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Abstract

Background: Systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) is a chronic autoimmune disorder which can affect multiple
organs of the body, requiring ongoing disease management and healthcare resource utilization. The economic
impact of SLE has not been evaluated in a Medicare population to date. This study was conducted to assess the
prevalence of SLE and its burden in terms of healthcare resource utilization and costs in a US Medicare population.

Methods: This was a retrospective observational study using Medicare medical claims data (5% random sample) for
the period spanning 2003 to 2007. SLE patients were identified by having ≥2 medical claims with a primary or
secondary diagnosis of ICD-9 code 710.0X. The earliest quarter of SLE diagnosis was defined as the index quarter.
Prevalence of SLE, the proportion of SLE cases on disability benefits, and the contribution of SLE to new disability
cases were evaluated. Healthcare resource utilization and direct medical costs (2008 US dollars) over 12 months
were compared between a cohort of patients with SLE and a cohort without SLE matched on key demographics.
Differences in outcomes between cohorts were assessed using McNemar’s test for dichotomous variables and
paired t-tests for continuous variables.

Results: A total of 13,348 patients with SLE were identified. The prevalence of SLE was approximately 3 per 1000
Medicare beneficiaries. After matching, the sample consisted of 6,707 SLE and 13,414 non-SLE patients. On average, the
SLE cohort compared with the non-SLE cohort had 2.4 times more physician visits, 2.7 times more hospitalizations, 2.2
times more outpatient visits, and 2.1 times more emergency room visits. A medical cost surplus of approximately $10,229
per patient per year in the SLE cohort relative to the non-SLE cohort was driven largely by inpatient hospitalization costs
(p < 0.001).

Conclusions: SLE prevalence was 3 per 1,000 Medicare patients. Patients with SLE consumed significantly more health
care resources with significantly greater costs compared with those without SLE. Added costs were largely attributable to
inpatient hospitalizations. The Medicare population is an important target for efforts to improve SLE disease management
and reduce costs.
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Background
Systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) is a chronic auto-
immune inflammatory disorder that causes significant
morbidity and mortality [1]. SLE has an estimated inci-
dence of 5 per 100,000 persons and a prevalence of 100
per 100,000 persons in the United States [2-5]. A
relapsing-remitting condition in which periods of mild
disease activity alternate with flares of increased disease
activity, SLE is manifested mainly in women, but also in
children and men, with clinical and pathologic manifes-
tations involving almost all bodily organs [1,6,7]. Symp-
toms can include fatigue, joint pain and sensitivity,
malar rash on the face, and skin photosensitivity. Com-
plications can include kidney damage, including kidney
failure, cognitive and memory impairment, neuropsychi-
atric symptoms, blood disorders and cardiovascular dis-
ease [8-10]. Although SLE is currently incurable,
survival rates and longevity have increased in recent de-
cades with improvements in diagnosis and therapy
[1,5,11]. Management of SLE focuses on reducing dis-
ease activity and preventing or reducing disease flares
[7], which impair quality of life and cause disability with
associated reductions in productivity and loss of employ-
ment [12-20].
The economic impact of SLE has been evaluated in

managed care or Medicaid populations [21-25], but not
assessed to date in a Medicare population. In 2010,
Medicare provided healthcare coverage for approxi-
mately 47.5 million Americans (39.6 million ages 65 and
older, and 7.9 million disabled) and enrollment is pro-
jected to reach 78 million by 2030 [26]. Generally, indi-
viduals ages 65 years and older who have a ≥5-year
status as legal residents of the United States are eligible
for Medicare as are disabled people younger than 65
years who receive Social Security Disability Insurance
benefits and people who receive dialysis for end-stage
renal disease or need a kidney transplant [26]. The in-
creasing longevity of patients with SLE [1,5,11], frequent
renal involvement including the need for dialysis and
kidney transplant [27-29], and the association of SLE
with disability [14,15,18,19], potentially make Medicare a
major source of healthcare coverage for SLE patients
and could render the cost of SLE in the Medicare popu-
lation substantial. The present study was conducted to
assess the prevalence of SLE and its burden in terms of
healthcare resource utilization and costs in a US
Medicare population, for both the overall Medicare
population and for those patients <65 years of age re-
ceiving disability benefits through Medicare.

