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Introdnced iy the ‘Seniate by Senator Byron L Dorgan (D-ND), along with Senators ‘
Olympxa SncWe (R-M.E), I‘aul Wellstane (D- N)s and 'I'1m J o!mson (D-SD)

available in the Umted Staics, mmiufazmred by the- same ccmpany, frequently made m the éerﬁe .
plent, and sold under the samc brand name. ‘;1 ’: e )
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hlghcr pnces for thiéir f pr{: q

) ption dﬁigjé tha;z are th ¥ n Ver{ls of ( anada, Mexmo, and. othe-r
. coumnes The Intematx ' ; ‘

_ é?léralFeod, Brug, and‘

M

r.hc Uhited Staies as lang as rhey are approved by the'U. S Food‘and Dmg,Admiéust%atzor* and
manyfactured at FDA-inspected factlzzze.s. Pharmsgcists and distributers will be ableé to purchase
these drugs at lower prices and then pass thc huoe savmgs along to Atnencan consumers

Why is thiis billneeded'? B o Lo B R : S
Under fed.eral law, pha:maccuncal cempames a.nd md1 'dual cc nsume:rs are the only onew p
ved by & U. ; Fao Drt

States back. into tlns c.ountzy We need to a:mand cun*enffederzﬂ law to' allaw phannaclsts and
d1str1butors to buy. drugs; which are approved for sale in the Umted States from other ccmumes
to take advantage of the 1ewer prices- avaxlable there, Th;s 13 ‘a comman—sense- thmg to do. Ttis -

pro-busmess pm-consumer and pro*Amancan

What is the pﬁce dlfference b tween prescr.pnon drugs sold" "_the' United Stntes and other S

cdountries? ST

A numbey of studies over the past deeade as well as:,.anccdotal evidence, con;ﬁrms that there isa
significant price difference for drugs between the United States and other éountries. For
instanoce; a 1999 réview by Sepator Dorgan’s afﬁcc of" a dozen of thie most commonly used
prescription drugs revealad that North Dakota consinders pay, on average; 205% micre then their -
Canadmn counterparts, Snnﬂarly, a study by the Nauonal Ccuncﬂ of Senior Citizens of the’ top
10 prescription: drugs nscd by older Americm found that in t.very mstance U. S citizens were

‘ paymg azgmﬁcanﬂy me»rc for thr: samie’ drugs than Canadmn Hr d M" exiodn’ consumers A. u. S. .
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Ta fact thc followmo chart shaws lhat‘ he: sa.me drug that ‘costs a. .emor cmzen m thc Umted
States $1.00 costs Semors in otha- counmes a fmcﬂon ofthai puon- S
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. “Who opposes the Intemal:ional Prescriptmn Dmg ParxtyxAc
T _’.;As one would expect,fthe bﬂl 15 ‘opposed by the. pharmaceuucal m

. Whﬂt ﬁfﬁ some Of the cia[ms theeblg drug compmes makﬁ 3bﬂut ﬂ'lls ,legxslatwn. 3,',“‘ gt
Oue clain that the pharmacentical Companies make is that this kglslanon could cut: mto 1he
amount they spend on fesearch. However only about 20 cents 6f each prcscnpnon drug dollar is

» sp ent on rcsearch and develoPmmxt abou:t the ’samc as thc manufacturers spend on advarhsmg

o’ pé‘zﬁe l, Pharmawuucal

'In addmon Abiericai taxpayels heaVﬂy suhsvxd&ze P 'cuucal.rescarch. For ‘mstancw,

1996 alone, the pharmaceunc.al mdustry was able to féduce its Tax liability by $3:8 billien usmg a

* variety of tax credits, Asa result, accordmg to-the CRS‘ dmgnwkers pay sxgmﬁczmtly luss in

' taxes than other industries: THe average effeahve teix Tate for phaunacauncal compani¢s was 16.2
percem from 1993 16 1996; comparad to the averag ‘ eﬂ‘ecnve tax ratc of 27 3 percent»for all

: othcr maJ or mdusmes B s

an 2

‘A.nother popu]m: clmm of the pharmaceuncal mdnsn-y is that thisbill would 1mport ather
countries’ price ccntrols “The Iritetvational Presmptwn Prig Panty Act mercly ektends the
Beuefits of free tradé to buyers of prescnpuon drugs.” Drug mznuifacturers already benefit from

‘ frcc tradc by buym,g thc mgrcdi‘cnts for their pmducts at the Iowest pnces on the world markat
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