
Cost-Utility and Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of disease-modifying drugs of Relapsing-Remitting Multiple 
Sclerosis: A Systematic Review 

Nasrin Abulhasanbeigi gallehzan1, Majid Khosravi1, Samira Soleimanpour2, Saeed Hoseini1, Habibeh Mir1, 
Vahid Alipour3, Aziz Rezapour3 

1- Department of Health Economics, School of Health Management and Information Sciences, Iran 
University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran  

2- Department of Medical Library and Information Science, School of Health Management and Information 
Sciences, Iran University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran 

3- Department of Health Economics, Health Management and Economics Research Center, School of Health 
Management and Information Sciences, Iran University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran 

Corresponding author: Majid Khosravi 
Department of Health in Disasters and Emergencies, School of Health Management and Information 
Sciences, Iran University of Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran  
Email: khosravi.m1@gmail.com 
Phone: +989127583804 

 

Abstract: 

Background:  
Multiple sclerosis is a chronic demyelinating disorder of the central nervous system that is categorized as an 
immune-mediated inflammatory disease. This study aimed to systematically review the cost-benefit and cost-
effectiveness of relapsing-remitting drugs for multiple sclerosis. 
Methods:  
To find related research and articles, articles published in Iranian and international databases by using a 
combination of MeSH (Medical Subject Headings) terms and based on inclusion and exclusion criteria were 
searched and reviewed. We included studies that addressed interventions, ICER, per QALY, and those which 
were published in a journal for different methods of infertility treatment, or a major general journal till 2019. 
Results:  
Out of 1,360 records found, finally, 21 records were included in the research. Ten articles were published in the 
European continent, six articles in the Americ continent, and finally, five articles in the Asia continent. The most 
common limitations of published economic evaluation studies were in methodology or presentation of 
incremental analyses, sensitivity analyses, and discounts. The lowest and highest numerical value of outcome 
measures were -1,623,918 and 2,297,141.53, resprectively. Furthermore, the lowest and highest numerical value 
of the cost of disease-modifying drugs of RRMS were $180.67, and $1474840.19, resprectively. 

Conclusions:  
Based on the results of all studies, it can be concluded that for the treatment of patients with AF, care-oriented 
strategies should be preferred to drug strategies. Also, among the drug strategies with different prescribing 
methods, oral disease-modifying drugs of RRMS should be preferred to injectable drugs and intravenous 
infusions.  
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Introduction 
Multiple sclerosis is a chronic demyelinating disorder of the central nervous system that is categorized as an immune-
mediated inflammatory disease. (1, 2) The clinical course and severity of the disease are variable, however, in general, the 
common symptoms of the disease include paralysis, tingling, weakness, impaired balance and gait, blurred vision or diplopia, 
vertigo, cognitive impairment, fatigue, and urinary bladder dysfunction. (3) This disease consists of four stages, including 
recurrent multiple sclerosis, primary progressive multiple sclerosis, secondary progressive multiple sclerosis, and progressive 
multiple sclerosis. (4) The course of relapsing-remitting multiple sclerosis is characterized by worsening of neural functions, 
with the episode of unpredictable attacks, followed by periods of relative recovery. (5) 
About 85% of people with MS are initially diagnosed with relapsing-remitting, which is characterized by destructive attacks 
that are quite noticeable on nerve function, followed by periods of complete or partial recovery and no progression of the 
disease. Over time, most people are diagnosed with a transition from relapsing-remitting period to secondary progressive 
multiple sclerosis. This transmission is manifested by the continuous progression of the disease without periods of recovery. 
(6) As far as the incidence of this disease is concerned, by gender, women are two or three times more affected by this 
disease than men. (4) About 573,000 individuals in the United States are affected by multiple sclerosis. Most people with the 
disease are diagnosed at 20-50 years of age. (7) 
The prevalence of MS in some parts of the world is high, for example, in North America at 140 per 100,000 and in Europe at 
108 per 100 million. (4) Whereas the prevalence of multiple sclerosis in Thailand, reported by Prayon Vivat et al., was 201 
per 100,000 people. (5) Lost productivity due to progressive disabilities contributes to the heavy economic burden of the 
disease. (8) It is important to note that the necessary medical care for MS patients and the significant cost of the pharmacy 
place a heavy economic burden on policymakers and caregivers. On average, patients with MS see their doctor eight times a 
year, which is about three times as many people without the disease. (9) Most studies have reported the costs of disease-
modifying drugs (DMDs) to account for a large proportion of total medical costs (64% to 91%) in the treatment of MS. (10) 
The main goal of different MS treatments is to prevent or delay long-term disabilities. There is no final cure for MS. DMTs 
used to correct the course of MS and reduce or slow the progression of the disease were approved by the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) on Dec. 31, 2014, for the treatment of recurrent types of the disease. (6) Before 2010, injectable 
interferon beta and glatiramer acetate were the only treatment options available for patients with relapsing-remitting multiple 
sclerosis. These two drugs reduce recurrence by about a third, But they are less effective in slowing down the inability to face 
new factors. (11) These drugs are reimbursed in the UK under a risk-sharing scheme between the Department of Health and 
manufacturers. The plan included the cost of each of the disease-correcting treatments in the UK and included data collected 
from 2,048 MS patients, which was cost-effective across the country. the study identified the MS threshold as 36 36,000 per 
Quality-Adjusted Life Years (QALY). (12) Glatiramer acetate and interferon beta-1a 44 micrograms are currently the most 
widely prescribed drugs of any disease-modifying treatment on the US market. In 2013, the cost of medications for MS was 
estimated at $46.00 per member every year. This category of drugs is one of the second most expensive drugs for certain 
diseases. (13) In France, most remedial treatments in the field of disease correction for the treatment of relapsing-remitting 
multiple sclerosis are reimbursed. (14) Recently, oral therapies in France include teriflunomide in 2014 as a first-line drug, 
fingolimod in 2011 as a second-line drug, and delayed-release dimethyl fumarate in 2015 as a first and second-line drug 
introduced. With a new mechanism of action, dimethyl fumarate is an innovative approach in the treatment of relapsing-
remitting multiple sclerosis. This oral medication provides patients with a comfortable treatment with the desired risk-benefit 
index. Dimethyl fumarate showed in phase three clinical trials to reduce the recurrence of multiple sclerosis by 53-44% and 
reduce the risk of three months of stable disability by 21-38%. (15-17) Also, Indirect comparisons showed that dimethyl 
fumarate is more effective than first-line teriflunomide injections, is as effective as fingolimod and is less effective than 
natalizumab in terms of disease recurrence rate. (18) Multiple sclerosis is especially characterized by the progression of the 
disease worse stages, with a high economic burden and reduced quality of life of patients. (17) 
Multiple sclerosis affects the quality of life and performance of health-related patients, and the symptoms of this disease can 
place a significant economic burden on the patient, their family, health care system, and society at higher direct and indirect 
costs by increasing the severity of the disease. (19) Many attempts have been made to estimate the cost-effectiveness of these 
treatments for multiple sclerosis. (2) For this purpose, the present study aimed to analyze the cost-benefit and cost-
effectiveness of relapsing-remitting drugs for multiple sclerosis. 