Methods
This retrospective analysis (GHO-09-1623) assessed the
prevalence of SLE, the proportion of SLE cases on dis-
ability benefits, the contribution of SLE to new disability
cases each year, and healthcare resource utilization and
costs in a Medicare population from 2003–2007.

Database and sample
This analysis was conducted using a 5% random sample
of Medicare’s medical claims database obtained from the
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS).
This database is a nationally representative sample of pa-
tients seeking medical care through Medicare providers
and can be extrapolated to the entire Medicare popula-
tion. It contains all inpatient fee-for-service claims (Part
A) and outpatient fee-for-service claims (Part B) for
beneficiaries. Prescription data (Part D) was not available
for this study. Actual dates of service are not available in
the database, therefore the quarter in which the service
was rendered is utilized.
Inclusion criteria for the target SLE cohort were pa-

tients having 2 or more medical claims with a primary
or secondary diagnosis of SLE (International Classifica-
tion of Diseases, 9th edition (ICD-9) code 710.0x) during
the identification period (first quarter of 2003 through
the fourth quarter of 2006). The index quarter was de-
fined as the earliest quarter of SLE diagnosis for the SLE
cohort. For the non-SLE control group, inclusion criteria
required that patients never had SLE during the study
period. The index quarter for non-SLE patients was de-
fined as the first quarter of Medicare enrollment for pa-
tients 65 years and older or the first quarter with a
qualifying disability for patients under the age of 65
years. Patients were excluded from the non-SLE control
group if they were <65 years of age with end stage renal
disease (ESRD). Patient-level data were de-identified and
thus exempt from institutional board review and ethics
committee approval. The study was conducted in ac-
cordance with the principles of the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).

Prevalence of SLE
The prevalence of SLE during each study year 2003–
2007 was calculated as the number of SLE cases in a
given calendar year divided by the number of Medicare
beneficiaries who were continuously eligible during the
same calendar year. The date of the first SLE claim was
used in the prevalence calculations.

SLE patients receiving disability benefits
The proportion of patients with SLE receiving disability
benefits in a given year from 2003–2007 was calculated
as the number of SLE cases with qualifying disability di-
vided by the total number of SLE cases. Medicare bene-
ficiaries (including SLE patients) were deemed to receive
disability based on the entitlement code (value of 1=’dis-
ability insurance benefits’ or 3=’disability insurance ben-
efits and ESRD’) listed on claims. The proportion of new
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disability cases attributed to SLE was calculated as the
number of new SLE cases with qualifying disability in a
given year from 2003–2007 divided by the number of
new disability cases in that year. The date of the first
SLE claim was used in the disability analyses.

Healthcare resource utilization and costs
Healthcare resource utilization and healthcare costs
were compared between cohorts with and without SLE
matched 1:2 on the basis of age (±2 years), gender, race,
region, and index quarter (±2). To be eligible for the
matched sample, patients had to have a first SLE diagno-
sis that occurred from the first quarter of 2003 through
the fourth quarter of 2006 (index quarter) and had to be
continuously eligible for medical services during the 2
quarters before and the 1 year after the index quarter.
Outcomes were evaluated for 1 year after the index

quarter and included all-cause healthcare utilization
and costs (inflated to 2008 US dollars) for inpatient
hospitalizations, emergency room visits, physician visits,
and outpatient visits. Outpatient drug costs were not deter-
mined because these records are not included in the Medi-
care Part A or Part B datasets. Healthcare utilization and
costs were summarized both for the matched sample as a
whole and for the subset of the matched sample on disabil-
ity benefits. Healthcare costs were also summarized in the
matched sample as a whole as a function of race and gen-
der. Re-hospitalization rates and average length of stay were
also calculated.

