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Abstract

In the quest for enhanced HIV prevention methods, the advent of antiretroviral

drugs as pre-exposure prophylaxis (PrEP) has marked a significant stride forward.

However, the ethical challenges in conducting placebo-controlled trials for new PrEP

agents against a backdrop of highly effective existing PrEP options necessitates in-

novative approaches. This manuscript delves into the design and implementation of

active-controlled trials that incorporate a counterfactual placebo estimate — a theoret-

ical estimate of what HIV incidence would have been without effective prevention. We

introduce a novel statistical framework for regulatory approval of new PrEP agents,

predicated on the assumption of an available and consistent counterfactual placebo

estimate. Our approach aims to assess the absolute efficacy (i.e., against placebo)

of the new PrEP agent relative to the absolute efficacy of the active control. We

propose a two-step procedure for hypothesis testing and further develop an approach

that addresses potential biases inherent in non-randomized comparison to counterfac-

tual placebos. By exploring different scenarios with moderately and highly effective
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active controls and counterfactual placebo estimates from various sources, we demon-

strate how our design can significantly reduce sample sizes compared to traditional

non-inferiority trials and offer a robust framework for evaluating new PrEP agents.

This work contributes to the methodological repertoire for HIV prevention trials and

underscores the importance of adaptability in the face of ethical and practical chal-

lenges.

Keywords: Active-controlled trials, Counterfactual placebo, HIV prevention, Pre-exposure

prophylaxis, Relative absolute efficacy, Sample size calculation

1 Introduction

Recent studies have demonstrated the high effectiveness of antiretroviral drugs (ARVs) for HIV

prevention when utilized as pre-exposure prophylaxis (PrEP) (Grant et al., 2010; Baeten et al.,

2012; Molina et al., 2015; Mayer et al., 2020; Landovitz et al., 2021; Moretlwe et al., 2021). Despite

these successes, there remains an ongoing need for new PrEP agents that offer choice of product

characteristics, longer-lasting protection, and/or fewer side effects. Moreover, given the complex-

ity of HIV transmission dynamics, diverse prevention strategies are essential to address the varied

needs of at-risk populations (Bekker et al., 2022). Reliance on a single PrEP modality is insuffi-

cient, as no single approach can be produced and distributed at the scale necessary to meet the

95-95-95 UNAID targets (Roberts et al., 2022; Mitchell et al., 2023; Tollett et al., 2024). However,

designing clinical trials to evaluate new PrEP agents once we have approval of highly efficacious

prevention agents poses challenges. The gold standard randomized placebo-controlled trial ran-

domizes individuals living without HIV to either the new PrEP agent or placebo, with prospective

assessment of incident HIV based on regular HIV testing. Placebo-controlled trials are generally

deemed ethically untenable for testing new agents of a similar modality as approved agents, unless

the approved agents are unavailable or undesirable for the trial population (Joint United Nations
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Programme on HIV/AIDS, 2012). Instead, active-controlled trials are used, typically to establish

non-inferiority; these randomize individuals without HIV to either the new agent or the approved

agent (i.e., active control). Non-inferiority (NI) trials establish efficacy of the new agent through

demonstrating that it is not unacceptably less efficacious than the approved agent. When the

approved agent is highly effective, NI trials may be prohibitively large (Donnell, 2019; Janes and

Buchbinder, 2023; Prudden et al., 2023).

When the inclusion of a placebo control group is unethical, the US Food and Drug Administra-

tion has provided draft guidance for the use of external controls (US Food and Drug Administration,

2023) in establishing efficacy of a new biologic. The primary estimand of interest for such external

controls is the summary measure of clinical endpoints that would have occurred in a placebo arm

of the trial, known as a “counterfactual placebo”. In the context of HIV prevention, various ap-

proaches to generating a counterfactual placebo HIV incidence estimate have been proposed. For

example, Parkin et al. (2023) described a counterfactual placebo HIV incidence estimate obtained

through a cross-sectional recency assay. In such a trial, potential trial participants, i.e., screenees,

undergo HIV testing at screening: those who test positive for HIV are linked to HIV care services

and assessed for recent infection leading to an estimate of counterfactual placebo incidence in the

screenees. Individuals without HIV are enrolled and followed prospectively while taking the new

PrEP agent. Such approach has been employed in the recent Gilead phase 3 PURPOSE1 (Clinical-

