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Abstract

In statistics, it is important to have realistic data sets available for a particular context to al-
low an appropriate and objective method comparison. For many use cases, benchmark data sets
for method comparison are already available online. However, in most medical applications
and especially for clinical trials in oncology, there is a lack of adequate benchmark data sets, as
patient data can be sensitive and therefore cannot be published. A potential solution for this is
simulation studies. However, it is sometimes not clear, which simulation models are suitable
for generating realistic data. A challenge is that potentially unrealistic assumptions have to be
made about the distributions. Our approach is to use reconstructed benchmark data sets as a
basis for the simulations, which has the following advantages: the actual properties are known
and more realistic data can be simulated. There are several possibilities to simulate realistic
data from benchmark data sets. We investigate simulation models based on kernel density es-
timation, fitted distributions, case resampling and conditional bootstrapping. In order to make
recommendations on which models are best suited for a specific survival setting, we conducted
a comparative simulation study. Since it is not possible to provide recommendations for all pos-
sible survival settings in a single paper, we focus on providing realistic simulation models for
two-armed phase III lung cancer studies. To this end, we reconstructed benchmark data sets
from recent studies. We used the runtime and different accuracy measures (effect sizes and p-
values) as criteria for comparison.
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1 Introduction

Model comparison and model selection are important tasks in statistical analyses. As described
by Friedrich and Friede [1], benchmarking and simulation studies are two different approaches to
use for these tasks. The idea of benchmarking is to compare methods or models based on multiple
neutrally chosen real world data sets regarding a specific performance criterion. Benchmarking
aims at receiving “empirical evidence” from model comparison on several real world data sets.
This has the advantage of providing a realistic approximation of the performance of the model
in subsequent analyses [2]. It is important to follow existing guidelines for benchmarking (for
example, choosing the evaluation criteria and methods in a neutral way) to ensure a high scientific
quality and to obtain a realistic and unbiased comparison of the models [2].

In contrast, simulation studies allow generating an infinite amount of data even for very spe-
cific and potentially complicated settings. For model comparison, simulation models can be ad-
ditionally used to compare different models when assumptions are violated or when it is difficult
to find an adequate data set. Another advantage of simulation models is that the distribution and
other aspects of the simulated data are well-known which allows a comparison of the performance
of models for slightly different (theoretical) settings [3]. A disadvantage of “simply” simulating
the data is that there might be unrealistic assumptions regarding the data sets. This could result
in a very good performance of a certain model for a specific simulated data set. However, when
considering another (for example neutrally chosen benchmark) data set, the model might perform
worse. This could lead to scientists, intentionally or unintentionally, choosing simulation models

or assumptions supporting a new model they want to present or a model they prefer. The results



of the comparison study therefore might be biased as for example described by Niefsl et al. [4].

In oncology, model comparison (e.g., to select the proper method for a new analysis) is compli-
cated by the fact that not many data sets are publically available since for example patient data is
sensitive personal data and can therefore not be published easily. In fact, Hamilton et al. [5] found
out that from the cancer-related publications on the online platform PubMed [6] only 59 out of
309 studies published in 2019 declared their data to be publicly available. From these 59 publica-
tions, only one single data set fulfilled all of the FAIR Data Principles, which in short means that
the data should be “Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and Reusable” [7]. Thus there is a lack
of suitable real world benchmark data sets. As a solution, oftentimes simulated data is used for
model comparison. This raises the question of how to simulate realistic survival data for a neutral
model comparison? Simulating realistic survival data, such as from parametric distributions, has
been explored by various researchers before [8, 9].

The present paper aims at answering this question focusing on two-armed phase III lung can-
cer studies. We thereby combine ideas from benchmarking with simulation studies. To this end,
we first need an objective selection of realistic and relevant benchmark data sets. Due to the avail-
ability issue mentioned above, we provide reconstructed benchmark data sets from recent studies
on lung cancer patients. To do so, we first performed an extensive literature search for adequate
studies. Based on different criteria, clinical studies from oncology are selected to be reconstructed
and used as benchmark data sets. For the reconstruction, we applied the widely used algorithm
of Guyot et al. [10]. Based on each of these benchmark data sets, we build four different types
of simulation models which are either based on kernel density estimation, fitting of parametric

distributions or two different bootstrap approaches. These are compared in a simulation study



regarding their ability to simulate realistic survival data. To quantify how realistic the simulated
data sets are, we analyze different metrics of the simulated data sets and compare them to the
values reported in the respective publications of the studies.

This paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, the selection procedure of the studies is de-
scribed and the data sets as well as the reconstruction algorithm are presented. The compared
simulation models are introduced in Section 3. In Section 4, the simulation setup is described and
the results are presented in Section 5. Lastly, the simulation and its results are summarized in

Section 6.

2 Data Sets

The studies used for the analysis were selected according to previously defined criteria which are
described below and are searched for via the online platform PubMed [6]. We looked for phase III
clinical trials from oncology, published before November 2022, in which the Kaplan-Meier (KM)
estimator is reported. This information is necessary for the reconstruction of the data (see below).
An additional criterion was that the p-value of the logrank test had to be reported in the studies
since this is used as a benchmark criterion for the simulation. Applying the criteria resulted in 290
potential studies.

From these, studies were selected by considering additional criteria. Besides the KM estima-
tor, the number at risk should be reported in the publication as well, since it is needed to apply
the reconstruction algorithm. Additionally, the total number of events should be reported. Since

there might be differences regarding the reconstruction quality for the different cancer types, only



studies on lung cancer patients were used as this is a gender-independent and widespread can-
cer type for which many studies are available. In 2020, it was the second most common cancer
type (following breast cancer) with over two million newly diagnosed cases [11]. To increase the
accuracy of the data reconstruction, we limited our simulation to two-armed trials (for example,
a specific therapy and a placebo group) in which the reported KM curves of the two groups do
not cross more than twice. Since the accuracy of the reconstruction depends on the resolution of
the plots used, a high resolution is necessary. Considering the additional criteria resulted in ten
studies. Based on the KM curves, these studies can be divided into three groups: non-crossing KM
curves (with no visible late effect), non-crossing KM curves with a visible late effect in the data,
and crossing KM curves. From the ten studies, six can be assigned to the first group, one to the
second, and three to the third. In order to have a similar number of studies with similar sample
sizes in the three groups, three of the six studies are selected for the group of studies with crossing
KM curves.

