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Summary: The goal of the current literature review was to highlight the most often 
used pricing and reimbursement approaches towards the rare diseases 
and orphan medicines. The literature review was performed in PubMed, 
Scopus and Google Scholar databases for publications on pricing and re-
imbursement of medicines for rare diseases and the most important arti-
cles were selected for this analysis. The analysis showed that the national 
strategies on pricing and reimbursement should be coordinated, fair, effi-
cient and sustainable, equalizing all rare diseases, that sometimes might 
be difficult due to huge differences in epidemiology, patient population, and 
therapeutic approaches. 
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