S-85A A7 (2010
23(1), 139-150

(20104 1¢ T4, 2010 28 AEH)
< Ok
-

225} B3 %(generic drug) ) %ol LA oIFIAR Yok BA T AERH F54 AWL A2
ke 2

7 AETH 554(ABE)Y] 7123 $gsta Aok 2y H2d AEEH 5549 Adel 71E9 23R
A A thsted v} B-&(switchability)Z 5 dthes A 4E8E F5A(IBE)S Mdez 3= gs. wF
41oFd2 Mol BEEE FF5A(IBE)S 37157 93t 2 x 4 2AAARS A338kx Jduh. a8y 2 x4 234
AL Ag71Zt0] 7] ol vlgoly FHAZE o /1A 2AZF o] ABILES 29 2 x 3nAEAYA
Chow & (2002)8] 2 x 3 YoJthE (extra-reference) AP o] A= ). £ =FojAEe AF7|7ol HoHA 7
A B54 HAE 4 9= 3x2 ZALAYL Aoty RAANFL T840 2x 3 XA ET 2 x3 JAR A4
Azt via 9 o A34E agstac

N

ZQBO: DAY, O MBS SEA, UKUELA,

1. AME

EAlke] ka7t 28|Ad okl sl BE3HA 554 (bioequivalence, ]38} HEAH)E Z
3}7] ko] w2 214 (US FDA)©] 19920 AAE 750l 2 x 2 AP AEE o]-&3lo] A
AT o] AYoNA dolR F o] ko] FFE viuste] FAGHOE F Hyo] 23 T3
A& 275 Utk B FE7 T AL 7%= 71EE AT ASA NEolE s AsA 4
oA BE BA ks HPA A (test formulation: T), 28 Ad kS h2A A (reference formulation:
R)ZE 293}
BT A%/ 71€L Anderson? Hauck (1990)°) <Js) = AR F7Eut ohz) 7= A of
g eSS FAC ZEE AN A5 Mdes BIHYT I F Sheiner (1992), Schall# Luus
. (1993)} Esinhart} Chinchilli (1994) S 23] A AFAel Sg 27] A3} o]Ro{Hr} o9
A& EUE v5 A (US FDA)IAE 20013 M=ol AFA 3L B8 JT A4 Bido] o}
et i AEAL AREE Al 238 RS AR Joh. 53], 7 4S54 AL 99 A
2 x 2 ZAEAHo2E 9PRF Y E4H(within-subject variation) 8] $RzHe AAE 4= g7 )&
ol FDAS] #3ollE 2 x 2 AAEAYEE A 71ZH(period) o] F W7} 70 2 x 4 LALAH A&
Asta Sl : . '
2% 3 AAEAEL 2 x 4 AAAEAFY AF 7Zhe] D7) wjEof RS ot H @3} B oA
el o2 712 BA1EE 43147171 A8 AdE gl o] AAEL 2 x 2 ZAEAEET oA

AT 20009 % st et ATz Ao oste SHEge.
SHAA R (156-756) A-&A S27 F4% 223, 29eta 483, A4, E-mail: spark@cau.ac.kr
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AY 7)7ho] 4 Hnt ol Sj@AL W Bake] Ao £ AY ¢ (sequence) F L] Ao A &
o]Z vlelel ke = AxkE 7] afel] 2 x 4 ZAEA Y v R F ARES}F FolRl= FES 24
gt ARE7} FopA]Es DRE Bgshs dhHe 2 Chow 5 (2002)L A8 $A7} (TRT, RTR)<
2 x 3 ZAEAE d4l (TRR, RTR)Y A8 ¢A4E 2+ 2 x 3 YodlF (extra reference) A2 A
ABkAct. o] AAYL F AR et R A o] ThEE A B3] wjEol F& T (carryover effect) 7}
EA8A ke B0l ek vk, 2t A¥E A A RRA A et BEghol 2714 &A15H7) wl &
@A W B4 7] 2 x 3 IAEA YA vlF 28fv} £ ZAFEE ZA "ok Chow 5 (2002)2
o] Aol 2 x 4 AXEA Y A E v AE 5 IS Bt

B d9E 2x 3 449 Al v AEAeE YR e B Jotiz 4APEE ol F ey )
e ZHe 3 x 2 AAEAEER A Y ATEE WE 5 Ak Foll Fgste] AR ok
23 M= A¥+A7E (RT, TR, RR)Y 3 x 2 axAAE o3t £3 2 ¥ (mixed model)-S A <13}
3, o] 2% ol 7 BEAl tie AAEE 3ol AHEY. 430N E 3 x 2 ZAEAET
a3 7jEe] A¥E 2 x 3 AAEAEH 2 x 3 AR AAEEC] BYARE 59 HinAn). 7
Bl £9] 9 AEo] 53] 7lsHt