Non-crossing KM curves with no late effect are characterized by a higher survival probability
in one group compared to the other group for the whole study time. The difference between the
curves typically does not change much over time. This is typical for proportional hazard rates.
The studies of Spigel et al. [12], Wei et al. [13] and Cordeiro de Lima et al. [14] are assigned to this
group.

A late effect in the data is present when the gap between the KM curves grows after a certain
time point. Additionally, in this case, only studies that have non-crossing KM curves are consid-
ered. In Wu et al. [15], the effect of Erlotinib is compared to the combination of Gemcitabine and

Cisplatin (GP).



Crossing survival curves indicate a change in the survival probability, in such a way that the
group with a previously higher survival probability has a lower survival probability compared to
the other group. Three data sets of this group were used for the simulation (Yoshioka et al. [16],
Liang et al. [17] and Seto et al. [18]).

For each group, Figure 1 displays a representative of the KM curves computed from the recon-
structed data. The KM curves of the four remaining benchmark data sets can be found in Figure
A4.1 of the Appendix.

The data is reconstructed from the published plots by using the reconstruction algorithm of
Guyot et al. [10], which is widely used in this context [19, 20, 21]. The algorithm uses digitized
plots to reconstruct the data. To extract the information from the published plots, the free online
tool WebPlotDigitizer [22] is used. Afterwards, the extracted data has to be formatted in order
to be passed to the reconstruction algorithm. The reconstructed data sets will be made publicly

available after approval from the authors of the original studies.

3 Simulation Models

A challenge when using simulation studies is to generate realistic (survival) data. Therefore, we
compare four different simulation models to simulate data sets based on the reconstructed data in
R[23]. In the following, a simulation model based on parametric distributions, a simulation model
based on kernel density estimation and simulation models based on two bootstrap methods for
simulating censored data are described.

In this paper, the observations from the considered studies are right-censored and therefore
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Figure 1: Examples of the KM curves of the reconstructed data sets (one representative per group).

the following methods are only introduced for this type of data. For each observation, there is a
theoretically observable event time T > 0 following the distribution with distribution function F0
and a censoring time C > 0 following the distribution with distribution function G. The observed

time T := min{T’, C} is the minimum of the theoretically observable time and the censoring time of



an observation. The censoring indicator is then defined as

1,T'<C
D=

0, otherwise.

The observations are realizations (denoted by lower-case letters) of the random variables and have
an index for the respective observation number. The ith observation (i=1,...,n,neN)isa tuple
(ty = min{t?,ci}, d;). For d;i =0, the observation is censored, for d; = 1, the event is observed.
In the following sections, random censoring is assumed and the distributions of the event and

censoring times are considered to be independent.

3.1 Parametric Distributions

A commonly used method for simulating survival times is based on specific parametric distribu-
tions. In survival analysis, for most simulations, the exponential, Weibull, gamma, log-normal,
inverse gamma, log-logistic or the Gompertz distribution are used [24, 25, 26]. Additionally the
normal, Cauchy and the Gumbel distribution are considered in this paper.

In the following simulation, the parameters of the distributions are estimated by applying
maximum likelihood estimation.

To find the most appropriate distribution for a specific data set, the data set itself is used to
estimate the parameters for each of the considered distributions. Afterwards, the (one-sample)
Cramér-von Mises (CVM) test is applied. The null hypothesis is that the data set follows the

respective (fitted) distribution. The distribution with the highest p-value is then assigned to the



data set since the least amount of indications for distributional deviations can be found for this
distribution. In the simulation, this approach is applied separately to the censoring and event
times of each of the two treatment groups.

As for some data, none of the considered distributions seem to fit, an additional mixed dis-
tribution is considered. In Figure A4.3 in the Appendix, the histogram of the censoring times of
the placebo group from the study of Spigel et al. is shown. Since the distribution seems to be bi-
modal with some values between 0 and 20 months and a peak at around 60 months, a mixture of a
Weibull and a normal distribution seems to fit here. The density function of the mixed distribution

foauo : R [0,1] can be written as

fo o (x) = 0.2 F5aPul (x) +0.8 - 100 (x),

where fgf’}i\buu(x) is the density function of a Weibull distribution with parameters «,A > 0 and
flog " (x) is the density function of a univariate normal distribution with parameters p € R and
o>0.

After finding adequate distributions for the censoring and event time distributions of each

group, the data is simulated from the fitted distributions.

3.2 Kernel Density Estimation

Another method to simulate data based on a given data set is to use the kernel density estimation
(KDE). The density function is estimated by using the function kdensity from the R package of

the same name [27] with its default settings, i.e. a Gaussian kernel.



Based on this estimated density function, random values were simulated according to the
accept-reject method as described by Robert and Casella [28]. For the accept-reject method, the
random variable X is assumed to follow a distribution with density function f: R — [0,1]. Addi-
tionally, a random variable U, uniformly distributed on the interval [0, f(x)], x € D C R, is consid-
ered, where D is the range of the random variable X. According to Robert and Casella [28], the
joint distribution

(X, U) ~U(x,u): 0 <u<f(x)}

can be used for the simulation. The density function f can then be written as the marginal distri-

bution of this joint distribution

The fundamental theorem of simulation then ensures that simulating realizations of the random
variable X is equivalent to simulating realizations from the random variable (X, ) [28].