Materials&Methods 
This review has analyzed the cost-utility and cost-effectiveness of disease-modifying drugs of Relapsing-Remitting Multiple 
Sclerosis via a systematic review-based approach. The review was conducted according to the Preferred Reporting Items for 
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Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement recommendations.  
Search strategy 
We searched the electronic literature databases (Pubmed, Web of Science, Scopus, and Embase) with related keywords 
Including Disease-Modifying Drugs, Relapsing-Remitting Multiple Sclerosis, Cost-Utility Analysis, Cost-Effectiveness 
Analysis, Systematic Review (see supplementary material). The search strategy obeys the PICOS includes the following: 
P: Includes all patients with multiple sclerosis and taking the drugs of relapsing-remitting Multiple Sclerosis (RRMS)  
I: The disease-modifying drug of Relapsing-Remitting Multiple Sclerosis  
C: Other types of drug and treatment methods that can be substituted. 
O: Outcomes are reported based on ICER and costs per natural unit of health measurement.  
S: Includes economic evaluation in a purely cost-effective manner. 
Inclusion Criteria 
All studies that were published until 2019 examined the cost-utility and cost-effectiveness of disease-modifying drugs for 
patients with RRMS. 
Exclusion Criteria 
In this study, articles were excluded that had the following criteria:  
1- Items such as review articles, abstracts, protocols, letters to the editor, etc.  
2- Articles whose full text has been published other than in English.  
3- Studies for which full text was not available. Google Scholar sites were also used to complete the search.  
Studies that performed incomplete economic evaluation (effectiveness evaluation, cost evaluation), studies that were in the 
form of reviews, conference abstracts, letters to the editor and protocol, and studies that were not in English and Persian 
languages, had to be excluded. 
Data collection and analysis 
Selection of studies 
All studies related to Cost-Utility and Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of RRMS were selected according to the inclusion and 
exclusion criteria mentioned above and duplicate cases were removed using Endnote 20 software. In the first stage, the title 
and summary of the remaining studies were studied independently by two researchers. If there was a disagreement, the third 
researcher reviewed the studies to avoid any bias. In the next stage, the full text of the studies was carefully examined by two 
researchers separately. Any disagreements between the researchers were addressed by the third person.  
Synthesis 
Accurate information from each study was obtained separately using a data extraction form pre-made by the two authors. 
Background information about the study included the author's name, year of publication, outcome measure, setting, study 
population, interventions, type of economic evaluation, perspective, time horizon, willingness to pay (WTP) threshold, 
discount rate, sensitivity analyses, etc. Moreover, To compare costs in different studies, all costs used were converted to 2020 
dollars based on Purchasing Power Parity (PPP). 
Quality assessment 
The PRISMA checklist was used to assess the quality of this study. More details about quality assessment are reported in 
Table 1. 

Results 
The initial search results produced 1,360 records, 469 studies were omitted due to duplication between databases and other 
information sources. According to the inclusion and exclusion criteria of the study, 513 studies in the title study, 263 studies 
in the abstract review, and 94 studies in the full-text review were omitted. Based on the PRISMA flowchart in Figure 1, 
which shows the process of reviewing and selecting studies, finally, 21 studies were included in the review. 
Study characteristics (see Table 2) 
Location: Ten articles were published in European countries, four in the United States, two in Canada, three in Iran, and 
finally one in Thailand and Saudi Arabia. 
Type of economic evaluation: The review of the final studies showed that seventeen articles specifically analyzed the cost-
effectiveness of disease-modifying drugs. Two articles analyzed the cost-effectiveness of these drugs and two articles 
combined the cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness of disease-modifying drugs.  
Perspective: there were three articles from the patient's perspective, eight articles from the health system's perspective, 
and seven articles from the community's perspective. In addition, the perspective of an article was a combination of 
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patient and health system, the perspective of an article was a combination of community and health system and the 
perspective of an article was a combination of patient and community. 
Sensitivity analysis method: To explain in terms of sensitivity analysis, seven articles used one-way methods, and one article 
used two-way sensitivity analysis. Also, two articles used deterministic sensitivity analysis (DSA) and eleven articles used 
probabilistic sensitivity analysis (PSA). Also, in terms of several variables, three articles used a multiple univariate 
sensitivity method and five articles used the univariate sensitivity method. 
Forms of disease-modifying drugs of RRMS: Three forms of treatment of RRMS were identified; injectable, oral, and 
intravenous infusions treatments. Eight studies only analyzed the injectable disease-modifying drugs of RRMS together (2, 8, 
13, 20-24). Two studies only analyzed the oral disease-modifying drugs of RRMS together (25, 26). Four studies analyzed 
the injectable and oral disease-modifying drugs of RRMS (27-30). Of course, in one study, in addition to these two forms of 
medication, the best supportive care (BSC) strategy was included in cost-effectiveness analysis (31). 
Three studies analyzed the injectable and intravenous infusions disease-modifying drugs of RRMS. Of course, in all three 
studies, symptom management was one of the strategies analyzed along with the two strategies of injectable drugs and 
intravenous infusion  (12, 32, 33). 
One study analyzed the oral and intravenous infusions disease-modifying drugs of RRMS (34). Finally, in two studies, all 
three types of disease-modifying drugs of RRMS have been analyzed together (15, 35).  
Outcome and Cost (see Table 3) 
The results reported in the studies mainly include incremental cost and incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) per 
different natural units particularly the quality of life years (QALYs). The lowest and highest numerical value of outcome 
measures were -1,623,918 and 2,297,141.53, resprectively. In article of Sawad et al., the lowest numerical value was related 
to the comparison of strategies 4 (symptom management (SM) and alemtuzumab) and 3 (SM and natalizumab). Also, In the 
same article, the highest numerical value was related to the comparison of strategies 2 (symptom management (SM) and IFN-
β-1a) and 1 (SM alone) (32). The lowest numerical value of the cost of disease-modifying drugs of RRMS was $180.67 for 
total cost of Natalizumab in first year considered in the article (34), the highest value of cost was $1474840.19 for the total 
lifetime cost per patient treated with IFN beta-1b - 250 mcg (26). 