=528 (Mixed Model)

AN BAdol Y 3 x 2 gtz AAEY HE EF ZY 22 Chow F (2002) 0] At 2F
€ YT 2Ye 1AUTE 97| 48 €4+ (RT, TR, RR)E I8, AFEAE T8 FF
717ke] FojA FAI” 4= Slvky 7pgdict
yisee A5 AP kA £ A (sequence)oll o i A 5] ¥ X} (subject) 2 H-E] j ¥ A] 7] TH(period)
o AR WA =1,...,m 5 = 1,2; k=1,2,3)0l2t & v 22 b3} 2ok

Yisk = pb+ Fy + Wik + Sit + €ijk, (2.1)

A7) A p= AABR, e AA 18] 3} (1 =T or R, Fr+Fr = 0) 28I Wins 7174 €4 281
FEAE B9 T By ety AFEAE I DB ETfixed effects)Z Y, Wi =0 (Wit
IARA (ko Oid Wi BE)olth Sind kAR £AAA AR 1€ FoL-e (A4 JFA] Ay
& (random effect) 2 (Sikr, Siwr) 7 A2 FJ 013 LA HF 0, B4 T84 BP0l

0‘23T POCBTOBR
POBTOBR.  OBp -
A oldF FEEE wEs FEUEork d¥AN T 33 dxAA RY F ) E4% o=
(Sikr, Sikr)S BEE HF 0, B4 T2 o] BE U447} 05 o)dF FEES) A} &
A3 e ME EF0d, SYEA HF 0, B4 0%, (= Tor )Y BFEZE 23 Sins
gijpe AR EYolgl AR FTh

3. Jlol MEsd £&M (Individual Bioequivalence)

4 (2.1)9] EREFS 283518 FDACIA AN N A5 tidt 71E0] @9 Aok

2 2 2 2
o= ToDtowr—owr g (3.1)
max (0§, 0F)
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A71A § = Fr — Fpe AR 37 A549 o1& yehl i, AR} B0 253242 of =
ohr+obr—2ponrosr A9 Ak BEY T 24l ofyy > 03 A (31)9] 712 L
scaled 71&, 0% r < 02¢l 7% constant scaled 7]&olg} 3w FDA FA)E o5 = 0.048 AABLL
Atk AL AT AR 071 2T 02 F2A F AR AQ A4S AF3er] FDA A7
0 = 2.49480°]t}
A (3.1)9 7leezRE i A A3 AE A

0

reference

A=4%+ 0?3 + G“Q/VT B — G;max(o%,VR,ag) (3.2)

o]aL Aol ThEk 95% A= -7k Agho] 0E Tt oW AFIE HoE 7123
Hyslop ¥ (2000)2 AE 452 S 718 ZL8E e FRFEL 01839 Ao gig 24 AF
T 3= WHE ALIHALT ol Howe (1974)8 ATl 7128 F2 7] w2l o=z
T AF e Howed] AlF]Fhojet £2712 gt Aol g Howedl AlF A4S Foteid 71E
RpEo] iE 23FE] A2 EYolojoF &t Chow § (2002)2 2 x 3 IAVAY A Aol
Howe?] 415332 F33ith
ol el AT b= AS L Yu ME BFE Tl 2 Y B4 E 2R FHFE 7o
7l & MEE BFE TE £ Ae Aol 73] 22 PR A7 78 5 Avhs 3
o & S0 4¥ ¢A7F RToIAY TRY 2% yre} yrs 24 AFAAGL d2AA ] SA43%el=
s, TR (2.1)00A

| var(yr — yr) = 0% + 0%z + ol (3.3)
o]7] wiZell 4 (3.2)9] A&

A=06%+ 0%,1 — 2005 — Ormax(oty g, 00) (3.4)

ai,,, = 0% + aciyy + boiy g - (3.5)

Ha=1,b=19 v o= FYHA}

get 623 07 2B T ofygol W NE 5P FRFL FF $ JAoE A (3.4)2HE A giF
Howe®] A&+ 38 4 A et 4 (3.3)d o) RTY TRAE Ay 717ko] 29 A=
o119 BASAEE 7T 5 92, h} G BAV} of pol g 2RAY o] EAE JR AR 5
43 RRE F7151d sl 4] (35)22 Ag 8B4 02, Hyslop 5 (2000)0t} Chow ¥
(2002) Foll A3 2 x 4 FAAAG Y 2 x 3 HAAA YL AFoll -85 ) '