In the accept-reject method, two random values are drawn from uniform distributions

(X,U) ~U(D x [0,1]).

If the ith sampled realization, i=1,...,n, n € N, (xi,u;) of (X,U) fulfills the condition u; < f(xi),
the value x; can be used as a realization of the desired distribution. Otherwise, new realizations
x; and u; are drawn. The realizations X, ...,xy, then follow the distribution with density function
f. Since the distribution functions of the censoring and event times in the treatment groups differ,

the data for the censoring and event times of each of the treatment groups is simulated separately.



3.3 Resampling Methods

In addition to the two simulation models from above, we also consider two resampling methods
for censored data to simulate data sets: Case resampling and conditional bootstrapping [29]. Both

resampling approaches are applied separately to the two treatment arms and described below.

Case Resampling

To simulate a data set of size n* € N according to the case resampling procedure, n* observations
(ti,di)* i=1,...,n") are drawn with replacement from the observed tuples {(t1,d1),..., (tn,dn)}

[29].

Conditional Bootstrapping

The conditional bootstrap uses additional information to sample the data. For censored observa-
tions in the original data, the censoring time is transferred to the simulated data (cj =t;, i€ {j €
{1,...,m}: d; = 0}). For the other observations, the censoring times ¢, i € {j € {1,...,n}:d; =1}, are
sampled as realizations of a random variable with distribution function

A G(c)—G(ty)

Gilc) = . =P(C<c|C>t).
i(c) 1-G(ty) ( c| i)

This equals the estimated distribution function of the censoring times conditional on C > t;. After
sampling or setting the censoring times, the event times t*, ..., t%* are sampled with replacement
from the theoretically observable event times of the original data {t;:i€{j € {1,...,n}:d; = 1}}.

To ensure that all observations can be part of a bootstrap sample, the largest values are treated

10



differently. In case the largest observation is censored, the respective event time is set to a time
point shortly after the censoring time by adding a small positive value drawn from a uniform
distribution (U(1073%,1072%)). For an uncensored observation, the same principle is applied for the
censoring time. Otherwise, the largest observation could never be part of the simulated data set.
After that, the observations are set to the minimum of the respective theoretically observable event
*

and censoring times t; = min (t?*,cv

j ) and the censoring indicators d; € {0,1} are set accordingly,

j=1,...,m[29].

4 Simulation Setup

The data sets used for the simulation are reconstructed by a widely used reconstruction algorithm
[10] from the seven clinical studies described in Section 2. Within the simulation, we compare
the four different simulation models described in Section 3. It is of interest how well the different
models perform in reconstructing realistic survival data. Since there are only few benchmark data
sets for the context of survival analysis and especially for clinical trials in oncology, the first step
before the simulation is the reconstruction of the data sets. This way we provide the community
with benchmark data for lung cancer trials as a nice side benefit. To compare the reconstructed
with the original data sets, we calculate the p-values of the logrank test as well as the median
survival times in the groups for both, the reconstructed and the original, data sets. Additionally,
we compare the KM curves of the reconstructed data sets to the ones of the original data.

After reconstructing the data, for each data set and each treatment group of the data sets, a re-

alistic parametric distribution is selected for the first simulation approach. As described in Section
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Table 1: Suggested parametric distributions for the different groups of the studies based on the

p-value of the CVM test.

Study Treatment Group Suggested Dl'strlbutlon Suggested.Dlstltlbutlon
Event Times Censoring Times
Liang et al.[17] EP inverse gamma inverse gamma
PC inverse gamma inverse gamma
Cordeiro de Lima et al. [14] <61 Gy ' exponential inverse gamma
> 61 Gy inverse gamma mixed
Seto et al. [18] Pem + Bev inverse gamma inverse gamma
Bev inverse gamma exponential
. Placebo exponential mixed
Spigel etal. [12] Durvalumab inverse gamma mixed
. Chemotherapy inverse gamma exponential
Wei etal. [13] MWA /Chemotherapy exponential inverse gamma
Wau et al. [15] Gl.3 . inverse gamma log—normal
Erlotinib inverse gamma exponential
Yoshioka et al. [16] CD . [nverse gamta jnverse gamma
Gefitinib inverse gamma inverse gamma

3, the suggested distribution for a specific event or censoring time is the distribution leading to
the highest p-value of the CVM test when estimating the distribution parameters with the maxi-
mum likelihood estimation. The suggested distributions for the event and censoring times of the
different treatment groups of the seven data sets are shown in Table 1. For most of the groups,
the best distribution for simulating the event times according to the methods used is the inverse
gamma distribution. For the three groups, the exponential distribution fits better to the event
times. For the censoring times, there are other distributions that seem to fit well. For example,
for both groups of the study of Spigel et al. and the “> 61 Gy” group of Cordeiro de Lima et al.,
the mixed distribution of a Weibull and a normal distribution seems to fit better than any single
distribution. For the GP group of Wu et al., the log-normal distribution is the most realistic distri-
bution. For most of the other groups, just as for the event times, the inverse gamma distribution

fits best. Only few of the groups fit best with an exponential distribution. In this first simulation
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model, the event and censoring times are simulated from the respective suggested distributions.

For the simulation based on kernel density estimation, the event and censoring times in both
groups are considered separately. This gives us four subsets of the data: For each of the two
treatment groups, there is one subset for the event times and one for the censoring times. The
kernel density estimation and the simulation are then performed on each of the subsets. A similar
approach is used for the resampling methods. The difference is that we only consider the two
treatment groups separately, giving us two subsets consisting of the event and censoring times in
one arm.

In a single simulation step, for each of the four simulation models, a data set is simulated for
each of the seven data sets. The sample size of the simulated data sets is equal to the sample
size of the respective reconstructed data set since for the conditional bootstrap, the sample size
of the simulated data set cannot be larger than the data set itself. For the simulation based on
parametric distributions, the distributions shown in Table 1 are used. The simulation consists of

10,000 independent iterations of the simulation steps.