Discussion 
This is the first systematic review to examine the Cost-Utility and Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of disease-modifying drugs of 
RRMS. In this article, twenty-one studies were included in the review. The disease-modifying drugs of RRMS can be divided 
into injectable, oral, and intravenous infusions. The most important injectable disease-modifying drugs of RRMS are 
interferon beta-1a (Avonex and Rebif) and beta-1b (Betaferon and Extavia), glatiramer acetate (Copaxone), ofatumumab, etc. 
Also, the most important oral disease-modifying drugs of RRMS are teriflunomide (Aubagio), monomethyl fumarate 
(Tecfidera), fingolimod, cladribine, siponimod, ponesimod, dimethyl fumarate (DMF), diroximel fumarate, ozanimod, etc. 
Finally, the most important intravenous infusions disease-modifying drugs of RRMS are alemtuzumab, mitoxantrone, 
ocrelizumab, natalizumab, etc. 
Some disease-modifying drugs such as Avonex, Rebif, Plegridy, Betaferon, Copaxone, Extavia, Tecfidera, and Aubagio are 
considered as first-line treatments of patients diagnosed with RRMS (15, 36, 37). In some articles, such as Imani et. al., in 
addition to symptom management strategy, the cost-effectiveness analysis of four first-line drugs, including Avonex, 
Betaferon, Rebif, and CinnoVex are also analyzed (22). Two disease-modifying drugs Included fingolimod and natalizumab 
are considered as second-line treatments of patients diagnosed with RRMS (36, 37). Also, in an article such as Bozkaya, et al 
in addition to drugs such as peginterferon beta-1a, IFN, 44 mcg, glatiramer acetate, 20 mg, and DMF, the cost-effectiveness 
analysis of two second-line drugs, including natalizumab and fingolimod are analyzed (35). Finally, some drugs such as 
alemtuzumab (Lemtrada) and mitoxantrone (Ralenova) are formally second-line drugs but are prescribed as third-line drugs 
(37). 
In general, in evaluating the cost-effectiveness of the three forms of disease-modifying drugs of RRMS, the oral form of 
these drugs was more effective than the two forms of injection and intravenous infusion. For example, Julie Chevalier and 
colleagues analyzed drugs in injectable, oral, and intravenous infusions together and concluded that the oral drug DMF was 
more cost-effective than injectable and intravenous infusions. In this study, ICER DMF was $ 20,348.15 per QALY 
compared to IFN beta-1a 44mcg injection; Of course, from the payer's point of view, this amount was equivalent to $ 
45084.11 per QALY. The univariate analysis confirmed that this drug was the most cost-effective compared to other drugs 
studied (36). 
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Four studies analyzed the cost-effectiveness of injectable disease-modifying drugs of RRMS with the oral form of these 
drugs. According to these studies, in three studies, oral drugs were more effective than injectable drugs. For example, a study 
by Xinke Zhang et al. analyzed the cost-effectiveness of fingolimod, teriflunomide, dimethyl fumarate, and intramuscular 
(IM) interferon (IFN) -b1a, found that the cost-effectiveness of dimethyl fumarate compared to other There are more drugs. 
Other than dimethyl fumarate, teriflunomide is cheaper than IM IFN-b1a with ICER (the US $ 7,115). However, the results 
in this study are reported in terms of incremental net monetary benefit (INMB). In a study by Wenqing Su et al., Which 
analyzed the cost-effectiveness of Dimethylformamide (DMF), Glatiramer Acetate (GA), and Rebif Interferon-b 1a), it was 
reported that DMF was more cost-effective than other drugs compared. . In general, oral medications are preferred by 
patients due to their non-invasive nature compared to other forms of medication. Also, they generally have lower costs, 
which plays a significant role in their greater cost-effectiveness. Also, in a study, the cost-effectiveness of these two drug 
forms with BSC has been analyzed and the cost-effectiveness of the BSC strategy has been concluded; One reason for the 
cost-effectiveness of this strategy is the lower cost of medicine and equipment, as well as the greater effectiveness of the best 
patient care. 
In two studies, the cost-effectiveness of injectable drugs and intravenous infusions was analyzed by symptom management; 
In both studies, the cost-effectiveness of symptom management was higher compared to the other two strategies, which can 
be attributed to the lower cost of drugs and equipment (32, 33). Some published studies, such as Prosser et al. And Rubio-
Terres et al., Have analyzed the cost-effectiveness of drug forms with BSC (38, 39). 
Three studies analyzed the cost-effectiveness of injecting drug-modifying drugs of RRMS, intravenous infusions, and 
symptom management of RRMS. In two studies, symptom management was more effective, and in one study, drugs in the 
form of intravenous infusions were more effective. In this study, to help calculations and increase the validity of the results 
obtained from various articles, some measures were taken such as converting different currencies into one currency. 
Moreover, in this systematic review study based on the designed research approach, only studies published in English were 
considered. 

Conclusion:  
Based on the results of all studies, it can be concluded that for the treatment of patients with AF, care-oriented strategies such 
as BSC and SM strategies should be preferred to drug strategies due to their greater cost-effectiveness, and policies and 
planning should be to implement this strategy more widely and with better quality. Also, among the drug strategies with 
different prescribing methods, oral disease-modifying drugs of RRMS should be preferred to injectable drugs and 
intravenous infusions for various reasons such as their non-invasiveness and greater convenience for patients, and lower cost.  
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Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart 
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Table 1. Evaluate this article based on the PRISMA checklis

Topic No. Item Reported? 

TITLE    

Title 1 Identify the report as a systematic review. Yes 

BACKGROUND    

Objectives 2 
Provide an explicit statement of the main objective(s) or 

question(s) the review addresses. 
Yes 

METHODS    

Eligibility criteria 3 Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review. Yes 

Information 
sources 

4 
Specify the information sources (e.g. databases, registers) used to 

identify studies and the date when each was last searched. 
Yes 

Risk of bias 5 
Specify the methods used to assess the risk of bias in the included 

studies. 
No 

Synthesis of 
results 

6 Specify the methods used to present and synthesize results. No 

RESULTS    

Included studies 7 
Give the total number of included studies and participants and 

summarise relevant characteristics of studies. 
Yes 

Synthesis of 
results 

8 

Present results for main outcomes, preferably indicating the 
number of included studies and participants for each. If meta-

analysis was done, report the summary estimate and 
confidence/credible interval. If comparing groups, indicate the 

direction of the effect (i.e. which group is favored). 

