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Comparison of Annual Cost between Brand and Generic Ocular Beta-adrenergic Blockers
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We conducted a study of the annual cost of various ophthalmic products used in Japan for treating glaucoma in-
cluding six of brands and generic ocular beta-adrenergic blockers (38 products) . The total number of drops in one bottle
of each solution was counted drop by drop. The cost per drop was calculated by dividing the government-controlled
standard prices by the total number of drops in one bottle. The annual cost of ophthalmic solution was calculated by
multiplying the cost per drop by the number of drops typically used per day. The total number of drops of the
ophthalmic solutions in one bottle ranged from 108 to 168. The yearly cost of the beta-adrenergic blockers studied
ranged widely, from ¥5392 to ¥27236. Differences in the total number of drops and the usage effect on the annual cost of
ophthalmic solutions were found. The annual cost depended on not only the price of the products but also on the total
number of drops in one bottle and the usage. Annual cost data may be helpful in selecting ophthalmic products for treat-

ing glaucoma in Japan.
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Table 1. List of Ocular Beta-adrenergic Blockers in This Study

w5 % =i ® O % ek 4 AR Lot.No. 1AM

XL UEBFEO—)L025% 2E  FESR—IL A B 5 ml 9B507P ¥1500.0
F7 7 — b R HETREE (L) 307021 ¥406.5

FEO—)VEIBHR T HEAT 1 v YO1YS ¥406.5

7 7 )V FE IR HET 7L< — 9MK ¥406.5

T3 RIRHE LRV E-SY (A 2022K ¥406.5

FEL—h H A& RIREE LT K917 ¥525.0

U ZXE > RIB#K Hnd & HE 2308X ¥525.0

LA CEBFEO-I0.5% 2| FES I A R 9AC23P ¥2255.5
F7 7 — b RIB# HET R (L) 621021 ¥586.0

7 7 )V FE IR HET 7L< — 1IND ¥586.0

FEO—)VHIRE T HEATF 1 v YO1YS ¥698.5

FEO—IVREIRKR 157101 T MHO03 ¥761.0

FxINy 7 FHIRR RT3 00K 07 ¥868.5

FEL—h H A& RIREE LT Alll ¥761.0

) ZXE > RIB# Hnd & fE 1X19 ¥868.5

TV > R RIS 1027Q ¥761.0

Btk L o BFEOD—)L 1  FET =L XE0.25% EA 2.5ml 8H9012 ¥1561.8
JXE TG &R 0.25% b S HEK 9601 ¥1561.8

FET b=V XE0.5% A 8G9012 ¥2362.5

U XE > TG RlRHE 0.5% e &SR 9601 ¥2362.5

HWEAITAO—) 1% 2| 2T ARK REHFE 5ml 2L79V1 ¥1264.5
FVTA 0 —)b R T R 5 YO1YH ¥727.5

JoFlL—b H A& IR S E012 ¥796.5

AVFI b7 R HHrTEE (Lmw) 24091 ¥727.5

J x> bR HPET 7L< — 4ML ¥727.5

HEE NIV T4 O—)L 2% 20\ 2T RIRK Rig Gl 3A83V2 ¥1847.0
VT F 8 —)b sk T R 3 YO3YH ¥1029.5

JoFlL—h H A& IR S G113 ¥1200.5

AVFI b7 R HHTEE (Lmw) 24091 ¥1200.5

L2 b2 RIR® BHET 7 IV~ — 4ML ¥1029.5

XL+ —)L 0.5% 2 NXMTTa v T RRK HA7Z)La> 95317 ¥2406.5
NE F—) m R IRFE SR 2001 ¥1812.5

NhTTF 1 w7 S KRR HAY ) a> 02F26E ¥2406.5

HgL AT s 0—)b 1R )L AIE#K 0.5% RIS NOZ7220 ¥2868.0
—7Ivo-—)b 2E =TT —)V R T 1 B3R NFO01 ¥2585.0
NANT =)V a—7lRik B BB9H ¥2585.0

W7 ) o—)L 2@ AN BZ-0.5% P 5 C81872 ¥1218.5
NUPA 1% B41742 ¥1590.0
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BREIEIE, 025% KRV 05%< LA BFE
0 — )L #E T 0.98—1.05, 0.95—1.08, 4% M1
1.04, 1.06 TH > /=. 0.25% KT 0.5% Fifitk~ L
1 >BFEO—)LEANT 1.01—1.02, 1.35—1.43 C

H > ]~ (Table 2).

