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Abstract

Purpose: PFS is often used as a surrogate endpoint for OS in metastatic breast cancer studies. We have
evaluated the association of treatment effect on PFS with significant HROS (and how this association
is affected by other factors) in published prospective metastatic breast cancer studies.
Methods: A systematic literature search in PubMed identified prospective metastatic breast cancer
studies. Treatments effects on PFS were determined using hazard ratio (HRP F S), increase in median
PFS (∆MEDP F S) and % increase in median PFS (%∆MEDP F S). Diagnostic accuracy of PFS measures
(HRP F S , ∆MEDP F S and %∆MEDP F S) in predicting significant HROS was assessed using receiver
operating characteristics (ROC) curves and classification trees approach.
Results: Seventy-three cases (i.e., treatment to control comparisons) from 64 individual publications
were identified for the analyses. Of these, 16 cases reported significant treatment effect on HROS at 5%
level of significance. Median number of deaths reported in these cases were 156. Area under the ROC
curve (AUC) for diagnostic measures as HRP F S , ∆MEDP F S and %∆MEDP F S were 0.69, 0.70 and
0.75, respectively. Classification tree results identified %∆MEDP F S and number of deaths as diagnostic
measure for significant HROS . Only 7.9% (3/38) cases with ∆MEDP F S shorter than 48.27% reported
significant HROS . There were 5 cases with ∆MEDP F S greater than 98.69% and number of deaths
reported as 227 or more – all of these 5 cases reported significant HROS .
Conclusion: %∆MEDP F S was found as better diagnostic measure for significant HROS . Our analysis
results also suggest that consideration of total number of deaths may further improve its diagnostic
performance.

Keywords: Metastatic breast cancer, Progression free survival, Overall survival, surrogacy, meta-
analysis, ROC curve, classification tree

Introduction

As per national cancer institute, in the U.S., breast cancer is the second most common non-skin can-
cer and the second leading cause of cancer-related death in women; and, therefore, there has always
been a high demand for novel breast cancer therapies. At the time of preparing this manuscript,
175 phase III breast cancer studies were actively recruiting patients. For breast cancer therapies,
the main goal is to improve overall survival and quality of life [1, 2]. US FDA guideline [3] states
that “[overall] survival is considered the most reliable cancer endpoint”. Due to the advancement in
metastatic breast cancer management and therapies, there has been marked improvement in overall
survival in breast cancer patients in the last few decades. As a result, there are practical limitations
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including the need of larger sample size and larger follow-up time [4] and, surrogate endpoints such
as progression-free survival (PFS) or objective response rate (ORR) are being increasingly used for
accelerated approvals, with PFS being the one used most often [1]. The basis for using PFS as sur-
rogate endpoint for OS is as follows: cancer progression represents an ominous march toward death
from malignancy. Hence, longer it takes the cancer to progress, the longer a patient will live [5].
However, PFS has not been statistically validated for surrogacy of OS yet [1, 3].

According to Prentice’s definition[6], in order PFS to be a “statistically validated” surrogate end-
point for OS, “test for null hypothesis of no treatment effect in PFS” should be a valid “test for
null hypothesis of no treatment effect in OS”. The test for treatment effect on OS is carried out
by testing HROS=1, where HROS is the hazard ratio (HR) of overall survival. However, many ran-
domized clinical trials failed to demonstrate significant treatment effect in OS despite demonstrating
significant treatment effect in PFS. The current project attempts to investigate this from a diag-
nostic testing perspective, using nonparametric receiver-operating characteristic (ROC) curves and
classification tree. It is important to note that our investigation differs from previous investigations
[7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 11] based on meta-analytic methods, where the primary purpose was to ex-
amine the strength of treatment effect on PFS to predict treatment effect on OS at trial level. The
analysis formulation in the current investigation is intuitive and aligned with the ultimate question
that all stakeholders, regulators in particular, are often seeking an answer to, from a phase III cancer
clinical trial – Is there a statistically significant overall survival benefit in the new treatment that is
discernible from the data on progression-free survival (PFS) in metastatic breast cancer studies?