No 

DISCUSSION    

Limitations of 
evidence 

9 
Provide a summary of the limitations of the evidence included in 

the review (e.g. study risk of bias, inconsistency, and 
imprecision). 

No 

Interpretation 10 
Provide a general interpretation of the results and important 

implications. 
Yes 

OTHER    

Funding 11 Specify the primary source of funding for the review. Yes 

Registration 12 Provide the registered name and registration number. No 
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Table 2. Study characteristics 

Reference 
(year of 

publication) 

Costing 
year 

Setting population Compared interventions 

Type of 
econom

ic 
evaluati

on 

Perspecti
ve 

Time 
horiz

on 

WTP 
Threshold 

Discount rate Sensitivit
y analyses 

Industry 
sponsorship 

1- Ray Gani, et 
al (2008) 

2005 UK 2048 MS patients 

natalizumab compared with 
interferon-β, glatiramer 

acetate and best supportive 
care  

CEA 
(Marko

v 
model) 

UK 
societal 

cost 
perspecti

ve 

30 
years 

£36,000 
per 

QALY 
3.5% 

Univariate 
sensitivity 
analysis 

no support 

2- Jim Chilcott, 
et al (2003) 

 
United 

Kingdom 

Participants 
Patients with 

relapsing-
remitting multiple 

sclerosis and 
secondary 

progressive 
multiple sclerosis. 

Four disease-modifying 
treatments: interferon betas, 

glatiramer acetate for 
relapsing-remitting and 

interferon betas, glatiramer 
acetate for secondary 
progressive multiple 

CEA UK NHS 
20 

years 
£20 000 

discounted 
costs at 6% per 

annum, the 
discounted 

quality of life 
benefits at 
1.5% per 
annum 

multivaria
te Monte 

Carlo 
sensitivity 
analysis 

consultation 
with all 

stakeholders to 
its appraisals 

process, using 
the best 

available 
evidence. 

3- Julie 
Chevalier 

(2016) 
. 

2015 French 1,000 patients 

glatiramer acetate, IFNbeta-
1a 30mcg intramuscularly 

and 44mcg subcutaneously, 
IFN beta-1b 250mcg and 
teriflunomide as first-line 

therapies and fingolimod and 
natalizumab, as second-line 

therapies. 

CEA 
payer 
and 

societal 

30 
years 

- 

4% per annum 
during the first 

30 years 
and2% after as 
requested by 
the French 
guidelines 

Univariate 
and 

probabilis
tic 

no support 

4- Chalakorn 
Chanatittarat, 
et al (2018) 

2011 
TO 

2014 

THAILA
ND 

105 MS patients 
aged 35 years 

best supportive 
care (BSC), fingolimod, 
IFNβ−1b, and IFNβ−1a 

CUA 
(Marko

v 
model) 

societal 

mont
h 

cycle 
lengt

h, 
lifeti
me 

WTP 
threshold 
of USD 

4,500 per 
QALY 
gained. 

3 percent, 
Costs were 

converted to 
USD using 

2016 
average annual 
exchange rate 

univariate 
and 

probabilis
tic 

no support 
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horiz
on or 

30 
years 

of 35.26 Thai 
baht (THB) per 

1 
USD 

5- Murray G. 
Brown, et al 

(2000) 
20 

Nova 
Scotia in 
Canada 

1,000 females 
and 1,000 males 

followed 40 years 
interferon beta-1b (IFN¯ -1b) 

CEA 
(simulat

ion 
model) 

Ministry 
of health 
(MOH) 

lifeti
me 

- 5% One-way no support 

6- Duygu 
Bozkaya, et al 

(2017) 
2016 

United 
States 

for relapsing-
remitting 

multiple sclerosis 
(RRMS) 

natalizumab (NTZ), 
dimethyl fumarate (DMF), 
and peginterferon beta-1a 
(PEG) with fingolimod 

(FIN), glatiramer acetate 
(GA, 20 mg daily), and 

subcutaneous interferon beta-
1a (IFN, 44 mcg), 

CEA 
(Marko

v 
Model) 

third-
party 
payer 

Three
-

mont
h 

cycle
s 

were 
mode
led 

over 
a 10-
year 
time 
horiz

on 

- 3% One-way no support 

7- Mai F. 
Alsaqa’aby, et 

al (2017) 
2015 

Saudi 
Arabia 

(Tertiary 
care 

hospital) 

1000 RRMS 
patients (for more 
than 400real MS 

patients) 
 

oral agents v (fingolimod, 
teriflunomide, dimethyl 
fumarate,)  vs. interferon 

(IFN)-b1 

CEA: 
Cohort 

Simulati
on 

Model 
(Marko

v 
Model) 

Payer 
 

20 
years 
and 
an 

annu
al 

cycle 
lengt

h. 

$100,000 

3%, All costs 
were 

reported in 
Saudi Riyals 
(SAR) and 

converted into 
the equivalent 
value of 2015 

US dollars 
 

One-way 
and 

probabilis
tic (A 

probabilis
tic 

sensitivity 
analysis 

based on a 
second-

order 
Monte 

no support 
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Carlo 
simulation 

(1000 
times)) 

8- Luis 
Hernandez, et 

al (2016) 
2014 

United 
States 

relapsing-
remitting multiple 
sclerosis (RRMS) 
and includes adult 

patients. The 
population is 

29.2% male with 
a mean age of 

36.5 years 

peginterferon beta-1a 
compared with interferon 

beta-1a and glatiramer 
acetate 

CEA( 
Markov 
cohort 
model) 

US 
payer. 

over 
10 

years 
$50,000  3% 

Probabilis
tic 

no support 

9- Luis 
Hernandez, et 

al (2017) 
2015 Scotland 

relapsing-
remitting multiple 
sclerosis (RRMS) 

Peginterferon beta-1a and  
Interferon beta-1a 30 mcg 
and  Interferon beta-1a 22 

mcg and  Interferon beta-1a 
44 mcg and  Interferon beta-
1b and  Glatiramer acetate 20 

mg 

CEA 
(Marko
v cohort 
model) 

National 
Health 
Service 

and 
Personal 
Social 

Services 

over 
30 

years 

£20,000 
per 

QALY 

and discounted 
at 3.5% per 

year. 