Statistical analysis
Inferential statistics was used to describe and quantify
inter-cohort differences in baseline characteristics before
the cohorts were matched. After matching, baseline
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Figure 1 Prevalence of SLE in a Medicare population: 2003–2007.
characteristics were compared between cohorts using
paired t-tests or Wilcoxon signed rank tests (continuous
variables) and McNemar’s test (categorical variables).
SLE prevalence, the proportion of SLE cases on disability
benefits, and the contribution of SLE to new disability
cases were summarized with descriptive statistics. Out-
comes were compared statistically between cohorts
using paired t-tests for continuous variables and McNe-
mar’s test for categorical variables. Outcome compari-
sons were conducted for the sample as a whole and
stratified by race and gender. Differences between co-
horts were considered statistically significant at p <
0.001. SAS software was used for statistical analysis (©
SAS Institute Inc, Cary, NC).

Results
Prevalence of SLE
The number of Medicare beneficiaries for the study
period (5% random sample) was 2,719,310 of whom
13,348 had 2 or more claims for SLE. The prevalence of
SLE in the overall Medicare population from 2003–2007
(Figure 1) remained relatively stable at approximately 3
per 1000 Medicare beneficiaries (range 3.07-3.30). The
SLE prevalence among Medicare beneficiaries < 65 years
of age receiving disability was approximately 10 per
1000, while the prevalence for the ≥ 65 Medicare popula-
tion was approximately 2 per 1000.

SLE patients receiving disability benefits
The number of new disability cases per year in the 5%
random sample of the Medicare claims database
remained relatively stable (range 35,597-37,704) from
2003–2007. The proportion of new disability cases at-
tributed to SLE ranged between 1.4-2.0%. Of the patients
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Table 2 Patient characteristics post-matching

Characteristic SLE cohort Non-SLE cohort-matched controls

N = 6707 N = 13,414

Disability benefits, % 49.9 49.9

Mean age, years 61 61

Female, % 86.0 86.0

Race, %

White 73.1 73.1

Black 20.3 20.3

Other 6.6 6.6

Region, %

Northeast 16.4 16.4

Midwest 19.5 19.5

South 45.5 45.5

West 16.9 16.9

Other 1.7 1.7

Index year, %

2003 81.1 79.6

2004 7.6 7.5

2005 6.1 6.3

2006 5.2 6.7

No significant differences between groups.

Table 1 Patient characteristics pre-matching

Medicare disabled age
<65 years

Medicare age ≥65 years

Characteristics SLE
cohort

Non-SLE
cohort

SLE
cohort

Non-SLE
cohort

N = 5,555 N = 455,950 N = 7,793 N = 2,250,012

Mean age,
years

49 50 74 74

Female, % 87* 46* 83** 57**

Race, %

White 62.6* 73.3* 84.3 85.5

Black 28.3* 18.4* 10.1 8.2

Other 9.2 8.3 4.4 6.3

Region, %

Northeast 15.9* 18.4* 19.2 19.9

Midwest 18.9* 21.4* 19.7** 23.0**

South 46.3* 39.9* 42.3** 35.0**

West 16.8* 17.6* 17.7** 20.1**

Other 2.1 2.8 1.2 2.1

*P < 0.05 between Medicare Disabled age <65 cohorts.
**P < 0.05 between Medicare age ≥65 cohorts.
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in the overall SLE cohort, the proportion receiving dis-
ability benefits increased from 45.0% in 2003 to 49.7% in
2007.

Patient sample and demographics
A total of 13,348 patients met criteria for inclusion in
the SLE cohort and 2,705,962 patients met criteria for
the non-SLE cohort. Patient characteristics prior to
matching are shown in Table 1. Matching identified a
match for half of the SLE cohort (N = 6,707). These pa-
tients were matched 1:2 to 13,414 control patients with-
out SLE. Patient characteristics were similar across the
matched cohorts (Table 2). Mean age was 61 years and
86% were female. Half of the patients in each cohort
were receiving disability benefits.