5 Simulation Results

In this section, the results of the data reconstruction and the simulation study are presented. After
comparing the quality of the reconstructed data sets, the four simulation models are compared
based on their runtime, the p-values of the logrank test and the hazard ratios. To identify the
different studies, the last name of the first author of each publication (“Lima” for Cordeiro de

Lima et al.) is used in the figures and tables.
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5.1 Quality of the Reconstructed Data Sets

Before simulating data sets based on the reconstructed data sets, the quality of the reconstruc-
tion was evaluated. To do so, the median survival times and the p-values of the logrank test
can be compared. An overview of the values in the original and reconstructed data sets can be
found in Table A3.1 in the Appendix.For most of the data sets, the p-values of the original and
the reconstructed data do not differ much. However, the p-value of the reconstructed data of
Seto et al. (Preconstructed = 0.171) differs by more than 0.1 from the p-value reported in the study
(Poriginal = 0.069). This might have an impact on the results of the simulation study. The median
survival times of the reconstructed data sets are similar to the median survival times of the original
data sets. The maximum difference here is 0.7 months for the EP group from Liang et al. Overall,
the quality of the reconstructed data sets can be considered to be good. Only for one study (Seto
et al.), larger deviations from the original data can be observed. These differences could not be
reduced even by repeating the reconstruction procedure of the data. This might be because the
KM curves are very close to each other at the beginning and the end of the study which makes it
harder to digitize and reconstruct the data. Based on these results, all of the reconstructed data
sets can be considered to be appropriate for the use as benchmark data sets and can also be used

for the simulation.

5.2 Runtime Comparison

When comparing different simulation models, it is useful to consider the runtimes of the different

models since this can influence later decisions on the model selection. The simulation was per-
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formed on LiDO3, the Linux Cluster at the TU Dortmund. Since the simulation for each study
was performed on the same cluster node, the runtimes of the different simulation models can be
compared without considering the specific resources of the single nodes. In Table 2, the summary
statistics of the runtimes of the different simulation models are shown. Each time, the runtime
of the first iteration is removed to avoid a bias in the results (for example, due to compiling of
functions in the first iteration). In the table, the runtimes are summarized without differentiating
between the studies. Boxplots of the runtimes for the simulation models for the different studies
can be found in Figure A4.2 in the Appendix. Since the results do not differ much from the over-
all results, they are not considered separately here. The highest runtimes by far can be observed
for the simulation based on kernel density estimation. Simulating one data set by this method
takes an average time of 1.198 seconds. For the other models, an average simulation of a data
set takes no more than 0.020 seconds. Even the minimum of the runtimes for the kernel density
estimation is higher than the third quartile of the other methods and more than 20 times as high
as the minimal runtime of the other methods. The lowest runtimes can be observed for the case
resampling method with an average runtime of 0.005 seconds. The simulation based on paramet-
ric distributions has lower runtimes than the conditional bootstrap but is on average half as fast as

this method. The median runtime of the simulation based on parametric distributions is just 0.004

Table 2: Summary statistics of the runtimes (in seconds) for the different simulation models.

Simulation Model Minimum | 1st Quartile | Median | Mean | 3rd Quartile | Maximum
Kernel Density Estimation 0.163 0.478 0.619 1.198 2.559 3.780
Case Resampling 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.483
Conditional Bootstrap 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.010 0.016 0.438
Parametric Distributions 0.004 0.004 0.010 0.020 0.024 0.443
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seconds higher than for the simulation based on the conditional bootstrap.

When only considering the runtime, the kernel density estimation seems to be the slowest for
simulating data sets and should therefore not be used. The runtimes of the other methods are
similarly low. Therefore, using one of these methods would be more sensible, in case of similar

performances regarding the other criteria.

5.3 p-Values of the Logrank Test

To test whether or not the survival curves of two (treatment) groups are statistically equivalent,

the logrank test can be used [30]. Thus, the null hypothesis of the logrank test is as follows:

Hp:S1(t) =S, (1) vVt >0,

where S : [0,00) — [0,1] is the survival function of group g, g € {1,2}.
As described in Section 2, reporting the p-value of the logrank test was a selection criterion for the
data sets. Therefore, the p-value of the logrank test can be used to evaluate the simulation models
by comparing the p-values of the logrank test of the simulated data with the reported p-values
from the studies. The differences between the p-values of the simulated data sets and the reported
values Psimulated — Poriginal ar€ considered for this comparison.

In Figure 2a, boxplots of the differences between the p-values of the logrank test of the simu-
lated data sets and the reported values for the studies, in which the KM curves are crossing once
or twice, are displayed. The dashed lines represent the differences between the p-values for the re-

constructed data sets and the reported p-values (Preconstructed — Poriginal)- 1t can be seen that for two
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of the three studies, the p-value of the reconstructed data set is close to the reported value. For the
third study (Seto et al.), the difference is a bit higher. This implies that for some studies, the data
of the treatment groups is reconstructed well. For the data set from Seto et al., the reconstruction
is worse. For all of the three studies and four simulation models, the median of the p-values of the
simulated data sets is higher than the p-values reported in the study.

The median p-value for the data sets simulated by the kernel density estimation for the study
by Liang et al. is 0.019 higher than the reported p-value. For the studies by Seto et al. and Yoshioka
et al., the differences from the reported p-values are higher and vary more than for the study by
Liang et al. For the data sets simulated by using the case resampling, the p-values are close to
the reported p-values as well while having a higher variability than the values from the data sets
simulated by using the kernel density estimation. The median differences as well as the variability
of the p-values are very high when using the case resampling. An explanation for this might be
that more similar values from the reconstructed data are included in the bootstrap samples of the
groups. When simulating the data sets by using parametric distributions, the median p-values
are very close to the reported values for all of the three studies in this category. In addition, the
variability of the values is very low.