Probabilis
tic 

sensitivity 
analysis 

Clemence 
Bougeard, 

Market Access 
Analyst at 

Biogen, for her 
support 

obtaining the 
economic 

inputs for the 
model 

10- Aseel Bin 
Sawad, et al 

(2017) 
2014 USA 

patients with 
RRMS 

Healthcare costs 
data  were 

obtained from a 
study conducted 

in 2004 by Kobelt 
et al. assessing 
the cost of MS 

disease by 

Strategy 1: (symptom 
management [SM] alone), vs. 
Strategy 2: (SM and IFN-β-

1a), 
vs. Strategy 3 :(SM and 

natalizumab) vs. Strategy 4: 
(SM and alemtuzumab). 

CEA 
(Marko

v 
model) 

third-
party 
payer 

Over 
20 

years 

$100,000 
WTP 

threshold 
per 

QALY 

1- All costs 
were inflated 
to 2014 US$ 
by using the 

US\ 
2- costs were 
discounted 
using an 
annual 

discount rate 

one-way, 
Probabilis

tic 
sensitivity 
analysis 
(second-

order 
Monte 
Carlo 

simulation

no support 
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stratified EDSS 
health states 

of 3% . 

11- Hashemi-
Meshkini A, et 

al (2018) 
2016 Iran 

1,000 patients 
with relapsing-
remitting MS 

(RRMS) 

Pegylated versus non-
pegylated interferon beta 1a 

CEA 
(Marko

v 
model) 

payer 
perspecti

ve 
(patients 

and 
third-
party 

payers) 

one-
mont

h 
cycle

s 
over 
10 

years 
 

15,945 
USD 

Cost discount 
rate (5%), 

Utility 
discount rate 

(3%) 

One-way 

Department of 
Pharmacoecon
omics, Tehran 
University of 

Medical 
Sciences, 

Tehran, Iran, 

Renée Else 
Michels, et al 

(2019) 

2016-
2017 

Netherlan
ds 

Derived from a 
meta-analysis 
study (113 for 

cladribine group) 

cladribine tablets vs. 
alemtuzumab and 

fingolimod 

CEA & 
CUA 

Societal 
lifeti
me 

€50,000/
QALY 
gained 

4% for costs 
and 1.5% for 

outcomes 

determinis
tic 

Supported by 
Merck B. V 

group 

Ali Imani, et al 
(2012) 

2011 Iran 
Model-based- 

population is not 
clear 

Symptom Management vs. 
Avonex, Betaferon, Rebif, 

CinnoVex 
CUA 

Healthca
re 

lifeti
me 

US$50,00
0/QALY 
gained 

7.2% annually Performed 

Tabriz 
University of 

Medical 
Sciences 

Slobodan M. 
Janković, et al 

(2009) 
2009 Serbia 

Model-based - the 
population is not 

clear 

Symptom management alone 
vs.  

combination with 
subcutaneous 

glatiramer acetate (SC GA), 
subcutaneous interferon β-1a 
(SC IFNβ-1a), intramuscular 

interferon β-1a (IM IFNβ-
1a), or subcutaneous 

interferon β-1b (SC IFNβ-
1b). 

CEA Societal 

lifeti
me 
(40 

years
) 

WTP 
5,000,000

.00 
RSD 

3% annually 
multiple 

univariate 
sensitivity 

Serbian 
Ministry of 
Science and 

Ecology 

Maciej J 
Maruszczak, et 

al (2015) 

2013-
2014 

England 

Derived from a 
systematic 
review- the 

population is not 

fingolimod vs. dimethyl 
fumarate (DMF) 

CEA 

NHS and 

Persona
l Social 
Services 

Lifeti
me 
(50 

years

£20,000 
and 

£30,000/
QALY 

3.5% for both 
costs and 
benefits 

Determini
stic & 

Probabilis
tic 

Novartis 
Pharmaceutical

s UK Ltd, 
Camberley, 
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clear ) sensitivity 
analysis 

UK 

Lorenzo 
Giovanni 

Mantovani, et 
al (2019) 

Euros 
inflated 
to June 
2018 

Italy 
Cohort and RCT 

based, the number 
of 1237 patients 

Dimethyl fumarate vs. other 
first-line alternatives 

CEA Societal 

Lifeti
me 
(50 

years
) 

€ 50,000 
per 

QALY 
gained 

3.5% for both 
costs and 
outcomes 

univariate 
determinis

tic and 
multivaria

te 
probabilis

tic 

Biogen Italia 
(Milan, Italy) 

Behzad Najaf, 
et al (2015) 

2012 Iran 140 patients Avonex vs. CinnoVex CEA 

Ministry 
of Health 

and 
Medical 
Educatio

n 

1 
year 

Not clear 
enough 

Not used 
two-way 

sensitivity 
analysis 

Iran University 
of Medical 
Sciences 
(IUMS) 

Mark J. C. 
Nuijten, et al 

(2002) 
1998 UK 

The number of 
560, 372, & 358 
patients based on 
the previous three 

RCTs 

preventive 
treatment with interferon 

beta, 
No preventive treatment 

CEA 

third-
party 

payer & 
Societal 

Lifeti
me 
(25 

years
) 

Not stated 6% annually 
univariate 
sensitivity 
analyses 

Not stated 

Erkki Soini, et 
al (2017) 

indexed 
to the 
2014 
price 
level 

Finland 
713 

patients 

DMF 240 mg PO BID, 
teriflunomide 14 mg once 

daily, 
GA 20 mg SC once daily, 
IFN-β1a 44 mg SC TIW, 

IFN-β1b 250 mg SC EOD, 
IFN-β1a 30 mg IM QW, best 

supportive care (BSC)- 
placebo 

CEA 
/CBA 

Finnish 
payer 

perspecti
ve. 