Healthcare utilization
In the matched sample overall, the percentage of pa-
tients in the SLE cohort who utilized all categories of
healthcare, including physician visits, in-patient visits,
outpatient visits, and emergency room visits, was signifi-
cantly larger than the percentage utilized by the non-
SLE cohort (Figure 2). The biggest difference was seen
in hospitalizations (40.2% in SLE cohort vs. 17.2% in the
non-SLE cohort, p < 0.001). Likewise, the average annual
number of uses of each of these categories of healthcare
was significantly higher in the SLE cohort than the non-
SLE cohort (Figure 3). The same pattern of significant
differences in utilization (proportion of patients and
average number of visits) between the SLE and non-SLE
cohorts was observed in the subset of the matched sam-
ple on disability benefits (Figures 2, 3), and when the
total sample was stratified by race and gender (data not
shown).
In post-hoc analyses of patients with at least one

hospitalization, the average length of hospital stay was
6.4 days for both the SLE and non-SLE cohorts. Re-
hospitalization rates were numerically higher (not tested
for significance) in the SLE cohort (53%) compared with
the non-SLE cohort (43%).

Healthcare costs
Patients with SLE incurred significantly greater average an-
nual healthcare costs than matched controls without SLE
(Figure 4). The cost surplus of approximately $10,330 (2008
US dollars) in the SLE cohort relative to the non-SLE co-
hort was driven primarily by inpatient hospital costs, which
were approximately 2.7 times greater in patients with SLE.
Costs for other categories of healthcare use, including out-
patient visits, physician visits, and emergency room visits
were at least 2 times greater in the SLE cohort compared
with the non-SLE cohort. The same pattern of significant
differences in cost between the SLE and non-SLE cohorts
was observed in the subset of the matched sample on
disability benefits, and when the total sample was stratified
by race and gender (Figure 4). The magnitude of the differ-
ence in healthcare costs between the SLE cohort and the
non-SLE cohort was greater for blacks than for whites, but
was similar between males and females.
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Discussion
Although several cost of illness studies have been con-
ducted in patients with SLE in managed care or Medicaid
populations, this is the first study to evaluate the preva-
lence, healthcare resource utilization and cost of SLE in a
sample of Medicare beneficiaries. The prevalence of SLE in
this large US Medicare population was found to be ap-
proximately 3 per 1000 across the 5-year study period span-
ning 2003 to 2007. This prevalence rate exceeds the
approximate 1 per 1000 persons estimate obtained from
several studies conducted in various settings during the past
3 decades [2-5]. The higher prevalence of SLE overall in
this Medicare sample is driven by the increased prevalence
of SLE in the disabled cohort (approximately 10 per 1000)
compared with the SLE patients >65 years of age (approxi-
mately 2 per 1000).
The findings that approximately half of SLE patients in

this study were on disability benefits and that approxi-
mately 2% of new disability cases were attributed to SLE
are consistent with previous reports linking SLE to func-
tional impairment, poor quality of life, reduced product-
ivity, and unemployment [12-20]. In a review of 12
studies (including patients from US and Europe) on em-
ployment and disability in SLE, the prevalence of
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Figure 3 Annual Healthcare Resource Utilization – average number of visit
sample and disability subset.
inability to work or cessation of work ranged from 15%
to 51% across studies and 20% to 32% of SLE patients
received disability benefits [14]. While our analysis
found that approximately half of SLE patients received
disability benefits under Medicare, the large variance in
percentage of patients receiving disability benefits in the
review paper is likely attributable to the sources of data
and differing definitions of disability benefits since pa-
tients from countries other than the US were included.
Patients with SLE are actually less successful in attaining
federal disability assistance than patients with other dis-
eases because medical records may not accurately reflect
functional limitations, and SLE symptoms that contrib-
ute to work disability like fatigue, pain, and neurocogni-
tive dysfunction are difficult to assess and quantify [14].
In the current study, patients with SLE in the Medi-

care population were significantly more likely to use
healthcare resources than the matched control group
without SLE, and the higher rate of healthcare resource
utilization translated into significantly higher healthcare
costs. On average, patients in the SLE cohort had at least
two times more physician visits, hospitalizations, out-
patient visits, and emergency room visits when com-
pared to the non-SLE cohort —excess utilization that
Patients on Disability Subset
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translated into $10,229 greater annual healthcare costs
per patient. The annual per-patient healthcare cost of
SLE in this study ($16,881 in 2008 USD) was similar to
or lower than the annual costs found in other studies of
a managed care or Medicaid population (approximately
$16,000-$30,000) [12,22-25]. While this study’s annual
health care cost figure does not include outpatient drug
costs given that outpatient drug costs are not included
in Medicare Part A or Part B datasets, previous studies
demonstrate that medication costs contribute a relatively
small proportion (6-23%) of direct healthcare costs for
SLE patients in studies of economic burden of SLE in
managed care [12,24,25].
The difference in healthcare costs between the SLE co-

hort and the non-SLE cohort was similar between the
matched sample as a whole and the subset of the



