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Cost-effectiveness Analysis of Pirarubicin vs. Epirubicin for Neoadjuvant Chemotherapy of Breast Cancer
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of Pharmaceutical Sciences, Peking University,Beijing 100191, China)
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SHI Lu-wen(Center for International Studies, Medical Management of Peking University, Beijing 100191, China)

ABSTRACT OBJECTIVE: To evaluate the Pharmacoeconomics effect of Pirarubicin and Epirubicin for neoadjuvant chemothera-
py of breast cancer. METHODS: 188 patients with breast cancer were assigned to 2 groups treated by CTF (Pirarubicin, Cyclophos-
+ phamide and fluorouracil) and CEF (Epirubicin, Cyclophosphamide and fluorouracil) chemotherapy respectively. 4 periods were
taken by both groups, and the cost-effectiveness was taken to compare, RESULTS: The effective rates were 86.8% for CTF Group
and 90.7% for CEF group (P>>0.05). The cost-effectiveness ratios were 198.59 and 248.73, respectively. Both of 2 groups had
ADRs in different degree, but there was no difference between both (£>0.05). CONCLUSION: Compared with CEF chemothera-

py, CTF chemotherapy has pharmacoeconomical advantages for neoadjuvant chemotherapy of breast cancer.

KEY WORDS Cost-effectiveness; Breast cancer; Pirarubicin; Epirubicin; Neoadjuvant chemotherapy
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Tab 1 Comparison of general information

R 25 0T A T 22 4 VTR B PR b T 47 4R . T CEFdl
ASCER R MR R SR T RN NIRRT Bl /% Flgin Hif51/ %
FrE A -RUR WIS M A B b S sy A 91 48.4 97 516
ILARTRR AL KR , LIRS BB A9 AR e
1 AR [} 63 692 59 60.8
& 28 30.8 38 39.2

L1 —fgER A

5T S B B B4 i , 54 2008 4E 1 A —20094F 12 A I 6 6.6 3 11
b5 Py B2 B SLAG B8 BB 3 441 BUREFT R AR B AL ST o igde I 6 75 68 70.1
AR R T2 M0 B Yk , 1T RGeS B A I R R it 1 121 13 3.5
A TRAS R SR TR FARRS, 2% ﬁ% ! s ! 3
(LRI PRS2 R 1S 7 )2009 AR AR ™A FLBRE KU ARt , 23035 o i ” i i
%?E]ﬁ?m?ﬁ]ﬂfﬂ#ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ'f&ﬁﬂ%ﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁ Ik 11 S 1 I -12 12.4
52 AT M ZE b B+ IR R+ SRR B N T (CTF) s R 3 a 2% 28.6 - 25 258
o B2+ R Tk -+ S0 SR 6 22 (CEF) 3E4T 4 4P 300 A3 S ) b 26 286 24 241
ALFF | A WA A 5 SR 9 91 s R B SRATAT AT L AT T P 53304 Il 9 9.9 17 17.5
YT s AP o S PR 8 P B B8 A8  Kamofsky PE4ME %" ‘1‘ ‘1“1‘ ; :}
7043 14 . 236 B 2330 Mol B E 42 (BCOG) 1k AR L 343 0 0 m:;w ' '
S HEBRAT FREE RS R R HALB AR AT IRIAIA L A ER(-) 3 36.3 38 292
RAR R B KM R BRI E T R 38 ER(+) 53 582 55 567
I & 3 0 P EL A AT BR B Wy Y ORI BB RS ERORH) 5 5.5 4 41
FRUERY 188 9l 8, 080T 7 R AORIRI 4k CTF 41(91 ) F1 PR(-) 4l 45.1 46 474
CEF 4(97 i) . CTF 414F ## (45.69 + 8.324) % , CEF 414F i Eié})@a) 42 ‘*zz ' 42 42":

(49.36 +8.788) % , 2LATELERS B EN FIRASENE St
I8 TNM 4331 (2003 R El FETRE & S UhRHE) SO R AR
FE A, ZR TR X (P>0.05), BEA ik, #0FE 1,
12 BT HE

CTF 4 : FFBEBL i (CTX, 1075 18 i il 258 PR A 7l ) 500
mg-m?, §UREIE(5-FU, LEREL WA RAF )450~
650 mg-m™2, iR H B (THP, I R 250k A R4 71 )30~50
mg-m™?, B KA E ; CEF 4 CTX (JLAME Bl 25 A PR A E])
500 mg+m*, 5-FU (b ¥l 7R g 3 24 Mk % PR A & ) 450~650
mg-m %, T B (EPI, 555 7 5q i 2578 PR 4 & )50~ 100
mg-m™?, Bk .