We have used nonparametric receiver-operating characteristic (ROC) curves and classification tree
approach to address this question. Both the approaches are non-parametric and are free from the
often unverifiable modeling assumptions of the standard meta-analytic methods. Further, classifi-
cation tree results are easy to interpret, and offers granular visualization of the results. We have
utilized classification tree to answer following questions: (a) which trial level measure of treatment
benefit in PFS has stronger association with significant HROS (HR of OS) in favor of treatment –
HRP F S (HR of PFS) or (%) median improvement in PFS? (b) Is there any other factor(s) (e.g., total
number of deaths) that influence significance of HROS? (c) if yes, then how this measure modifies
the association of treatment benefit in PFS with significant HROS? For this project, breast cancer
studies were our focus, but the similar investigation can be carried out for other indications as well.
Throughout the article, (unless otherwise mentioned), ‘statistically significant’ would imply that the
significance was in favor of the treatment.

Methods

Literature search

A systematic literature search in PubMed (July 2015) was performed to identify published prospective
studies on metastatic breast cancer research with both PFS and OS comparison results reported. The
search criteria were as follows: (i) title includes the phrase “breast cancer”, (ii) the term “randomized”
is in title or abstract, (iii) the phrase “progression free survival” and “overall survival” are mentioned
in the text [criteria: Breast cancer (in Title), Randomized (in Title or Abstract), Progression free
survival (in Text Word) and Overall survival (in Text Word)]. The PubMed search returned 181
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Table 1: Summary of publications by journal and year

Journal of Publication 2014-2015 2012-2013 2010-2011 2005-2009 2000-2004 Total
Journal of Clinical Oncology 7 9 4 5 3 28
Breast Cancer Research
Treatment 3 2 4 1 10
Annals of Oncology 5 3 1 9
Cancer 1 1 1 3
Clinical Breast Cancer 3 3
Clinical Cancer Research 2 2
Others 1 4 1 2 1 9
Total 17 20 13 9 5 64

publications between Jul-2000 and Jul-2015. Many of these studies were systematic literature review
or meta-analyses and hence dropped. Further, studies with either PFS or OS not reported were also
excluded. In one publication, instead of PFS, time to progression (TTP) was reported and that study
was dropped. Finally, we were able to find 64 individual prospective studies [15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50,
51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78]
where both PFS and OS comparison results were reported. The majority of these articles were
published in the Journal of Clinical Oncology (28; 43%), Annals of Oncology (10; 15%) and Breast
cancer research treatment (10; 15%) Table 1. Majority (43, 67%) of these studies recruited patients
to treat as first line therapy. Forty (63%) of these studies where phase III. In 59 studies comparison
was made with active control, in 2 studies comparison was made with placebo and in remaining 3
studies standard care was used as comparator.

Data extraction

In seven prospective studies [20, 21, 22, 47, 58, 77, 78], two pairs of treatment-to-control comparisons
were made and in one prospective study [19], three pairs of treatment-to-control comparison was
made. Therefore, we had total of 73 treatment-to-control comparison available for the meta-analyses.
For each treatment-to-control comparisons, following information were extracted: randomization
status, blinding status (open or blinded), total sample size (treatment plus control), total number of
events (treatment plus control), median PFS, median OS, HR (hazard ratio) in PFS (HRP F S), HR in
OS HROS , reported p-value (or significance status) for HRP F S and reported p-value (or significance
status) for HROS . In case both local and central PFS assessments were reported, the one which was
reported as primary endpoint was considered.