Garris et al. Cost Effectiveness and Resource Allocation  (2015) 13:9 Page 7 of 8
matched sample on disability benefits. The difference in
costs between the SLE cohort and the non-SLE cohort
was also similar between males and females in the
matched sample as a whole but was magnified in blacks
compared with whites. Factors such as (a) greater disease
severity attributable to genetic and non-genetic (environ-
mental and socioeconomic) factors in blacks and other
minority groups [5,30] and (b) that severe flares of dis-
ease activity have been shown to incur higher costs [31]
may explain the latter finding, and warrants further
elucidation.
Inpatient costs were the primary drivers of the differ-

ence in healthcare costs between the SLE cohort and the
non-SLE cohort. Reasons for hospitalization among
these Medicare recipients with SLE were not determined
in this study. These reasons may be of interest, however,
as a study by Ward et al. [32] found that being on Medi-
care as opposed to having other types of health insur-
ance was a risk factor for avoidable hospitalization in
patients with SLE. Increasing age and lower socioeco-
nomic status were also associated with avoidable
hospitalization in the study. Ward suggested that as
Medicare can be obtained by patients receiving Social
Security Disability Insurance, Medicare might constitute
a marker for more severe illness than observed with
other types of healthcare insurance. The reasons for
hospitalization of patients with SLE merit systematic in-
vestigation in the context of the large contribution of
hospitalizations to the total medical cost of SLE.
One limitation to interpretation of study results is the

possible misidentification of Medicare beneficiaries with
SLE. The identification of SLE patients was based on
diagnosis codes where the potential for coding errors ex-
ists. The potential bias was minimized by requiring pa-
tients to have at least 2 separate medical claims with a
primary or secondary diagnosis of SLE. Second, prescrip-
tion medication data (i.e. Medicare Part D) was not
available for inclusion in the study, which would increase
the total economic burden of SLE. Third, clinical and
disease-specific parameters that could impact study out-
comes are not readily available in claims data. Despite
the lack of clinical parameters, claims data are very use-
ful in evaluating real-world resource utilization and cost
patterns.

Conclusions
This study quantifies the prevalence and economic bur-
den of SLE in a large Medicare population. The preva-
lence of SLE in this Medicare study sample (3 per 1,000
overall and 10 per 1,000 for disabled beneficiaries), was
higher than the national prevalence estimate of 1 per
1000 people. More than 40% of all SLE cases in the
Medicare sample (before matching) were patients <65
years of age receiving disability benefits. SLE is
associated with high healthcare resource utilization and
costs, on average 2 times higher utilization and $10,000
greater annual costs than non-SLE patients, with in-
patient hospitalization as the largest cost driver. Thus,
the Medicare population is an important patient seg-
ment to direct efforts to improve disease management
strategies and reduce costs of SLE.

Abbreviations
CMS: Centers for medicare and medicaid services; ESRD: End stage renal
disease; ICD-9: International classification of diseases, 9th edition;
MD: Physician office visit; ER: Emergency room; IP: Inpatient hospitalization;
OP: Outpatient hospitalization; SLE: Systemic lupus erythematosus.

Competing interests
CG is an employee of and holds stock in GlaxoSmithKline. At the time the
study was conducted, MS was an employee of Xcenda, and AD remains an
employee of Xcenda, a paid consultant for GlaxoSmithKline.

Authors’ contributions
CG led the conception and coordination of the study, critical review and
interpretation of the data, and helped to draft and critically revise the
manuscript. MS led the design and coordination of the study, oversight of
the analysis and interpretation of the data, and helped to revise the
manuscript. EF participated in the design and conducted the statistical
analysis and interpretation of data. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Authors’ information
Manan Shah with Xcenda at the time the study was conducted.