For the studies in which the KM curves are not crossing and there is no late effect, slightly
different results can be observed. The boxplots of the differences between the p-values from the
logrank test of the simulated data sets and the reported p-values are shown in Figure 2b. Similar
to the studies with crossing KM curves, the p-values of the reconstructed data sets are very close
to the p-values reported in the studies.

For the simulation based on kernel density estimation, the median p-values are very close to
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Figure 2: Boxplots of the differences between the p-values of the logrank test of the simulated
data sets with crossing (left) and non-crossing (right) KM curves and the p-values reported in the
studies. The dashed line is the difference between the p-value of the reconstructed data set and
the reported p-value.

the p-values reported in the studies and the values do not vary much. The results are the same
for the simulation based on the case resampling. When simulating the data sets by using the
conditional bootstrap, the results are worse. For the studies by Cordeiro de Lima et al. and Wei et
al., the median p-value of the data sets simulated by using the conditional bootstrap is higher than
the reported p-values and the values show a rather high variability. In contrast, for the study by
Spigel et al., the variability of the p-values is rather low for this simulation method. For the data
sets simulated using parametric distributions, the median p-values are very close to the reported
values for the studies by Spigel et al. and Wei et al. and the values show a very low variability.

For the study by Cordeiro de Lima et al., the median value of the differences between the p-values
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of the simulated data and the reported value is very high and the values show a high variability.
This may indicate that the distributions used for this data set are not similar enough to the original
distribution. Another notable aspect of the plots is most of the differences are positive.

When there is an additional late effect in the data, the results are similar to the results for the
study from Cordeiro de Lima et al. Therefore, the results are not reported in detail here. The
boxplots of the differences between the logrank test p-values for the simulated and original data
sets are displayed in Figure A4.4 in the Appendix.

For the groups with crossing KM curves, the simulation based on kernel density estimation,
the case resampling and the parametric distributions perform similarly well, although the values
for the case resampling vary more than the values of the other methods. When the KM curves
are not crossing (with and without a late effect), the simulation based on parametric distributions
performs worse for two studies (Cordeiro de Lima et al. and Wu et al.). The simulation models
based on kernel density estimation and case resampling perform best for all of the considered
studies. For most of the studies, the p-values for the simulation based on the conditional bootstrap
differ the most from the reported values. Therefore, regarding the p-values of the logrank test, it
does not seem sensible to use the simulation based on the conditional bootstrap and parametric
distribution.

For all of the studies, the p-values of the simulated data sets show a tendency to be higher
than the p-values reported in the studies. This might have different reasons. One reason might
be a high amount of tied observations in the simulated data sets. In Figure A4.6 in the Appendix,
histograms of the tie ratios for the simulated data sets are displayed. It can be seen that for the

simulations based kernel density estimation and parametric distributions, no ties are present. For
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the two bootstrap approaches, for all simulated data sets, more than 50 % of the observations are
tied. This could be an explanation for the p-values being higher for the conditional bootstrap
and the case resampling. But the tendency is visible for the other simulation models as well. To
further investigate the tendency of the p-values, the distribution of the test statistics of the logrank
test (in comparison to the test statistic of the reconstructed data) is considered for the simulated
data sets. The histograms of the test statistics are displayed in Figure A4.7 in the Appendix. For
most of the simulation models and considered studies the distributions of the test statistics of the
reconstructed data fit the value of the test statistic observed for the reconstructed data. Only for
some simulation settings, the test statistic of the reconstructed data is much higher than most of
the test statistics of the simulated data sets. Therefore, this does not explain the tendency of the
p-values to be higher than the reported p-value. To answer the question, other reasons should be

investigated in further analyses.

5.4 Hazard Ratios

The hazard ratio in a setting with two groups is the ratio between the risk of having an event for
a person being in one group and the risk of the same person having an event when being in the
other group. It is often used to interpret the effect of being in a specific group on the survival
time [31]. Since the hazard ratio is a commonly used and relevant measure in survival analysis,
we use it here as another measure to compare the simulation models. As for the p-values, the
differences between the hazard ratios for the simulated data sets and the hazard ratios reported
in the studies are considered to make the comparison between the methods easier. In all of the

figures, the differences between the hazard ratios of the reconstructed data sets and the reported
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hazard ratios are included as dashed lines.

For the studies with crossing KM curves, the boxplots of the described differences are dis-
played in Figure 3a. The differences for the reconstructed data sets are very low. The maximum
absolute difference for this group of studies is 0.010 for the data set from Seto et al. This indicates
that the hazard ratios were reconstructed well by the reconstruction algorithm.

For the data simulated by using the case resampling and the simulation based on kernel den-
sity estimation, the median hazard ratio is very similar to the reported hazard ratio for all of the
studies. In the variability of the values, however, differences between the two simulation mod-
els can be observed. The values for the simulation based on kernel density estimation vary a bit
less than the values for the case resampling. When simulating the data based on the conditional
bootstrap, the median hazard ratios for the simulated data sets for all of the studies are higher
than the reported hazard ratios. For the study by Seto et al., the median difference is 0.010 and
slightly lower than for the kernel density estimation and the case resampling, but the variability is
higher than for example for the kernel density estimation. The median hazard ratios for the data
sets simulated by using parametric distributions are similar to the reported hazard ratios and their
variability is low.