3.1 3x 2 WAKAY (RT, TR, RR)

Bl

ol

ki
M

b

fr i
N

4

(k=1,23i=1..,m)% 38 8 of, 222 ofypol thT B

vn dy —dy ofi (1 .1
: 2 <) 4 <n1+n2>>
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2 ng 2
2 1 T N2 2 Xni4ng-2
o1 n1 + na —2;;( k k) 11 ny+n2—2
2 1 < 32 2 Xog—1
5 P dia — da)* ~ AnsTC .
FWR = 5T Z( i3 — d3) £ — (3.6)

A (3.6) M EAZE M EPo)mz )| that Howed] 95% AFAE Ay g 78 5 A} WA
otyr 2084 W
Ay =8 +63,—(24+00)6Wwr+VU
o]l At} AN U = 42+ B% 4+ C%ol1
2
N 4 1 N
A= ('5} + 80.05im, +rp g =3 o L + ) -4

2 T T2

9
B=67, (——-—-——-—-21 +n2 -2 _,1)
X0.055n1 +nz—2
R -1
C=(2+008%xr (—Zn—s— - 1)
X0.95;n3 1

olt}. wheF oy p < 0gol®
;\U = 52 +5‘f,1 - 2&3‘13 —9163 -l-\/@—;
o) §31, §7|H U’ = A2 + B2+ " 0|3

o nz —1
C/‘: 20’%};‘ <“2~3—— —1)

X0.95;n3~—-1

olth 2 x 3 RAEAYT 2 x 3 YR AAHAA Aol EH‘??} Howe&] A AL ofyp > 05 L W}
0¥ < 02 W2 U0} Chow 5 (2002)9) 41 (10), (12)%} 4] (14), (16)22 RE 7z AL 4 3

T}. Chow ¥ (2002)0] Akt AR YTHe] vl The Ao RJA8e o o|oj 7).

4. RO AV (Simulation Results)

of Ao A 2o ANL T Do) VS-S AR TR} BT}

1. 3x2,2x3 TALAET} 2 x 3 Jjz BAR A1%E LT FEL AN v}

2. AR (statistical power)& o] &3] 3x 2, 2x 3 LA HIT 2 x 3 Yz HAH HA ¥

59¢ uza

Bl BEANAE 4 (3.2)0) e = 4709 B, 5, 0h, ofpr LB ofyz7F ATE B A

N

£ ©] 249 ZE< Hyslop 5 (2000)3} Chow 5 (2002)9] E} S48 FEE 243t 243
& ANSET. &, 0} = 0,0.2, owr = 0.15,0.2,0.3,0.5, owr = 0.15,0.2,032.2 3}gck. F&Y
FE n=n; =ng =ng = 10(5)402.2 ST oot Op+ 77} 0.28) 2.4948% ST

Z 249t 3R oA Al 15 L /HEFEF ARHE 7817 A3t 30,0000 R Aol £
o 237 12 BHE E 4.1 4.20] Bgvh FAY Oig 2o ETE 18 41~4.40] BGTh
2% 413 4.2% 27HA TAE Aol viste] FAE of 2E9 9 JAE eI g3 vhde] a8
4.35} 4.3+ BB £l n =2022 1450 Y& W} XY A BAE RYrk
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I 4.1. Type 1 error probability of IBE tests when owr < 0.2 (30,000 simulations).

