Differences among three pMDI products labeled to deliver the same dose of albuterol sulfate

An example of the Importance of Holding Chambers
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introduction

Table 1. Cost Comparison of pMDIs based on FPD normalization
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upon the “respirable” FPD, and not the CPD or TD.

Conclusions
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0 90 Dose collection and Sizing studies [Figures 2 & 3] suggest the following
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Cost/Dose Analysis [Table 1] suggests the following may be true:

Figure 2. Resulting Total Dose (TD) and Fine Particle Dose Figure 3. Resulting particle size distributions obtained from

- : - - Anderson Cascade Impactor testing of ProAir HFA, Proventil
: (FPD) testing of ProAir HFA, Proventil HFA and Ventolin . ) ’ . . . . . )
Sovmpe 5 HFA without a VHC (top graph) and with a VHC (bottom HFA and Ventolin HFA without a VHC (top graph) and with a 4. ProAir® HFA is 2.5 times more economical than Ventolin® HFA.
comentntFop b besor VHC (bottom graph). 5. ProAir® HFA is 1.5 times more economical than Proventil® HFA without a
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Figure 1. Products tested. Ventolin® HFA!, Proventil® HFA? and ProAir® HFA3 _
(shown on the left) and LiteAire® VHCsS (shown on the right) are displayed 1. ProAir HFA Package Insert. TEVA Respiratory. LLC/IVAX Pharm, © 2012 4. Brocklebank, D. et al, Health Technol Assess, 2001; 5, p 1-149. 7. Reported TD may not be the most appropriate way to label MDI products

in both collapsed and popped up form. 2. Proventil HFA Package Insert. 3M Pharm/Key Pharm/Merck & Co, © 2012 5. LiteAire VHC Package Insert, Thayer Medical, © 2015 8. The value of using a VHC can be dramatic
3. Ventolin HFA Package Insert. Glaxo Smith Kline, © 2012