The boxplots of the differences between the hazard ratios of the simulated and original data
sets for the studies with non-crossing KM curves are shown in Figure 3b. As for the studies with
crossing KM curves, the hazard ratios of the reconstructed data sets are similar to the reported
hazard ratios in the studies. In the simulation based on kernel density estimation, the median dif-
ferences between the hazard ratios of the simulated and original data are similar to the differences

between the hazard ratios of the reconstructed data sets and the reported hazard ratios and the
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observed differences show a very low variability. The values for the case resampling, in contrast,
show a higher variability than for the kernel density estimation while having a median value that
is closer to the hazard ratio for the reconstructed data. The differences between the hazard ratios
for the data simulated by using the conditional bootstrap are in median 0.250 higher than the re-
ported value for the study by Cordeiro de Lima et al. For the studies by Spigel et al. and Wei et
al., the median hazard ratios for this simulation model are lower than the reported hazard ratio.
For the simulation based on parametric distributions, the results are a bit better than for the con-
ditional bootstrap. The variability of the observed values for the simulation based on parametric

distributions is lower than, for example, the variability of the values for the conditional bootstrap
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Figure 3: Boxplots of the differences between the hazard ratios of the simulated data sets with
crossing (left) and non-crossing (right) KM curves and the hazard ratios reported in the studies.
The dashed line is the difference between the hazard ratio of the reconstructed data set and the
reported hazard ratio.
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but mostly higher than for the case resampling and the kernel density estimation. The disparities
between the results for the parametric distributions for the different studies might be explained
by the distributions chosen for the respective studies. If the chosen distribution for a data set is
not optimal, the results might be worse than when using the correct (unknown) distribution.

For the study with non-crossing KM curves and a late effect (Wu et al.), the results for the
hazard ratios are similar to the results of Wei et al. Therefore, they are not further evaluated
here. The boxplots of the differences between the hazard ratios of the simulated data sets and the
reported values are displayed in Figure A4.5 in the Appendix.

When considering the studies with crossing KM curves, the simulation models based on kernel
density estimation, the case resampling and parametric distributions perform best with median
differences close to zero and low variability. The hazard ratios for the simulation based on the
conditional bootstrap deviate more from the reported values. For the studies with non-crossing
KM curves, the simulation based on kernel density estimation and the case resampling perform
best. Therefore, for all study groups, the conditional bootstrap seems not sensible to be used. For
non-crossing KM curves (with and without a visible late effect), the kernel density estimation or
the case resampling should be used. For the studies with crossing KM curves, additionally, the
simulation based on parametric distributions seems to be sensible.

In addition to the p-values of the logrank test and the hazard ratios, the restricted mean sur-
vival times and the median survival times were considered for the simulated data sets to assess
how realistic the simulated data sets are. As the results do not differ much from the results for
the p-values of the logrank test and the hazard ratios, they are not described in detail here. The

description of the results for these measures can be found in the Appendix.
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5.5 Summary of the Results

Regarding the reconstruction quality of the data, it can be said that, in general, the reconstructed
data sets are similar to the original data. Only the p-values of the logrank test show larger devi-
ations for some methods, especially with the studies with crossing KM curves. A reason for this
could be that the KM curves in these studies are sometimes very close to each other which makes
digitizing the plots and thus reconstructing the data more difficult.

For the comparison of the simulation models, the runtimes of simulating a single data set, the
p-values of the logrank test and the hazard ratios were considered. When comparing the runtimes
of the simulation models, it is noticeable that the simulation based on kernel density estimation
has by far the highest runtimes (median runtime of 0.613 seconds) among the four simulation
models. The lowest runtimes can be observed for the case resampling (median runtime of 0.004
seconds). The simulations based on the conditional bootstrap and the parametric distributions are
just a bit slower than the case resampling.

The second criterion for the comparison of the simulation models is the p-values of the lo-
grank test. For all of the studies and simulation models, there is a tendency for the p-values of
the simulated data sets to be a bit higher than the p-values reported in the studies. The highest
variability in the values and the highest deviations from the reported p-values can be observed
for the simulation based on the conditional bootstrap. For the simulation based on the paramet-
ric distributions, the p-values are close to the reported p-values for the studies in which the KM
curves are crossing. The lowest variability and the p-values that are closest to the reported values

can be observed for the simulation based on kernel density estimation. For the case resampling,

24



the p-values are equally close to the reported values as for the kernel density estimation, but the
variability is minimally higher.

For the hazard ratios, the results are similar to the results of the p-values. The highest accuracy
was observed for the simulation based on the case resampling. While showing slight differences
from the reported values, the second best-performing simulation model is the simulation based
on kernel density estimation. For this method, the values vary less but the median hazard ratios
show higher differences from the reported hazard ratios as for the case resampling. Just as with
the p-values, the simulations based on the conditional bootstrap and the parametric distributions
perform worse than the other two models.

Overall, regarding the results for the p-values and the hazard ratios, it can be concluded that
the simulation based on kernel density estimation performs best. More accurate values with a
higher variability can be observed for the case resampling. If the runtime of the different simu-
lation models is taken into account as well, the case resampling performs better than the kernel
density estimation. For the simulation based on parametric distributions, the results vary a lot
between the different studies. This indicates that most real world data do not follow one of the
specific distributions considered here.

The results of the simulation study are summarized in Table 3.

6 Discussion and Outlook

Benchmark data sets and simulation studies play an important role in model comparison in statis-

tics. In the context of survival analysis and especially in oncology, there is a lack of adequate

25



Table 3: Overview of the simulation results. A v'indicates a good performance of the method,
(v') refers to a good performance for only some settings/studies and a X indicates a bad overall
performance.

Simulation Model Runtime | p-value | Effect sizes
Kernel Density Estimation (v) v v
Case Resampling v v v
Conditional Bootstrap v X X
Parametric Distributions v ) X

benchmark data sets. For simulation models, it is often not clear, how to simulate realistic data.
Therefore, this paper has two goals: The first goal is to reconstruct data sets from published plots
to provide them as benchmark data sets and the second goal is to compare the simulation based on
parametric distributions, kernel density estimation and two resampling methods (case resampling
and conditional bootstrap) in terms of their ability to simulate realistic data sets. The simulation
is based on the previously reconstructed data sets. To assess how realistic the simulated data sets
are, the p-values of the logrank test and the hazard ratios of the simulated data sets are compared
to the reported values from the studies.