Parameter : .8 X 2 cross-over 2 X 3 cross-over 2 X 3 extra~reference
5 e awr  awn RT/TR/RR TRT/RTR TTRR/RTR
10 0.0453 0.0834 0.0481
15 0.0469 0.0397 0.0487
20 0.0500 0.0437 0.0515
0.3158 0 0.15 0.15 25 0.0522 0.0454 0.0519
: 30 0.0520 0.0468 0.0519
35 0.0534 0.0481 0.0515
40 0.0530 0.0517 0.0539
10 0.0450 0.0282 0.0442
15 0.0474 0.0331 0.0465
20 0.0469 0.0388 0.0510
0.2868 0 0.2 0.15 25 0.0514 0.0426 0.0492
30 0.0524 0.0436 0.0501
35 0.0498 0.0456 0.0501
40 0.0528 0.0476 0.0509
10 0.0565 0.0494 0.0600
15 0.0581 0.0516 0.0588
20 0.0574 0.0537 0.0601
0.3424 0 0.15 0.2 25 0.0570 0.0541 0.0589
: © 30 0.0575 0.0531 0.0584
35 0.0557 0.0534 0.0571
40 0.0577 0.0558 0.0606
10 0.0453 0.0464 0.0588
15 0.0469 0.0496 0.0584
20 0.0500 0.0532 0.0598
0.3158 0 0.15 0.15 25 0.0522 0.0500 0.0570
30 0.0520 0.0508 0.0582
35 0.0534 0.0533 0.0590
40 0.0530 0.0530 0.0586
10 0.0516 0.0243 0.0504
15 0.0521 0.0410 0.0527
20 0.0535 0.0434 0.0525
0.2231 0 0.3 0.2 25 0.0526 0.0431 0.0524
30 0.0525 0.0474 0.0534
35 0.0547 0.0495 0.0536
40 0.0538 0.0490 0.0546
10 0.0430 0.0238 0.0420
15 0.0450 0.0313 0.0432
20 0.0454 0.0339 0.0430
0.2444 0.2 0.15 0.15 25 0.0490 0.0364 0.0451
) 30 0.0495 ©0.0408 0.0461
35 0.0481 0.0401 0.0492
40 0.0484 0.0423 . 0.0481
10 0.0558 0.0407 0.0520
i5 0.0543 0.0456 0.0544
20 0.0530 0.0482 0.0599
0.2779 0.2 0.15 0.2 25 0.0568 0.0492 0.0561
' 30 0.0558 ©0.0510 0.0571
35 0.0553 © 0.0509 0.0577
40 0.0536 0.0509 0.0545
10 0.0430 0.0372 0.0521
15 0.0450 0.0425 0.0530
20 0.0454 0.0471 0.0549
0.2444 0.2 0.2 0.2 25 0.0490 0.0498 ) 0.0548
30 0.0495 0.0474 0.0544
35 0.0481 0.0484 0.0558

40 0.0484 0.0501 0.0570
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¥ 4.2. Type 1 error probability of IBE tests when owg > 0.2 (30,000 simulations).

Parameter 3 X 2 cross-over 2 X 3 cross-over 2 X 3 extra-reference
é oD owT OWR n RT/TR/RR TRT/RTR TRR/RIR
10 0.0485 0.0479 0.0485
15 0.0517 0.0507 0.0515
20 0.0502 0.0486 0.0522
0.5403 0 0.15 0.3 25 0.0498 0.0498 0.0496
30 0.0500 0.0498 0.0506
35 0.0533 0.0505 0.0521
40 0.0532 0.0510 0.0520
10 0.0485 0.0404 0.0460
15 0.0492 0.0457 0.0488
20 0.0505 0.0461 0.0493
0.4738 0 0.3 0.3 25 0.0495 0.0480 0.0504
30 0.0490 0.0483 0.0488
35 0.0483 0.0477 0.0495
40 0.0498 0.0479 0.0493
10 0.0410 0.0282 0.0403
15 0.0415 0.0336 0.0407
20 0.0446 0.0363 0.0407
0.2539 0 0.5 0.3 25 0.0430 0.0403 0.0442
30 0.0459 0.0384 0.0433
33 0.0458 0.0414 0.0439
40 0.0489 0.0415 0.0453
10 0.0484 0.0472 0.0506
15 0.0493 0.0508 0.0536
20 0.0533 0.0482 0.0513
0.9129 0 0.2 0.5 25 0.0508 0.0508 0.0505
30 0.0500 0.0517 0.0517
35 0.0524 0.0502 0.0520
40 0.0535 0.0513 0.0520
10 0.0486 0.0405 0.0482
15 0.0488 0.0446 0.0478
20 0.0502 0.0484 0.0487
0.7896 0 0.5 0.5 25 0.0519 0.0467 0.0494
30 0.0500 0.0476 0.0471
35 0.0509 0.0490 0.0506
40 0.0495 0.0481 0.0501
10 0.0498 0.0408 0.0486
15 0.0504 0.0460 0.0507
20 0.0454 0.0454 0.0499
0.4842 0.2 0.2 0.3 25 0.0516 0.0464 0.0502
30 0.0491 0.0480 0.0499
35 0.0492 0.0491 0.0517
40 0.0523 0.0495 0.0506
10 0.0490 0.0396 0.0465
15 0.0484 0.0423 0.0481
20 0.0487 0.0443 0.0463
0.4295 0.2 0.3 0.3 25 0.0521 0.0453 0.0488
30 0.0518 0.0452 0.0475
35 0.0473 0.0484 0.0483
40 0.0518 0.047¢ 0.0500
10 0.0494 0.0468 0.0481
15 0.0496 0.0472 0.0496
20 0.0500 0.0494 0.0498
0.8622 6.2 0.3 0.5 25 0.0532 0.0485 0.0499
30 0.0521 0.0528 0.0508
35 0.0502 0.0502 0.0507
40 0.0502 0.0477 0.0501
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T3 4.1. Power of IBE tests versus n; a = (0p, ,0WT, OWRs M)-