Scenario 
analysis 
with a 

societal 
perspecti

ve 

15 
years 

€ 68,000 
per 

QALY 
gained 

3% annually 

Probabilis
tic 

sensitivity 
analysis 

Sanofi 
Genzyme, 
Helsinki, 
Finland 

Wenqing Su, et 
al. (2016) 

2013 
Canadia
n dollars 

Canada 
Cohort and trial 

based 308 
patients 

DMF, Glatiramer Acetate 
(GA), Rebif  (Interferon-b 1a 

SC) 44 mcg 
CEA 

Ministry 
of Health 

Lifeti
me 
(20 

years

Canada 
($50 000–
60 000) 

5% for both 
health and 
economic 
outcomes 

one-way 
and 

probabilis
tic 

Supported by 
Biogen 
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) sensitivity 
analyses 

Xinke Zhang, 
et al. (2014) 

inflated 
to 2012 
dollars 

USA 
A cohort of 1,000 

patients 

Fingolimod, 
Teriflunomide, 

dimethyl fumarate, 
intramuscular (IM) interferon 

(IFN)-b1a 

CBA/ 
CEA 

societal 
5 

years 

US$ 
150,000 

per 
(QALY) 

3% annually 

One-way  
and 

probabilis
tic 

sensitivity 
analysis 

No funding 
was received 
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Table 3. Outcome and Cost 

Referen
ce 

Outcome 
Measure 

Interventions Costs 
QALY/YLG 

ICER Main Result 
YLG QALY 

Renée 
Else 

Michels 

QALY& 
ICER 

Cladribine 
tablets 

$ 180.67 

_ 

9.318 Dominant 
cladribine tablets are cost-effective versus 

alemtuzumab and fingolimod in HAD (high disease 
activity) patients, and cost-effective versus natalizumab 

in RES (rapidly evolving severe) patients 

Alemtuzuma
b 

$ 1153.24 9.219 Dominant 

Fingolimod $ 1397.65 8.333 Dominant 

Natalizumab $ 670.29 8.794 Dominant 

Ali 
Imani 

QALY/ 
Increment
al cost per 

QALY 
gained 

Symptom 
Management 

- 

_ 

9.081 Reference 
Disease-modifying drugs (DMDs) in relapsing-

remitting MS patients were associated with increased 
benefits compared with symptom management, albeit 

at higher costs. Because patients receiving Avonex 
incurred slightly higher QALYs than patients receiving 
other DMDs, treatment with Avonex dominates other 

DMDs in Iran. 

Avonex $125280 9.285 $607397 
Betaferon $280581 9.284 $1374355 

Rebif $232740 9.279 $1166515 

CinnoVex $50448 9.130 $1010429 

Sloboda
n M. 

Jankovi
ć 

QALY/ 
Increment
al cost per 

QALY 
gained/ 

Increment
al cost per 
life years 

gained 

Symptom 
management 

$ 321263.12 

Life 
years 

gained 
16.0±7.0 

9.2±4.2 Reference 

Immunomodulatory therapy of RRMS in a Balkan 
country in socioeconomic transition is not cost-

effective, regardless of the type of the therapy. The 
moderate gain in relapse-free years does not translate 
to gain in QALYs, probably due to adverse effects of 

immunomodulatory therapy. 

SC GA $ 566722.58 16.4±7.0 9.8±4.4 1,240±15,596 

SC IFN β-1a $ 924082.67 16.4±7.0 9.8±4.3 4,520±61,855 

IM IFN β-1a $ 920472.98 16.4±7.0 9.8±4.4 4,527±61,854 

SC IFN β-1b $ 855498.41 16.4±7.0 9.8±4.3 4,022±55,055 

Maciej J 
Marusz

czak 

QALY & 
ICER 

Fingolimod 
$  

564448.36 
_ 4.70 12,528 

Fingolimod remains cost-effective in highly active 
(HA) RRMS following the introduction of DMF to the 
UK market, and this model supports the evidence that 
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dimethyl 
fumarate 

(DMF 

$ 
549139.70 

3.93 

has led it to be the only oral DMT reimbursed for HA 
RRMS in England. 

Lorenzo 
Giovan

ni 
Mantov

ani 

QALY, 
YLG 
ICER 

Dimethyl 
fumarate 

$  
1396605.43 

19.634 6.526 Reference 

 
 
 
 

This cost-effectiveness analysis confirms that dimethyl 
fumarate is an optimal first-line treatment for RRMS in 

Italy, compared with the other first-line alternatives. 

IFN beta-1a 
– 22 mcg 

$  
1418953.20 

19.533 5.786 
DMF 

dominates 
IFN beta-1a 

– 44 mcg 
$  

1409201.85 
19.600 6.189 

DMF 
dominates 

IFN beta-1b 
– Betaferon 

$ 
1474840.19 

19.440 5.143 
DMF 

dominates 
IFN beta-1b 

– Extavia 
$ 1468349.53 19.440 5.143 

DMF 
dominates 

Glatiramer 
acetate – 20 

mg 
$ 1454399.37 19.459 5.341 

DMF 
dominates 

Teriflunomi
de – 14 mg 

$ 1421793.87 19.547 5.953 
DMF 

dominates 

Behzad 
Najafi 

Health-
related 

quality of 
life 

(HRQoL), 
ICER 

CinnoVex 

Annual per-
patient cost: 

$2410 
 

_ 

69.5 
for 

physical 
HRQoL 

& 
63.3 for 
mental 
HRQoL 

Reference 

The results showed that CinnoVex was less expensive 
and more effective than Avonex over the study period. 
This implies that CinnoVex is a dominant option and 

there is no need to calculate the ICER. 

Avonex 
Annual per-
patient cost:  

$4515 

50.9 
for 

physical
HRQoL 

& 
56.6 for 
mental 
HRQoL 

CinnoVex dominates 
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Mark J. 
C. 

Nuijten 

QALY & 
ICER 

preventive 
treatment 

with 
interferon 

beta 

 
$  

455373.06 

_ 

interfero
n group: 

28.2 

$ 106076.04 per QALY 

Preventive treatment with interferon beta in patients 
with multiple sclerosis may not be fully justified from a 
health-economic perspective, although interferon beta 
is associated with improved effectiveness compared 

with no preventive treatment. 
No 

preventive 
treatment 

$ 105319.26 

no-
treatment 

group: 
24.9 

Erkki 
Soini 

QALY & 
ICER 

DMF 240 
mg PO BID 

Total 
costs/patient, $ 

523140.50 
12.098 

Total 
QALY/p

atient 
7.808 

$ 
51149.25 

$  
114552.40 

teriflunomide was less costly, with greater QALYs, 
versus glatiramer acetate and the IFNs. According to 
Bayesian treatment ranking (BTR), teriflunomide was 
the first-best among the disease-modifying therapies, 
with potential willingness-to-pay thresholds of up to 
€68,000/QALY gained. In the IIA (impact investment 

assessment), teriflunomide was associated with the 
longest incremental quality-adjusted survival and time 

without cane use. 

teriflunomid
e 14 mg 

once daily 
512918.55 12.096 7.719 $ 

36570.33 
vs. 

