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However,: it must be pointed out that in choosing two fairly divergent
éime'periodé distprtioﬂs may have occurred that are not explajined
through prices alone.' There could have been differences in the
“product mix" between the two periéds such that changes in the rela-
tive weights ofvthe products Were, at least in part, the cause of the
savings. There is'no precise way of meééuring this element,

Findings ’
Although prior to program implementation it was estimated that $2.0
million would be saved by the volume’ refund portlon of the program,
actual sav;ngs were negligible. The absence of significant savings
was due to there being fewer volume refund agréemgnt; than expected
and to the high administrative costs relative éo administering the
program. ' '
AThe resulLs of the application of the nﬂthodology described above
demonstrated RCLP savings which were SLgnlflcantly less than antici-
pated. These savings represented a maximum cverall gross savings of
“about 2.5 percent to the Medi-Cal drug p;ogram (Table 1).
Total savings to the State of California were sonewﬁat less than 50%
of the $2.1 mxllzon gross sav1ngs for Lhe year after subtracting
admlnlstratlve costs and the 50% match due to the federal governmeng.
Tﬁe gross savings by thérapeutic class are sgown in Tablé 2. It will
be noted that the-highest savings occurred for sedatives and hypnotxcs,
spasmolytic agents &nd antibiotics. Savings for these pharmaceuticals
were relatively substantial running from around 12.5% to 25% below the

A
costs at pre-RCLP rates.