Statistical methods

Treatments effects on PFS were determined using following comparative measures: hazard ratio
(HRP F S), increase in median PFS (∆MEDP F S) and % increase in median PFS (%∆MEDP F S). All
these 3 comparative PFS measures were used as diagnostic measures for predicting statistically sig-
nificant HROS in favor of treatment (yes/no).
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Diagnostic accuracy of comparative PFS measures (HRP F S , ∆MEDP F S and %∆MEDP F S) in pre-
dicting significant HROS was assessed using ROC curve [79] based on logistic regression and classi-
fication tree (CART) [80] approaches. Empirical ROC curves were drawn plotting the true positive
rate (proportion of correct prediction of significant HROS based on comparative PFS measure among
those reporting significant treatment effect on HROS) against the false positive rate (proportion of
wrong prediction of significant HROS based on PFS measure among those reported non- significant
treatment effect on HROS). The accuracy of the diagnostic measure was assessed by numerically
computing the area under ROC curve (AUC), with larger AUC implying better accuracy. Optimal
cut-off points based on ROC curve were identified according to Youden’s index[81]. According to
Youden’s criteria a optimum cut-off point for prediction of significant HROS would be one that max-
imizes the difference between true positive rate and false positive rate.

For classification tree analyses, following variables were used as partitioning variables: all 3 compara-
tive PFS measures (HRP F S , ∆MEDP F S and %∆MEDP F S), total number of patients and total num-
ber of deaths. Bagging method was applied to identify the most important partitioning variable(s).
All statistical analyses were performed using R 3.0.2. A two-sided p value of < .05 was considered
statistically significant. ROC analysis was done using “ROCR” package [82]. Classification tree was
constructed using “rpart” package [83] and for bagging method we have used “randomForest” package
[84].

Results

Description

Seventy-three treatment-to-control comparisons from 64 publications were identified for the analyses.
Characteristics of these comparisons are summarized in Table 2. Of 73 comparisons, 72 (98.6%)
were made in randomized set-up and 46 (63.0%) were based on phase III trials. Only 15 (20.5%)
comparisons were reportedly carried out in blinded fashion and for 20 (27.4%) comparisons, blinding
status was not reported. The median total sample size was 231 and the median number of deaths
reported was 59. The median HRP F S and HROS were 0.78 and 0.85, respectively. Further, on
average, median PFS times was increased by 1.60 months which translates to 28.41% increase in
median PFS time.
Of the 73 comparisons, significant (at 5% level) HRP F S and HROS were reported in 32 (43.8%)
and 16 (21.9%) cases, respectively (see Table 3). The comparisons with significant HRP F S are 5.55
times more likely to have significant HROS compared to the cases where HRP F S was not reported as
significant. However, more importantly, only 37.5% (12/32) of comparisons with significant HRP F S

also reported significant HROS .

Diagnostic accuracy (using ROC analysis)

Each of HROS (p− value=0.0447), ∆MEDP F S (p− value=0.0109) and %∆MEDP F S (p− value=0.0189)
were found as significant diagnostic measure for predicting odds of significant HROS in separate logis-
tic regression analyses considering each comparative PFS measure as only predictor at a time. AUC
from ROC curves based on diagnostic measure of HRP F S (AUC=0.69) and ∆MEDP F S (AUC=0.70)
were numerically very close. However, %∆MEDP F S offers relatively better diagnostic accuracy with
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Table 2: Summary of 73 cases (i.e. treatment to control comparisons) included in the meta-analyses

Characteristics
Study phase – n(%)

Phase III 46 (63.0%)
Phase II/IIB 19 (26.0%)
Unknown 8 (11.0%)

Randomization status – n(%)
Randomized 72 (98.6%)
Unknown 1 (1.4%)

Blinding status – n(%)
Open 38 (52.1%)
Blinded 15 (20.5%)
Unknown 20 (27.4%)

Sample size (n=73)
Median (Min, Max) 231 (41, 1349)

Number of deaths (n=59)
Median (Min, Max) 156 (19, 997)

Increase in median PFS, ∆MEDP F S (n=71)
Median (Min, Max) 1.60 (-0.50, 10.90)