2 EIHAT 1 RALST, D IRHEAFE B (1 000 mg) HE4EE
CH (6 g) B A EEH (5 000 mg) FLEREE A (450 mg) . 5377 &)
I7 A (40~80 mg) , 7 Bk i T b 2R A (10 mg) (HEAFE C(3
g) FELE A B0 me) &, HITHB AT AR . F&
AR R E AR EREE RN,

ST FRYFEA2L AR 22dH I NTE, 4T
B, BMTES IR, BLI3X,FB1I5XNE L.8RKH, 2
H AR R N 2,
1.3 JFRHIERRE

B ENALIT R G B I PR A B A L MRI %5462 F B
& by JR & AL R R B A I . TP e R A T
S HL(WHO) AR ROT M ARHE ST RO . %
SRR (pCR) : FARIRA R R A ME K C T2 B0 1
FRSELE M (cCR) MR EMR T LW R BRI SE R
(PR): MR R K ERSHERKEHRMFERD L >00% ;iF
FEREGSD) :MERAEZEHERREARAFRE L <
50% , aid8 N <25% ; R (PD) . MER K ERSHELR
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note: ER, estrogen receptor; PR, progesterone receptor
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Tab 2 Comparison of material chemotherapy between 2

groups
CTFHE CEFF§
g Fefl/ % i G )
BTERY "
21d 20 22,0 20 206
28d 7l 78.0 77 194
BTRAER
EABS 27 297 ) 310
F1IR 7 77 7 72
FISK 2 29 4 41
H18X 55 60.4 54 55.7
EHRHTRBEM>25% . BH 3R =(pCR | %+cCR f
PR BB/ B FIE % 100%
14 REETH

% WHO fbiT ZRIERsr riee S a8 ok 0~V IE,
4 2 BT 1 i E R, T IR MEAT L R e
4 AT 2 FRES I AN R ELRLITA
L5 #itEFE

Hh 2 55 A 2 LB ST A B ST S I R R 4 2%
R TR B S R T O HEG SR AR, RIR S 2 R A
e, S FBALER 5% ~ 10 % A FUE 5 RUIA SR T AL
A MRIEEAE R AR &,

FFH SPSS 17.0 4t 2 M AT 403 a0 i IR IBEUE &
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Tab 3 Comparison of efficacy between 2 groups(n, %)

R FEun pcr CR PR sD PD BHE/%
CTEH 91 7(7.7) 19(209) 60(65.9) 12(13.2) 0(0) 8638
CEF#H 97  6(62) 6(62) 82(84.5) 9(93) 0(0) 907
22 AREM

2 FIAYT 7 R — R A E R . B, 54,
RN MTR M LT T e A B, /N Y A 2R
fife 2 LA BR PR 41 M0 T W | 4078 P10 RRUAE bR, 22
FHGEHER L (P<0.06)4b, HAAR B RN HEZERH TR
HEE Y (P>0.05), Hh, CTFA PR I TR =ERR
BN KA R CEF 4 ek, 25 5o it 22 8 L (P<<0.05)
B B AN B LR A 1], SABRL AT A b SR PSR
YL EEREER YL, NERENTE, TEARR
R R EHATT B, 2408 B R BRI R 4,
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BAREAN TR EWESEF R AR IR
MYERE , O35 E R AR AR RA . EERA
A EHREETRAMEERET A .. EEERTHAGRE
KERE BB AR, T &GEmENEX, BEA
S8, BV (U R BT # AT EEN. FHERAREE
BAIE AR BR S 3530 A T ek SRS R K. &
THREECOG [ RN oy HaA A 0 43, BIFT LUE R 16 3h , i
BRI EERE T2 Y BERN. B, REREEZ
YIIETT 4 B R AR S AR IS A, TR AR MR
/N, BT ASHST 2 BT, Z08E R R A= R 1730 7, &4
AHEEA,

BB T A AR S BT A B AR = BT B S A < 2
fn F B BAYOIRTT BT RS- IR B M8 3 <AL B+ PR AL
P KPP PP RSB R R E AT E
BN R AR < H BR S5 U R A . B SRR SR At
B AT T A R AR 2000 EAL E T R —E ST IR 51T
WitHE, e o
Horp A0S 7 R G367 K A BOR BL R R AT R

AL, BT A EC B B R R R RS
H APrH s A ST M E A S S E P&,
AFEATFRATHE, SET R RN SRR, 4
M RBFEE 2 AR AR (AR A 6T AR B R REL,

FFE OB HI7E 2008 — 2009 4 (RIS % , 24 i 8 B L fln 4y
WTA b, BT R R, — AR 4N A BN BT
BS54 8 60 7 (8 N, 242 0F 95 AS 3 25 5 A (MG BB
Ko 2HARMURALGHERZ2ESHEE FRBERHER