teriflunomide 

GA 20 mg 
SC once 

daily 
553208.02 12.087 7.475 

$ 
377612.44 

Dominant 

IFN- 
β1a 44 mg 
SC TIW 

521832.96 12.092 7.595 
$ 

87610.24 
Dominant 

IFN-β1b 250 
mg SC EOD 

613172.97 12.074 7.063 Dom. Dominant 

IFN-β1a 30 
mg IM QW 

544899.55 12.088 7.456 
$ 

370707.19 
Dominant 

best 
supportive 

care (BSC)- 
placebo 

498725.36 12.084 7.331 vs. BSC $ 36570.33 
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Wenqin
g Su 

QALY & 
ICER,  

HRQoL 

DMF $243,079 12.124 5.885 Reference 

DMF can be considered a 
cost-effective option compared to other first-line 

DMTs 

Glatiramer 
Acetate 
(GA) 

$219,741 12.105 5.357 $44,118 

Rebif 
(Interferon-b 

1a SC) 
44 mcg 

$240,134 12.116 5.610 $10,672 

Xinke 
Zhang 

QALY, 
ICER & 

increment
al net 

monetary 
benefit 
(INMB) 

fingolimod $239,947 

 

3.69 
$ 

46,328 
$ 

36,567 

Of the four DMDs, dimethyl fumarate is a dominant 
strategy to manage RRMS. Dimethyl fumarate 
dominated all other therapies over the range of 

willingness-to-pay (WTP) values. After dimethyl 
fumarate, teriflunomide was the most cost-effective 

therapy compared with IM IFN-b1a, with an 
incremental cost-effectiveness ratio of $7,115. 

teriflunomid
e 

$226,085 3.68 $7,115 
$ 

49,780 

dimethyl 
fumarate 

$200,145 3.72 Dominant 
$ 

80,611 

intramuscula
r (IM) 

interferon 
(IFN)-b1a 

$223,606 3.34 ICER vs. IM 
IFN-b1a 

INMB 
vs. IM 

IFN-b1a 

Ray 
Gani 
, et al 

QALY & 
ICER 

natalizumab    - 

If UK society is willing to pay more than £8200 per 
QALY, or Health and Social Services are willing to 

pay more than £26 000 per QALY, this analysis 
suggests that natalizumab is likely to be a cost-
effective treatment for all patients with RRMS 

interferon-β    

The ICER for natalizumab 
compared with interferon-
β was £2300 per QALY. 
From a health and social 
care cost perspective, the 
ICERs were £18 700 per 

QALY 

glatiramer 
acetate 

   

The ICER for natalizumab 
compared with glatiramer 

acetate was £2000 per 
QALY. From a health and 

social care cost 
perspective, the ICERs 
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were £20 400 per QALY 

best 
supportive 

care 
   

The ICER for natalizumab 
compared with best 

supportive care was £8200 
per QALY. From a health 

and social care cost 
perspective, the ICERs 

were £25 500 per QALY, 

Jim 
Chilcott
, et all 

cost per 
quality 

Four 
disease-

modifying 
treatments : 
1-interferon 

betas 2-
glatiramer 
acetate for 
relapsing-
remitting 

and 
3- interferon 

betas 
4- glatiramer 

acetate for 
secondary 

progressive 
multiple 

1-The base case 
cost per quality-

adjusted life-
year gained by 

using any of the 
four treatments 

ranged from £42 
000 ($66 469; 

&61 630) to £98 
000 

based on 
efficacy 

information in 
the public 
domain 2-
benefits 

increased the 
cost per QALY 
gained around 
75%. 3- The 

estimates with a 
20-year time 
horizon were 

markedly lower, 
ranging from 

£42 000 to £98 
000 per QALY 

gained. 
3- commercial 

  - 

Cost-effectiveness varied markedly between the 
interventions. Uncertainty around point estimates was 
substantial., Price was the key modifiable determinant 

of the cost-effectiveness of these treatments 
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in-confidence 
estimates of 
efficacy, the 

most favorable 
estimate is £35 
000 per QALY 
and the least 
favorable is 

£104 000 per 
QALY 

Julie 
Chevali

er 

QALY & 
ICER 

DMF $ 1191203.33 - 5.271 - 

Dimethyl fumarate can be considered a cost-effective 
option as it is on the efficiency frontier. 

IFN beta-1a 
44mcg 

$ 
1185485.36 

- 4.990 - 

IFNbeta-1a 
30mcg 

$ 
1191212.65 

- 4.991 - 

IFN beta-1b, 
250mcg 

$ 
1207191.61 

- 4.819 - 

Glatiramer 
Acetate 

$ 
1208023.54 

- 4.950 - 

Teriflunomi
de 

$ 
1192521.07 

- 5.047 - 

Fingolimod 
$ 

1267970.65 
- 5.021 - 

Chalako
rn 

Chanatit
tar 

at, et al 

ICER 

BSC 
BSC had the 
lowest cost = 

$235,000 
 49% - 

Compared with fingolimod and interferon treatments, 
BSC remains to be the most cost-effective treatment 
for RRMS in Thailand based on a WTP threshold of 

$4,500 per QALY gained. 

fingolimod 
the highest cost 

= $285,000 
10.80 

5.26 
(%18) 

$33,000 When compared 
with BSC 

IFNβ−1b - - %25 
$12,000 When compared 

with BSC 

IFNβ−1a - -  
$42,000 When compared 

with BSC 
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Murray 
G. 

Brown, 
et al 

1-
Disability 

years 
avoided 
(DYA) 
2- Cost 

per 
exacerbati

on 
avoided 
3-ICER1 
Foreign 

exchange 
rate used 

in the 
analysis 
was Can 
$1.00 D 

US $0.66 
(1999). 

interferon 
beta-1b 

1- Cost per 
disability year 
avoided before 
discounting is 
$124,892, and 
$181,395 after 
discounting at 

5% 
2- Total 

healthcare costs 
for all EDSS 

scores for 
Females Per 

person with MS: 
$1,976  

Total healthcare 
costs for all 

EDSS scores for 
Males Per 

person with 
MS:$1,683 

- - - 
Using the Expanded Disability Status Scale, cost per 

disability year avoided due to interferon beta-1b 
treatment in RRMS is quite high 

Duygu 
Bozkay
a, et al 

ICER & 
EDSS = 

Expanded 
Disability 

Status 
Scale 

 

natalizumab 
(NTZ) 

Annual Drug 
cost: $71,773 

- - - 

Costs ranged from $561,177 (NTZ) to $616,251 (GA). 
NTZ, DMF, and PEG were dominant (less costly and 

more effective) compared to FIN, GA, and IFN, 
respectively, for all ICERs. 

fingolimod 
(FIN) 

Annual Drug 
cost: $77922 

- - 
Incremental cost 

NTZ vs FIN 
-$35,524 

peginterfero
n beta-1a 

(PEG) 

Annual Drug 
cost: $72,072 

- - - 

subcutaneou
s interferon 

beta-1a 
(IFN, 44 

mcg) 

Annual Drug 
cost: $77797 

- - 
Incremental cost 

PEG vs IFN-$37,790 

glatiramer 
acetate 

(GA, 20 mg 

Annual Drug 
cost: $80,436 

- - - 
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daily 

dimethyl 
fumarate 
(DMF) 

Annual Drug 
cost: $73,371 

  
Incremental cost 

DMF vs GA: -$47,573 

Mai F. 
Alsaqa’

aby,  
et al 

ICERs 
and NMB. 