% increase in median PFS, %∆MEDP F S (n=71)
Median (Min, Max) 28.41 (-10.42, 294.60)

HR in PFS, HRP F S (n=67)
Median (Min, Max) 0.78 (0.24, 1.18)

HR in OS, HROS (n=62)
Median (Min, Max) 0.85 (0.37, 1.49)

Table 3: Number of cases (i.e. treatment to control comparisons) reporting significant (at 5% level)
difference in PFS and OS time

Overall survival (OS)
Progression free survival (PFS) HROS significant HROS not significant
HRP F S significant 12 20
HRP F S not significant 4 37
Level of significance is 5%.
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(a) ROC curve:  HRPFS as diagnostic measure for significant HROS
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(b) ROC curve:  ∆ MEDPFS as diagnostic measure for significant HROS
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(c) ROC curve: % ∆ MEDPFS as diagnostic measure for significant HROS
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Figure 1: ROC curves using treatment effect on PFS as diagnostic measure for prediction of sig-
nificant HROS at 5% level of significance. Treatments effects on PFS were assessed using (a) haz-
ard ratio (HRP F S), (b) increase in median PFS (∆MEDP F S) and (c) % increase in median PFS
(%∆MEDP F S). True positive rate was defined as proportion of correct prediction among the cases
reported significantHROS). False positive rate was defined as (% of wrong prediction among the
cases reported non- significant HROS).
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Figure 2: Classification tree in predicting significant treatment effect on OS

AUC as 0.75.

From the ROC curve of %∆MEDP F S in Figure 1c, the optimal cut-off point (according to Youden’s
index) is 44.83%, for which the sensitivity (i.e. true positive rate) is 81.3% and specificity (i.e. 1-
false positive rate) 76.4%. It can be interpreted as follows: if we set a predictive rule to classify
the cases with improvement in median PFS greater than 44.83% as producing significant HROS

subsequently, then 81.3% of cases reporting significant HROS will be correctly predicted and 76.4%
of cases reporting non-significant HROS will be correctly predicted. Another cut-off point of interest
could be 33.33% for which the sensitivity is 87.5% and specificity 63.6%.

Diagnostic accuracy (using classification tree)

In classification tree approach, in addition to comparative PFS measures, number of deaths and sam-
ple size were also considered as predictor variables. Classification tree results based on 73 cases (i.e.
comparisons) identified %∆MEDP F S and total number of deaths as diagnostic measures for signifi-
cant HROS . Importantly, we found %∆MEDP F S as most important predictor variable compared to
HRP F S or ∆MEDP F S . This is very much consistent with our findings observed in the analysis based
on the ROC curve. The bagging method also suggested that %∆MEDP F S as the most important
and total number of deaths as the second most important diagnostic measures for significant HROS

Next, we performed classification tree analysis only on the 57 cases where information available for
both %∆MEDP F S and total number of deaths. The classification tree results are displayed in Figure
2. In 38 cases, increases in median PFS were shorter than 48.27%; and only 3 of these cases showed
significant HROS . In 5 cases, increases in median PFS were between 48.27% and 98.69%; and only
one of them produced significant HROS . There were 14 cases with increases in median PFS reported
at least 98.69%. Of these 14 cases, in 9 cases total deaths were reported less than 227 and 4 of
them reported significant HROS . In remaining 5 cases total deaths were 227 or more and all of them
reported significant HROS .

The findings of Figure 2 can be summarized as follows: when increase in median PFS is less than

7



48.27%, it is unlikely that study would produce significant HROS . When increase in median PFS
equals or exceeds 98.69%, and minimum number of deaths is 227 or more then there is greater
likelihood to obtain significant HROS .

