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Abstract

Comparison of Cost effectiveness between foam dressing and saline gauze
dressing in pressure injury stage ii, Rajavithi hospital

Boonchuen Aimmak*, Rapeeporn Mattanapan*, Thummanoon phanomthamT,

Chalida Khemwaranan®

*Surgery Nursing department, Cluster of Nursing. Rajavithi Hospital, Phayathai Road,
Ratchathewi, Bangkok 10400, Thailand

TDepartment of surgery, Rajavithi Hospital, Phayathai Road, Ratchathewi, Bangkok 10400,
Thailand

iDepartment of Technology Assessment, Rajavithi Hospital, Phayathai Road, Ratchathewi,
Bangkok 10400, Thailand

Background: The occurrence of pressure injuries are a common problem resulting
in very high care costs. In Rajavithi Hospital,the incidence rate of HAPs is 4.27% and
most are stage 2. From previous studies, foam dressing is effective than saline gauze dress-
ing. However, foam is more expensive and limited use, while still no study in Rajavithi
Hospital. This study aims to compare cost effectiveness , cost and healing rate between a
foam dressing and saline gauze dressing.

Method: A prospective observational study between June 2016 and September 2017,
60 patients with a stage II pressure injury in Rajavithi Hospital were included. Healing
rate was evaluated by PUSH Tool version3, cost and material cost were collected by case
record form. Analysis of cost effectiveness by incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER).

Result: Foam dressing were more cost effective than those with saline gauze dress-
ing and saved 111.15 baht per 1% increase in healing compared to saline gauze dressing.
The wound healing rate was significantly higher (p < 0.001). Foam dressing group was
significantly cheaper than saline gauze dressing (p < 0.001).

Conclusion: On the evidence of this study, the foam dressing is a more cost effective
than saline gauze dressing for the treatment of pressure injury stage II, Rajavithi Hospital.

Keywords: Cost-effectiveness, Foam dressing, Saline gauze dressing, Pressure injury
stage I1
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