(P<0.05), KA, 4% BHH MTHEYRAE BEHR LB

R¥E BENER(P<0.05), TiHEMRATEEEERP>
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Fd 2ERRFEREER (0, %)
Tab 4 Comparison of ADRs between 2 groups(#n, %)

FHRR CTFHE CEF %
A TR
0 21(23.1) 24(24.7)
1B 8(3.3) 17(17.5)
(104 17(18.7) 21(21.6)
mE 34(37.4) 27(27.8)
NVE : 11(12.1) 8(8.2)
Bt 10(76.9) 73(75.0)
rh R R TR
0EE 17(18.7) 31(32.0)
1E 7(7.7) 9(9.3)
i 14(15.4) 14(14.4)
Mg 20(22.0) 19(19.6)
VE 33(36.3) 24(24.7)
Bt 74(81.3) 66(68.0)
/MRS
0 72(79.1) $5(87.6)
;% 11(12.1) 10(10.3)
194 ' 5(5.5) 2(2.1)
I ' 2(22) 0(0.0)
- Vi 1(1.1) 0(0.0)
St 19(20.9) 12(12.4)
MAEHEDS
(1]:3 38(41.8) 26(26.8)
1E 29(31.9) 44(45.4)
% 18(19.3) 19(19.6)
mE 4(4.4) 7(72)
Wi 2(22) 1(1.0)
Bt 53(58.2) 71(73.2)
I~T 2(2.2) 4(4.1)
TLAEet
I~ 0(0.0) 1(1.0)
M~V g 2(22) 1(1.0)
@t =
1(1.1) 1(1.0)

m~IVE
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Tab 65 Comparison of cost between 2 groups(yuan)

TiH CTFHR CEFF &
HRERA 13 961.43 19241.16
o ey 7096.79 13 759.15
Hivzh4 6 864.64 5482.01
FHREERF 331226 331841
LREHHE 365.81 443.67
Hitig# 346.00 456,61
1&sT 305.74 279.36
e 134937 1235.23
i} 60.33 56.47
®L 545.44 505.55
Hfts 339.57 341.03
paSidiil 17273.68 22 559.57
B HA ST R R B R R S R TR AR
FHEEYG R 2009 4E5HE N

note: “other” included cost of treated, bed, accompany, et al;
“cost of delay work" was based on the data from State Statistics Bureau
in 2009
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Tab 6 Analysis of cost-effectiveness
SIVES CITG E/% C/E AC/AE
CTFH# 17 273.68 86.8 198.59 e
CEF# 22 559.57 90.7 248.73 1 355.36

H13% 6 AT A1, CTF 7 R A 4= - 308 H (198.59) 3% F CEF
F 5 (248.73) , FPAZL IR 4 B Ak 3R 1B 4R R A28, CTF
T RITTRAEA, CTF LT T R EFAEER
256 BBESH ) B

0B BE 2347 (Sensitivity analysis) 22 P24 i) 32
KRR 52 B R A — RO %, BIPM 2R TR
Ha—1rEdRE,. CERAATESRE—-EBERNNES,
AR E TG R ER T, BB LM B4 R0
EE, [RIZMEZE L E AN _E I 209% , AT RUREE M7, 5
R,

FT HBESN
Tab 7 Analysis of sensitivity
BITHE C/ T E/% C/E AC/AE
CTF# 18 651.97 86.8 214.88 -
CEF#l 22 559.57 90.7 248.73 1 001.95

PR 7 AT, M e 2 S L3R 20 9% B, HLR A2 R
Hi (214.88) 473 b CEF 77 52 (248.73) 41, 8] CTF & i 244
TriE s Bl
3 g

AT BG5S B B B 188 LA e, 2 ]
AR BT BB , B9 T CTF , CEF i £3HT 4B BB 5
BT R R . SRR, 2FMbF R EE T
BEWER(P>0.05), X 2R RiEATH A SRS &I,
CTF 77 S ALST AAEAR , iR BB AR, RO TR A N
ERRBMT TR ERF SRR
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107 TG 7 32 30 2 MRIBK B AT IRAT , 25 5 R oAkt , e BR
B 2 AR 8 S RS UL B R Ha T . MiABFFT YA 41 %
P BCE R ISR B, 5 BRACR AR B R 5t Re T
TE— BRI , B RIS , T B % 4 S nt . (H
72 2 21 I FE TERCRE Y IS, St HL B O 5 S S o,

HF AR BB T, 3 2 0 45 CEBR Bk, ki
Bl mARARAE. T IR b — Rl o f 8 A 17 TR
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IR BN IRYT FOrE AT B SR 4R | B A0 B4 00 B 2k BT Bl e it
NR R EAER B RAG —E B, 175 BA M7
T, BT TR IEL 5 2008 —2009 4F 6] , H 50| S 3 Srfsdtey 4
TR RBFITIEEA T, SR e — B R, ATFITHYE
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