Interferon 1a 
(Rebif 44 

mcg) 
$298 892 - 9.78 - 

1-None of the DMDs were found to be cost-effective in 
the treatment of RRMS at a WTP threshold of  

$100,000 in this analysis. 
2- Monte Carlo simulation results showed that Rebif 

was the most cost-effective therapy at WTP of $50 000 
with 95% probability. 

3- Avonex reported the lowest ICER value of $337 
282/QALY compared to Rebif as a common 

comparator. 
4- The NMB of oral DMDs at a WTP of $100,000 
(SAR375 000) was lower than the NMB of Rebif, 

showing that oral DMDs were a costly option. 
would only be cost-effective at a WTP above 

$300 000. 
 

Teriflunomi
de 

$360,631 - 9.72 Dominated 

Interferon 1a 
(Avonex 30 

mcg) 
$374,502 - 10.01 $337,282 

Fingolimod $391,603 - 10.05 $347,338 

Dimethyl 
Fumarate 
(DMF) 

$426,030 - 10.02 $531,329 

Luis 
Hernan
dez,et al 

QALY & 
ICER (All 
costs are 
reported 
in 2014 

US 
dollars) 

peginterfero
n 

beta-1a 
- - 

Results 
Over 10 
years, 

peginterf
eron 

beta-1a 
was 

dominant 
(i.e., 
more 

effective 
and less 
costly), 

with 
cost-

savings 
of 

- 

This analysis suggests that long-term treatment with 
peginterferon beta-1a improves clinical outcomes at 

reduced costs compared with interferon beta-1a 44 mcg 
and glatiramer acetate 20mg and 

should be a valuable addition to managed care 
formularies for treating patients with RRMS. 
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$22,070 
and an 

additiona
l 0.06 

QALYs 
when 

compare
d with 

interfero
n beta-1a 
44mcg 

interferon 
beta-1a (44 
mcg SC 3 
times per 

week) 

- - 
Results 
Over 10 
years, 

- 

glatiramer 
acetate 

(20mg SC 
once daily) 

- - 

peginterf
eron 

beta-1a 
was 

dominant 
(i.e., 
more 

effective 
and less 
costly), 

with 
cost-

savings 
of 

$19,163 
and 0.07, 
QALYs 
gained 
when 

compare
d with 

glatirame
r acetate 

- 
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20mg.- 

Luis 
Hernan
dez, et 

al 

QALY & 
ICER(All 
costs are 
reported 
in 2015 
British 

Pounds) 

Peginterfero
n beta-1a 

Total cost : 
106,843 

- 

Total 
QALYs 
(patient-
caregive)

: 7.32 
 

 

Long-term treatment with peginterferon beta-1a 
improves clinical outcomes, while its cost profile 

makes it either dominant or cost-effective compared 
with other self-injectable DMTs for the treatment of 

RRMS in Scotland. 

Interferon 
beta-1a 30 

mcg 

Total cost: 
113,257 

- 

Total 
QALYs 
(patient-
caregiver

): 6.88 

 

Interferon 
beta-1a 22 

mcg 

Total cost: 
115,614 

- 

Total 
QALYs 
(patient-
caregiver

): 6.99 

 

Interferon 
beta-1a 44 

mcg 

Total cost: 
112,523 

 
- 

Total 
QALYs 
(patient-
caregiver

): 7.01 

 

Interferon 
beta-1b 

Total cost: 
110,657 

 
- 

Total 
QALYs 
(patient-
caregiver

): 6.88 

 

Glatiramer 
acetate 20 

mg 

Total cost: 
104,441 

- 

Total 
QALYs 
(patient-
caregiver

): 6.90 

 

Aseel 
Bin 

Sawad, 
et al 

QALY & 
ICER 

Strategy 1: 
SM 

(symptom 
management

US$161,136.60 - 10.49 
2,297,141.53 comparing 

Strategy 
2 to Strategy 1, 

Strategy 1 was the cost-effective strategy for the 
treatment of relapsing-remitting multiple sclerosis 

when compared with other strategies. 
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) 

Strategy 2: 
SM and 

IFN-β-1a 

US$551,650.66 
 

- 10.66 

Strategy 3: 
SM and 

natalizumab 

US$703,463.60 
 

- 10.69 

-1,623,918.00 comparing 
Strategy 4 to Strategy 3. Strategy 4: 

SM and 
alemtuzuma

b 

US$670,985.24 
 

- 10.71 

Hashem
-i

Meshki
ni A, et 

al 

 
QALY 
(with 

currency 
rate of 
29,000 
Iranian 

Rial (IRR) 
to 1 USD 
in 2016)& 
 (ICER) 

 

PEG-
interferon : 

1- total 
discounted cost 
PEG-interferon: 

68,688 
USD 

2-In each arm, 
cost of PEG-

interferon 99% 
total cost 

 

- 5709.88 1- (ICER) 
was estimated around 

11111 US dollars (USD) 
per QALY gained for the 

PEG-interferon vs. 
interferon 

2- ICER (USD per 
QALY): cost discount rate 

(5%)= 12080 
3- ICER (USD per 

QALY): Utility discount 
rate (3%)= 10208 

PEG interferon 
beta 1 -a could be considered as a cost-effective 

treatment for Iranian patients with MS. 

Interferon 

1-total 
discounted cost 

in interferon 
arm: 

59,308 USD 
2- In each arm, 
interferon beta 

1a were 
around and 

97%total cost 

- 4865.61 

A
ll rights reserved. N

o reuse allow
ed w

ithout perm
ission. 

(w
hich w

as not certified by peer review
) is the author/funder, w

ho has granted m
edR

xiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
T

he copyright holder for this preprint
this version posted A

ugust 12, 2022. 
; 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.10.22278518
doi: 

m
edR

xiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.10.22278518

