvir/ritonavir        

Nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 

hospitalization multiplier1 

Varies 

(0.21-

0.89) 

  [4, 7-10] 

Costs       

Cost of nirmatrelvir/ritonavir in 

the US 

$530    [17] 

Cost of COVID hospitalization in 

US 

$20,00

0  

$11,267-

$98,000 

[18, 19, 26] 

    

    

 509 
1. Hospitalization multipliers are the reciprocal of the effectiveness of the treatment against COVID-19 510 

hospitalization. Vaccination has been shown to be 57% effective against hospitalization, and 511 
nirmatrelvir/ritonavir has been shown to be 21 to 89% effective against hospitalization. The multipliers 512 
are applied to the baseline risk of hospitalization from COVID-19 in the high and low-risk populations. 513 

 514 

 515 

 516 
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 517 

Table 2. Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios for hospitalizations prevented by 518 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir. By differing allocation scenarios, and presented for different 519 

effectiveness at preventing hospitalization estimates for nirmatrelvir/ritonavir from the 520 

literature. 521 

 522 

 Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios (ICER) per hospitalization 

averted, according to given nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness 

at preventing hospitalization measure 

 89% 

effective, 

Hammond 

et al.[4] 

67% 

effective, 

Arbel et 

al.[10] 

45% 

effective, 

Dryden-

Peterson 

et al.[9] 

33% 

effective, 

Mefsin et 

al.[7] 

21% 

effective, 

Yip et 

al.[8] 

Strategy 0: No 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir  

     

Strategy 1 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir for 

unvaccinated high-risk 

Cost 

saving 

Cost-

Saving 

Cost-

Saving 

$5,000 $19,500 

Strategy 2 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir for all 

high-risk (regardless of 

vaccination) 

$700 $7,600 $21,400 $36,600 $69,300 

Strategy 3 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir all 

high risk and unvaccinated 

low-risk 

$26,700 $42,300 $72,900 $106,900 $179,800 

Strategy 4 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir for all  

$88,600 $124,400 $195,300 $273,800 $441,900 

 523 

 524 

 525 

 526 

 527 

 528 

 529 

 530 

 531 

 532 

 533 
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Table 3. Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios for deaths prevented by nirmatrelvir/ritonavir. 534 

By differing allocation scenarios, and presented for different effectiveness at preventing 535 

hospitalization estimates for nirmatrelvir/ritonavir from the literature. 536 

 537 

 Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios (ICER) per death averted, 

according to given nirmatrelvir/ritonavir effectiveness at 

preventing hospitalization measure 

 89% effective, 

Hammond et 

al.[4] 

67% 

effective, 

Arbel et 

al.[10] 

45% 

effective, 

Dryden-

Peterson et 

al.[9] 

33% 

effective, 

Mefsin et 

al.[7] 

21% effective, 

Yip et al.[8] 

Strategy 0: No 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir  

     

Strategy 1 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 

for unvaccinated high-

risk 

Cost saving Cost-Saving Cost-Saving $70,900 $279,000 

Strategy 2 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 

for all high-risk 

(regardless of 

vaccination) 

$9,500 $108,900 $305,500 $523,200 $989,800 

Strategy 3 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 

all high risk and 

unvaccinated low-risk 

$381,900 $603,600 $1,042,100 $1,527,600 $2,568,200 

Strategy 4 - 

nirmatrelvir/ritonavir 

for all  

$1,265,600 $1,777,500 $2,789,900 $3,911,000 $6,313,500 

 538 

 539 

 540 

 541 

 542 

 543 

 544 

 545 

 546 

Figure 1. Model structure 547 

 548 
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 549 
 550 

 551 

 552 

Figure 2. Two-way sensitivity analysis presenting most cost-effective treatment allocation 553 

strategy for hospitalizations averted, for given willingness-to-pay threshold, treatment 554 

effectiveness estimate, and cost of drug estimate. Cost of drug is on the horizontal axis, and 555 

treatment effectiveness is on the vertical axis. 556 

 557 

Figure 3. Two-way sensitivity analysis presenting most cost-effective treatment allocation 558 

strategy for deaths averted, for given willingness-to-pay threshold, treatment effectiveness 559 

estimate, and cost of drug estimate. Cost of drug is on the horizontal axis, and treatment 560 

effectiveness is on the vertical axis. 561 

 562 

 563 

6
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