These studies were selected on the basis of previously defined criteria. For the reconstruction,
it is important to have reported Kaplan-Meier (KM) curves and the number at risk at the different
time points. Additionally, only two-sample comparisons in the field of lung cancer were selected.
After adding some other criteria, like the resolution of the reported plots, ten studies are left, from
which seven are selected for the simulation study. These can be divided into a group with crossing
survival curves, a group with non-crossing survival curves and no late effect as well as a group
with non-crossing curves and a visible late effect.

For the reconstruction, a widely used reconstruction algorithm is used. When comparing the
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median survival time, the p-values of the logrank test and the hazard ratios of the reconstructed
and the original data, it can be said that the reconstruction is very accurate and the data sets can be
used as benchmark data sets for the comparison of the simulation models. The highest deviations
from the original values can be observed for the data sets from the group with crossing KM curves,
but the reconstruction quality is still very good even for those data sets.

The simulation models were compared in a simulation study, in which 10,000 data sets were
simulated for each of the simulation models and studies. For the simulated data sets, the p-values
of the logrank test and the hazard ratios are calculated. The differences between these values
and the values reported in the studies are used to compare the different models. It is noticeable
that for the p-values there is a tendency of minimally higher values in the simulated data sets.
For the studies with crossing KM curves, the lowest differences from the reported values can
be observed for the kernel density estimation and the case resampling. The highest deviations
(with a high variability) can be noted for the conditional bootstrap. For the hazard ratios, the
lowest differences between the reported values and the hazard ratios from the reconstructed data
sets can be observed for the kernel density estimation and the case resampling. Just as for the
p-values, the highest absolute differences can be observed for the conditional bootstrap. For the
studies with non-crossing KM curves, the results are very similar. In addition to the kernel density
estimation and the case resampling, the simulation based on parametric distributions performs
very well. As an additional criterion, the runtime of the models can be considered. The lowest
runtimes (for simulating a single data set) can be observed for the case resampling. The simulation
based on kernel density estimation is in median more than 154.750 times slower than the case

resampling and 59.9 times slower than the simulation based on parametric distributions. Since
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the simulation based on the case resampling has a high accuracy and a very low runtime, this can
be considered a good method to simulate realistic survival data on the basis of an available (for
example, benchmark) data set.

The results can be used as a suggestion for how (i) to create more benchmark data sets in the
clinical field and (ii) to simulate more realistic survival data based on an available data set. Often,
data sets are simulated by sampling from a specific distribution, which might not be a realistic
representation of the actual distribution. The results of this study show that combining the two
model comparison approaches by first reconstructing data sets from studies and then simulating
data based on the reconstructed data is a good procedure for generating survival data.

Overall, based on the results of this paper, using benchmark data sets (for example recon-
structed data sets) can be recommended as a basis for the simulation of realistic survival data.
For the simulation, the case resampling or the slower kernel density estimation should preferably
be used. This results in realistic data sets that can be used for model comparison and have the
advantage that certain properties are known and a theoretically unlimited amount of data can be
generated.

It should be noted that only three measures were considered descriptively for the comparison
of the models in this study and that only studies on lung cancer patients were used. In further
analyses, this could be extended to other measures, as for example the distance between the dis-
tributions of the simulated and reconstructed data sets, further simulation models, like plasmode
simulations [32], could be compared to the simulation models considered in this study. Since the
results might be different for other cancer types, other cancer types of cancer could be considered.

In addition, besides only simulating the survival times, the simulation of realistic covariables for
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the patient data is of great importance. Due to the large number of potential settings with covari-
ates and approaches to tackle these, these will be investigated in subsequent research. Moreover,
the question as to why the p-values of the logrank test for the simulated data sets show the ten-

dency to be a bit larger than the p-values reported in the studies could be further investigated.
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A Appendix

A1l Information on the used Software Packages

The reconstruction of the data sets, the simulation and the evaluation are performed using the
statistical software R [23] and the package survival [33]. For generating the plots, the packages
ggplot2 [34] and survminer [35] are used.

For some of the distributions used for simulating the data based on parametric distributions,
the distribution functions are not implemented in the stats package in R. For the inverse gamma
and the log-logistic distribution, the R package actuar [36] is used. The functions for the Gom-
pertz distribution are taken from the flexsurv package [37] and the functions for the gumbel
distribution from the package ordinal [38] are used.

To estimate the parameters of the distributions by maximum likelihood estimation the follow-
ing functions and R packages are used: the function mlinvgamma from the R package univariateML
[39] for the inverse gamma distribution and the function fitdist from the R package fitdistrplus
[40] for all other distributions. In the mlinvgamma function the Newton-Raphson method is
applied to find the maximum of the likelihood function while the fitdist-function uses the
Nelder-Mead method for distributions with at least two parameters and the BFGS method for

one-parametric distributions.
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A2 Further Evaluations

In the following chapter, further evaluations of the reconstructed and simulated data sets are con-
ducted. Besides the median survival time, which is also reported in the studies, the restricted
mean survival time is considered here. An advantage of these two measures is that no propor-

tional hazards assumption is needed.

Restricted Mean Survival Time

The restricted mean survival time (RMST) is defined as the area under the KM curve of one group
up to a certain time point T € [0, 00) [41]. The R package survRM2 [42] is used to calculate the RMST
for the groups. In the rmst2-function of this package, the parameter T is set to the maximum
censoring time, if in exactly one of the treatment groups, the observation with the maximum time
is censored or if the maxima of both groups are events. If in both groups, the maximum value
belongs to a censored observation, T is set to the lower of these two values. In the following, the
differences between the RMSTs of the two treatment groups are considered for the analysis. For
simplicity, these differences are denoted by RMSTD in the following.