Annual cost of timolo maleate

Annual cost (Y)

Fig. 1. Comparison of Annual Cost among Timolol Prepara-
tions

1% KU 2% 7 )54 10— )L 8% 0% T ki
1.00—1.06, 1.00—1.01, 4£%& 5% 1.01, 1.00 TH >
7z (Table2). X% FvoO—)LH-FOIRBE LT
0.99—1.03, %c¥fid 1.02 TH -7z (Table 2).

0.25% KU 0.5% < L1 > F £ o—)L 8 pH
1%, 6.71—7.01, 6.63—6.93 5E % 13 6.80, 6.84 T
Hotz. 025% KN 0.5% Fifitk~ L1 DT T
o—)L® pH 1%, 6.90—7.60, 6.90—7.70 TH > 7=
(Table 2). 1% kU 2% )V A+ 0—)L#EIDO pH
1% 6.56—6.71, 6.53—6.77 S5 i 6.71, 6.70 TdH
o7z (Table 2). X&FV 00— )L#HFID pH X 6.54
—7.54, JEFEMT 6.54, BEHFIO pH I, 7.54 TH
-7z (Table 2).
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Fig. 2. Comparison of Annual Cost among Carteolol Prepa-
rations

Annual cost of other beta blockers
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Fig. 3. Comparison of Annual Cost among Other Prepara-
tions
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Table 2. Comparison of Osmotic Ratio and pH in Ocular Be-
ta-adrenergic Blockers Preparations

0.25% 0.5%
A

Ei#IElk pH  ZBEk pH
FET =)L 1.04  6.80 1.06  6.84
FE7 b—JI XE .02 6.90 1.01  6.90
F7T—h 0.98 7.01 1.03 6.77
FINY 7 NA NA 1.06  6.79
FEL—k .02  6.71 1.03  6.87
FEO—)LT 0.99  6.96 1.00  6.93

FEO—IL 51 1) NA NA 0.95 6.74

77 IVFE 1.05 6.75 1.03 6.82
TV F 1.05 6.87 1.08 6.63
JXE> 1.05 6.87 1.03 6.87
U XE> TG 1.35 7.60 1.43 7.70

NA: F7—=%7l

1% 2%
A
BB pH  B#EE pH
JINVFAA—)L T 1.06  6.60 1.01  6.70
Jo¥Fl—h 1.03  6.63 1.01  6.77
AAH T 1.02  6.56 1.01  6.53
JI> b 1.00  6.69 1.00  6.69
TS 1.01 671 0.99  6.70
4 BEEL pH
XhTT4 97 1.02  6.54
Ny F—) .03 7.12
AR SR/ 0.99  7.54
201 0.5% 1.01  6.97
=77 /)= 1.01 6.97
NANT—)ba—1 1.01  7.00
NRY PR -0.5% 1.06  7.01
NUBA 1% 1.08  7.27
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WD DOREBEDOENE EEDD, &KA3.8HFDH

MDOEMNEETH > 7z,

—F, 05%FET b—=IL® 05%FET ~—)
XE® 2% 347 52% NXNTT4 v 7°OFEMIAR
i, 19400 [H7n5 22111 HEFFRBETH S 2 &
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E7 b=V XECICYIDEA D56, FHREHIX
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WU TR o 72, ZHULEFEST DR BT
DRI L T W—0, EMioEI< L1 >
fEFEn—) )V HARMIZERES BN ENEKTH
>z,

WXL £ 0—)VEFNL, 14720 0N
FEFMITHAR27% DIRNEFREME, EFHHOEM
FEHOZ N EIFFERAKETH 7z, ZHUIEREMHOR
THENEZRHOBBERICL TENWZ EDFERTH
> Jz.

—F, BB LA CBFEO—)LEART
EFHMMOEFMICEEZRD N>z, ek~ L
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BOHHNT=.

FIVTF 0 — )L BHIR D Fe 3 5 R OB R I £ 2
RBHlamolz. Xy FY O—)VBEIMOFRBELEHIX
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