Discussion

That a substantial improvement in PFS should be predictive of a corresponding difference in OS
makes common sense. However, what is often not obvious is the magnitude of PFS difference that is
required to be reasonably confident of observing a statistically significant HROS . This is crucial in
late phase trials where therapeutic agents are being tested and the sponsor needs to decide whether
the observed PFS difference could be predictive of a significant and clinically meaningful difference in
OS and would merit a marketing authorization application (MAA). The ROC and classification tree
analyses employed here are very well suited for such a determination. For example, ROC approach
gives us an overall assessment of diagnostic accuracy based on the AUC metric. On the other hand,
tree approach is helpful in identifying non-linear association and influence of other factor, such as
total number of death, in an interpretable and visible manner. Both the approaches help us to choose
an optimal operating point to guide the decision-making process.

Our study findings can be summarized as follows: First of all, ∆MEDP F S (i.e. percentage difference
in median PFS) is a relatively better diagnostic predictor compared to HRP F S . This is suggested
by both ROC analysis and classification tree analyses. Secondly, higher %∆MEDP F S tends to be
associated with significant HROS . However, our classification tree result suggests that higher number
of deaths is also important in achieving significant HROS . The fact that number of death influencing
result of statistical testing of HROS is very logical as deaths are considered as events in OS analysis
and increased number of events improves the chance of statistical significance [i.e., power] in survival
analyses.

There have been numerous studies examining the strength of surrogacy and the ability of a surro-
gate measure such as PFS to predict OS. Most of the previous meta-analytic studies on metastatic
breast cancer attempted to measure the association between improvement in OS with improvement
PFS and clinical benefit rate (CBR) [7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13]. For example, Miksad et al. [9] found only
moderate correlation between HRP F S and HROS (R2 ranging between 0.35 to 0.59) in taxane and
anthracycline based therapies in breast cancer patients. Recently, Amiri-Kordestani et al. (2016)
[11] reported a moderate association between odds ratio (OR) of CBR and HRP F S (R2 = 0.52), but
failed to show any association with OR of CBR with HROS (R2 = 0.01) from 13 prospective studies
submitted to FDA. Our work takes a markedly different path. First, we are interested in assessing
the association of treatment effect on PFS with the ultimate interest being the observance or non-
observance of a significant HROS , whereas previous meta-analyses were more focused on exploring
the association between the treatment effects on PFS and OS. Secondly, we have also considered PFS
measures beyond HRP F S such as ∆MEDP F S (i.e. difference in median PFS) or %∆MEDP F S (i.e.,
percentage difference in median PFS). Thirdly, we have used fully data dependent non-parametric
approaches like empirical ROC curves and classification trees for the meta-analyses which, as far as
we know, has not been used before in applications of this type. Fourthly, we have also included other
factors such as total sample size and total number of death in evaluating the association between PFS
measures and significance of HROS . Last but not the least, we have included a comprehensive list of
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all published studies since 2000 and hence number of studies included in this current investigation is
relatively higher than previous published meta-analyses.

Our study has its limitations. Not all breast cancer studies published during the period under con-
sideration could be included, although the number is still quite high compared to previous meta
analyses. The selection of studies was driven by common-sense but objective search criteria which
were rigorously applied. Thus, only 73 treatment to control comparisons from 64 prospective pub-
lished trials on breast cancer met the eligibility. The included trials were diverse in nature in terms
of patient population considered – some examples of patient population are metastatic or advanced
breast cancer patients, patients with at least two prior chemotherapies, anthracycline or taxane re-
sistant patients, post-menopausal patients, HER2 positive patients, HER2 negative patients, just to
name a few. Thus, although the results are generalizable to the overall breast cancer population, they
may not be applicable to all niche breast cancer populations. There is also potential for publication
bias. To minimize the publication bias, we have considered all the studies which were published and
listed in PubMed database and met our search criteria. Lastly, we have not looked into other cancer
indications, although we cannot think of any reason why the method would not be a useful tool in
assessing surrogacy of PFS (or any other continuous time-to-event endpoint, or that matter)

To conclude, empirical ROC curves and classification trees could be useful tools for assessing how
well treatment effect on PFS predicts HROS in breast cancer studies.
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