Acknowledgments
We thank Jane Saiers, PhD (The WriteMedicine, Inc.) who provided medical
writing services funded by GlaxoSmithKline. The study was funded by
GlaxoSmithKline.

Author details
1GlaxoSmithKline, Research Triangle Park, Durham County, NC, USA.
2Bristol-Myers Squibb, Tampa, FL, USA. 3Xcenda, Palm Harbor, FL, USA.

Received: 1 October 2014 Accepted: 21 April 2015

References
1. Lau CS, Mak A. The socioeconomic burden of SLE. Nat Rev Rheumatol.

2009;5:400–4.
2. Naleway AL, Davis ME, Greenlee RT, Wilson DA, McCarty DJ. Epidemiology

of systemic lupus erythematosus in rural Wisconsin. Lupus. 2005;14:862–6.
3. Uramoto KM, Michet CJ, Thumboo J, Sunku J, O’Fallon WM, Gabriel SE.

Trends in the incidence and mortality of systemic lupus erythematosus,
1950–1992. Arthritis Rheum. 1999;42:46–50.

4. Balluz L, Philen R, Ortega L, Rosales C, Brock J, Barr D, et al. Investigation of
systemic lupus erythematosus in Nogales, Arizona. Am J Epidemiol.
2001;154:1029–36.

5. Pons-Estel GJ, Alarcon GS, Scofield L, Reinlib L, Cooper GS. Understanding
the epidemiology and progression of systemic lupus erythematosus. Semin
Arthritis Rheum. 2008;39:257–68.

6. Seshan SV, Jennette JC. Renal disease in systemic lupus erythematosus with
emphasis on classification of lupus glomerulonephritis: advances and
implications. Arch Pathol Lab Med. 2009;133:233–48.

7. D’Cruz DP, Khamashta MA, Hughes GRV. Systemic lupus erythematosus.
Lancet. 2007;369:587–96.

8. Joseph FG, Scolding NJ. Neurolupus. Pract Neurol. 2010;10:4–15.
9. Palatinus A, Adams M. Thrombosis in systemic lupus erythematosus. Semin

Throm Hemost. 2009;35:621–9.
10. Skamra C, Ramsey-Goldman R. Management of cardiovascular complications

in systemic lupus erythematosus. Int J Clin Rheumatol. 2010;5:75–100.
11. Trager J, Ward MM. Mortality and causes of death in systemic lupus

erythematosus. Curr Opin Rheumatol. 2001;13:245–351.



Garris et al. Cost Effectiveness and Resource Allocation  (2015) 13:9 Page 8 of 8
12. Carls G, Li T, Panopalis P, Wang S, Mell AG, Gibson TB, et al. Direct and
indirect costs to employers of patients with systemic lupus erythematosus
with and without nephritis. J Occup Environ Med. 2009;51:66–79.

13. Campbell Jr R, Cooper GS, Gilkeson GS. Two aspects of the clinical and
humanistic burden of systemic lupus erythematosus: mortality risk and
quality of life early in the course of disease. Arthritis Rheum. 2008;59:458–64.

14. Scofield L, Reinlib L, Alarcón GS, Cooper GS. Employment and disability
issues in systemic lupus erythematosus: a review. Arthritis Rheum.
2008;59:1475–9.

15. Campbell Jr R, Cooper GS, Gilkeson GS. The impact of systemic lupus
erythematosus on employment. J Rheumatol. 2009;36:2470–5.

16. McElhone K, Abbott J, Teh LS. A review of health related quality of life in
systemic lupus erythematosus. Lupus. 2006;15:633–43.

17. Mok CC, Ho LY, Cheung MY, Yu KL, To CH. Effect of disease activity and
damage on quality of life in patients with systemic lupus erythematosus: a
2-year prospective study. Scand J Rheumatol. 2009;38:121–7.

18. Panopalis P, Tazdany J, Gillis JZ, Julian L, Trupin L, Hersh AO, et al. Health
care costs and costs associated with change in work productivity among
persons with systemic lupus erythematosus. Arthritis Rheum.
2008;59:1788–95.