EAYAHE B2 Aok AL 2RY GBS 3x2 TALAYS 2 x 3 Jodhx AAY T 4
AY BE F4E o = 0058 F RRIRT Aok (F 417 42). WA 2 x 3 BALAYINE
3x 2512 x 3 Yelthz AA Mol WIS ALS L5 BEel WA Ut Aol Atk 5, T B

44 (conserative) ¢l AFE VeI T gtk 53] BEe) 47} B2 A¢ 18 FFL B F=Anh
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e
0% 4.2. Power of IBE tests versus n; a = (0p,,0wT, OWR, A).

nol AXNWA A1F 279 FEo] A A 23 Fine AT FAFES F57) 93 W
T ge B2 8 YRE s A ot

ThoFst 242 ol A AR AR YT (2% 415 4.2). Chows} Wang (2002))4 1F o nke} 2
o) Bgo) op =0, owr = 0.5, own = 0.3¢ 3% no) ¢ AR)E BFn ARYo) Uy we
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33 4.3, Power of IBE tests versus \; b= (op,,0wr,0wr)-

AL FAE 5 Yok ol= AFAAZ A2AA 2ot o & HEA W 4 (variability) 2 72 B¢
o) AA 7 BEA) AR A= AL FEAolgm 2487 ol dmech. 19 4154
42914 2 x 3 Gtz Aol Aol /M 2 A& ¢ Uk 2T 3 x 29} 2 x 3 WAAA
FolMe B Aol 2 x 3 LALA Y] B ¥ AHHL Holx Yok AT owr > owr ©1AY
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3% 4.4. Power of IBE tests versus \; b= (op,,0wr,0WR).

op >0 ¢ Aol TEY ¢/ A A 3x 2 ZAEAE) 2 x3 AAAEAE Bk 52 FRES F
£ :
29 437 44904+ Al LAY ZF JZAL 71 209 B Agre] # Sdf 3AYe wgs
A B YL 2 x 3 doviz A BE A9 FhA £2 ARYS 2 Yoh 2 3 x 29}
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2 x 3 ZAEAE AR Ee vl QoM owr > owrC AVt op >0 B 3x27F2x3 &
LAY Bk &2 HAEE AT Qe AR dshiet, ® 419 AlF 278 AHEYE owr >
owrOlAY op > 09 FF 2% 3 FXAEA P e F PE 94 o BeHow JEaE o
YT AP RS ALz BITh

&

A2 (Conclusions)

re
e o

4L @A wjFolu AAFoA B AFAA0 F7I2 AFA Aol HA Y= BF4 71E0
EEAIAE A 358 AR A BF3E Wl ol gk 48AREA 2 x3 goH
AT 2 x 3 AAEAG O Biste] RAsRT o] APAAN ol 7HAAL Qe B F shd Al
A¥ 710ez A3 AT AR BAREE A8 st Alde] F17de] st g2 3 x 2
AR AHg7FsAol tiste] RYARE Foke] o} Mgtk B2 2x 3 ZALAPOIY 2 x 3
N2 AAYL 3 x 2 AAEAE HIFt nhF HL YA £F 27 M 3 x 2% I
A = n WE Eol A% AA BEAE noR T ¢ BAEAE o] L5 whdd ] HL A
F7ZHe 873lBE 505 Al 717k ZAl A7) ol B 48 713E A A
ZozA A7 BEAY Vg0l ¥2 B9 AN J1zkel Y2 x3 JoivizEAE 22 x3 2
AL vie® AR £ 918 Aotk ’
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Abstract
In recent years, more generic drug products became available. The current regulation for assessing the
bioequivalence of two drug formulations is based on the concept of average bioequivalence.. This approach
has been indicated to be insufficient for assessing switchability between two drug formulations and US
FDA has adopted individual bioequivalence as one of the bioequivalence criterion since 2001. The US FDA
recommends that individual bioequivalence be assessed based on 2 x 4 crossover design, while a 2 X 3 cross-
over design may be used as an alternative design to reduce the length and cost of the study. In this paper,
a statistical procedure for assessment of individual bicequivalence under 3 X 2 crossover designs is proposed
and some statistical points are discussed with 2 x 3 crossover design and 2 X 3 extra-reference design through
" simulation studies. '

Keywords: Cross-over design, extra-reference design, individual bioequivalence.
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