To compare the different simulation models, the differences between the RMSTDs of the simu-
lated data sets and the reconstructed data sets are considered. For the data sets simulated by using
parametric distributions, the summary statistics of the RMSTD differences are displayed in Table
A2.1. The range of differences are very high for all of the considered studies. The inter quartile
range is slightly lower. However, it can be seen in the table, that the 0 lies in none of the ranges

between the 1st and 3rd quartile. This indicates that the RMSTD could not be reproduced well by
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this simulation model.

Table A2.1: Summary statistics of the differences between the RMSTD of the simulated data sets
and the RMSTD of the reconstructed data sets for the data sets simulated by using parametric

distributions.
Study Minimum | 1st Quartile | Median | Mean | 3rd Quartile | Maximum
Cordeiro de Lima et al. [14] | —18295.98 —85.11 —38.69 —80.8 —13.38 229.49
Liang et al. [17] —1298 11 22 423133 34 1472451526
Seto et al. [18] —630.65 —7.26 8.69 112.07 42.23 159624.59
Spigel et al. [12] —24212.7 —76.42 —2498 | —77.26 14.62 21.01
Wei et al. [13] —16501.592 10.278 21.013 | —9.692 32.732 4106.899
Wu et al. [15] —2923.173 —0.104 2.674 1.035 6.168 96.115
Yoshioka et al. [16] —1466.099 —29.297 —10.336 | —27.015 —2.582 374.574

In Figure A2.1, the differences between the RMSTDs of the simulated data sets and the recon-
structed data sets are displayed for the three remaining simulation models. Due to the extreme
outliers, the simulation based on parametric distributions is not considered here. The values for
the three remaining simulation models show a very low variability. For the simulation based on
kernel density estimation and the case resampling, the median differences are very close to zero.
For the conditional bootstrap, the median of the differences is close to zero for most studies as well.
However, for some studies (e.g., the studies from Cordeiro de Lima et al. and Yoshioka et al.) the
median differences are slightly larger respectively lower than zero. It still performs slightly worse
than the kernel density estimation and the case resampling but much better than the simulation

based on parametric distributions.
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Figure A2.1: Boxplots of the differences between the RMSTD of the simulated data sets and the

RMSTD of the reconstructed data sets for the data sets simulated by using parametric distribu-
tions.

Median Survival Time

For the data set from Wei et al., no median survival time could be computed for the original data

in the study for the MWA /Chemotherapy groupFor the simulated data sets, the median survival



time could be calculated for 4,169 of 10,000 iterations for the simulation based on kernel density
estimation, for 4,428 data sets simulated by using the case resampling, in all 10,000 iterations of
the conditional bootstrap and for 9,994 of 10,000 data sets for the simulation based on parametric
distributions. A reason for this could be, that the estimated survival probability for this treatment
group is slightly higher than 0.5 at the end of the study.

In addition, for the study from Wu et al., for some simulation models and iterations, no median
survival time can be calculated. For the simulation based on kernel density estimation, for 89 of
the 10,000 iterations, no median survival time can be computed. For the case resampling, this is
the case for 293 data sets and for the simulation based on parametric distributions, the median sur-
vival time cannot be calculated for 14 of 10,000 simulated data sets. For the conditional bootstrap,
the median survival times can be calculated for all 10,000 simulated data sets.

In Figure A2.2, the boxplots of the differences between the median survival times of the simu-
lated data sets and the median survival times in the studies are displayed. The pairs of boxplots
refer to the two treatment groups. Since for the study from Wei et al., the survival time is not
reported for one of the treatment groups, only one boxplot is shown for each of the simulation
models. For the study of Wu et al., no median survival time can be calculated in some iterations.
This should be noted when comparing the simulation models. For both studies, the median dif-
ference is very close to zero for the case resampling and only slightly higher for the kernel density
estimation. The conditional bootstrap shows high deviations from the reported median survival
times and the simulation based on parametric distributions performs only slightly better.

When considering the studies, for which no faults were made regarding the calculability of the

median survival times, the results are similar. The boxplots of the differences between the median
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Figure A2.2: Boxplots of the differences between the median survival times of the treatment
groups of the simulated data sets and the median survival time of the treatment groups of the
reconstructed data sets for the studies from Wei et al. and Wu et al.

survival times of the simulated data sets and the median survival times in the studies are shown
in Figure A2.3. For the case resampling and the simulation based on kernel density estimation,
the median survival times are in median very close to the reported median survival times and for
the conditional bootstrap and the simulation based on parametric distributions, high deviations

can be observed for some studies.
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Figure A2.3: Boxplots of the differences between the median survival times of the treatment
groups of the simulated data sets and the median survival time of the treatment groups of the
reconstructed data sets for the studies from Liang et al., Cordeiro de Lima et al., Seto et al., Spigel
et al. and Yoshioka et al.
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A3 Tables

Table A3.1: Comparison of the median survival time in the groups of the original and recon-
structed data sets and the p-value of the logrank test.

Study

Logrank test p-value

Treatment Group

Median Survival Time

Reconstructed | Reported Reconstructed | Reported

Liang et al. [17] 0.103 0.095 o o >
Cordeiro de Lima et al. [14] 0.008 0.009 ; gigz ;gg ;2

Seto et al. [18] 0.171 0.069 Pem + Bev =0 2
Spigel et al. [12] 0.001 0.003 [ lacebo__ s o
Wi et al. [13] <0.001 <0.001 Mwél/e %;?;g‘;;apy s ncl
Wu et al. [15] <0.001 <0.001 Eﬂgtli)nib 5116 5116
Yoshioka et al. [16] 0.231 0.207 Gegt[i)nib g;; gig
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A4 Figures
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Figure A4.1: Kaplan-Meier curves of the reconstructed data sets.
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Figure A4.2: Boxplots of the runtimes of the simulation models for the seven studies.
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Figure A4.4: Boxplots of the differences between the p-values of the logrank test of the simulated
data sets with non-crossing KM curves with a late effect and the p-values reported in the studies.
The dashed line is the difference between the p-value of the reconstructed data set and the reported
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