19. Yelin E, Tonner C, Trupin L, Panopalis P, Yazdany J, Julian L, et al. Work loss
and work entry among persons with systemic lupus erythematosus:
comparisons with a national matched sample. Arthritis Rheum.
2009;61:247–58.

20. Zhu TY, Tam LS, Lee VW, Lee KK, Li EK. Relationship between flare and
health-related quality of life in patients with systemic lupus erythematosus.
J Rheumatol. 2010;37:568–73.

21. Slawsky KA, Fernandes AW, Fusfeld L, Manzi S, Goss TF. A structured
literature review of the direct costs of adult systemic lupus erythematosus
in the US. Arthritis Care Res (Hoboken). 2011;63:1224–32.

22. Kan HJ, Song X, Johnson BH, Bechtel B, O’Sullivan D, Molta CT. Healthcare
utilization and costs of systemic lupus erythematosus in Medicaid. J Biomed
Biotechnol. 2013;2013:808391. Epub 2012 Dec 5.23.

23. Narayanan S, Wilson K, Oglesby A, Juneau P, Durden E. Economic burden of
systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) flares and comorbidities in a
commercially-insured population in the United States. J Occup Environ
Med. 2013;55(11):1262–70.

24. Li T, Carls GS, Panopalis P, Wang S, Gibson TB, Goetzel RZ. Long-term
medical costs and resource utilization in systemic lupus erythematosus and
lupus nephritis: a five-year analysis of a large Medicaid population. Arthritis
Rheum. 2009;61:755–63.

25. Garris C, Jhingran P, Bass D, Engel-Nitz N, Riedel A, Dennis G. Healthcare
utilization and cost of systemic lupus erythematosus in a US managed care
health plan. J Med Econ. 2013;16(5):667–77.

26. The Boards of Trustees Federal Hospital Insurance and Federal
Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Funds: The 2011 annual report of
the Boards of Trustees Federal Hospital Insurance and Federal
Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Funds. [http://www.cms.gov/
Research-Statistics-Data-and-Systems/Statistics-Trends-and-Reports/
ReportsTrustFunds/downloads/tr2011.pdf]

27. Lightstone L. Lupus nephritis: where are we now? Curr Opin Rheumatol.
2010;22:252–6.

28. Tang H, Chelamcharla M, Baird BC, Shihab FS, Koford JK, Goldfarb-
Rumyantzev AS. Factors affecting kidney-transplant outcome in recipients
with lupus nephritis. Clin Transplant. 2008;22:263–72.

29. Weng CH, Hsu CW, Yu CC, Ten TH, Yang CW, Hung CC. Peritoneal dialysis
and hemodialysis in systemic lupus erythematosus patients: comparison of
clinical outcomes. Kidney Blood Press Res. 2009;32:451–6.

30. Uribe AG, McGwin Jr G, Reveille JD, Alarcón GS. What have we learned from
a 10-year experience with the LUMINA (Lupus in Minorities; Nature vs
nurture) cohort? Where are we heading? Automimmun Rev.
2004;3:321–239.

31. Zhu TY, Tam LS, Lee VW, Lee KK, Li EK. The impact of flare on disease costs
of patients with systemic lupus erythematosus. Arthritis Rheum.
2009;61:1159–67.

32. Ward MM. Avoidable hospitalizations in patients with systemic lupus
erythematosus. Arthritis Rheum. 2008;59:162–8.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

http://www.cms.gov/Research-Statistics-Data-and-Systems/Statistics-Trends-and-Reports/ReportsTrustFunds/downloads/tr2011.pdf
http://www.cms.gov/Research-Statistics-Data-and-Systems/Statistics-Trends-and-Reports/ReportsTrustFunds/downloads/tr2011.pdf
http://www.cms.gov/Research-Statistics-Data-and-Systems/Statistics-Trends-and-Reports/ReportsTrustFunds/downloads/tr2011.pdf

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Database and sample
	Prevalence of SLE
	SLE patients receiving disability benefits
	Healthcare resource utilization and costs
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Prevalence of SLE
	SLE patients receiving disability benefits
	Patient sample and demographics
	Healthcare utilization
	Healthcare costs

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Authors’ information
	Acknowledgments
	Author details
	References