Trials.gov, a) and PURPOSE2 (ClinicalTrials.gov, b) trials to evaluate the efficacy of a twice-yearly

injectable HIV-1 capsid inhibitor, Lenacapavir. Other promising approaches under active inves-

tigation include inferring a counterfactual placebo HIV incidence using registrational cohort data

(ClinicalTrials.gov, 2023), external trial placebo arm data (Donnell et al., 2023a), biomarker of

HIV exposure (Mullick and Murray, 2020; Zhu et al., 2024), and the adherence-efficacy relationship

of a PrEP agent (Glidden et al., 2021). The validity and consistency of a counterfactual placebo

estimate depends on the target population, the standard of care in the target population, and

the reliability of historical or concurrent data on HIV incidence absent effective prevention; these
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issues have been discussed extensively in the literature (Dunn et al., 2018; Donnell et al., 2023b).

However, a regulatory and statistical framework for designing, analyzing, and interpreting evidence

from an active-controlled trial augmented with a counterfactual placebo estimate has not yet been

developed.

Even when a counterfactual placebo incidence measurement is planned to assess efficacy of a new

PrEP agent, we contend that it remains crucial for the prospective trial to randomize participants

to either an active control or the new agent to maintain the objective scientific integrity intrinsic

to a randomized comparison. For example, in the Gilead PURPOSE2 trial (ClinicalTrials.gov, b),

although the primary comparison is between the incidence for participants receiving the experimen-

tal agent Lenacapavir and the counterfactual placebo incidence, participants were also randomized

to receive the active control, daily oral tenofovir disoproxil fumarate/emtricitabine (TDF/FTC).

It is well-established that with a proven agent it is not ethically or clinically appropriate to de-

prive patients of access to the proven agent in a trial testing a new agent; an accepted practice

for evaluating a new PrEP agent is a randomized trial with randomization to new versus proven

agent as an active control (Fleming et al., 2011). In addition, evaluation of efficacy by directly

comparing the new agent and the counterfactual placebo without randomization carries the risk of

confounding, thus leaving residual uncertainty about the validity of this comparison. For example,

as described in Parkin et al. (2023), any placebo incidence estimate derived from external data re-

lies on assumptions regarding population similarity, adequacy of available covariates for adjustment

(e.g., factors influencing HIV risk and those potentially modifying the PrEP agent’s effect), and

the constancy of background HIV risk across groups. Inclusion of a randomized, active control arm

and incorporation of the randomized active control incidence in evaluating the efficacy of the new

agent provides some robustness against confounding compared to the direct comparison with the

counterfactual placebo, a fact which will be demonstrated later in the manuscript. Importantly,

this approach also allows for a direct comparison of safety profiles between the active control and

the new agent.
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In this manuscript, we introduce a statistical framework that could be used as the basis for

regulatory approval for the new PrEP agent in an active-controlled trial augmented with a coun-

terfactual placebo (AC-CF). Rather than delving into the specifics of obtaining a counterfactual

placebo estimate for a particular study population, we focus on designing a trial assuming the avail-

ability and validity of such a counterfactual placebo estimate. Motivated by the well-established

approach of assessing NI of a new intervention relative to an active control, often defined as having

preserved a high fraction of the active control’s effect (Fleming, 2008; Fleming et al., 2011; US

Food and Drug Administration, 2016), we target the estimand of the relative absolute efficacy of

the new PrEP agent relative to the active control, or relative absolute efficacy (RAE). The RAE

measures the portion of the active control’s efficacy preserved by the new intervention, with the null

hypothesis stating what efficacy of the new agent is not sufficient compared to the active control,

a decision usually guided by clinical judgement. We propose a two-step procedure for evaluating

this estimand in the AC-CF trial, and present the sample size calculation. Moreover, recognizing

that the counterfactual placebo is not obtained from a randomized placebo arm within the trial,

we further develop an approach that is robust to bias in the counterfactual placebo estimate. We

also illustrate the proposed approaches across various realistic scenarios, highlighting the reduction

in sample size compared to traditional NI trial designs.

2 Method

2.1 Non-Inferiority trial design and relative absolute efficacy hy-

pothesis

2.1.1 Non-Inferiority and relative absolute efficacy hypotheses

We begin by providing background on the NI design which serves as both a motivation for our

methods, and an important comparator design. NI trials are designed to determine whether a new
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intervention (E) is as effective as, or at least not much worse than, a standard intervention (active

control, A), whose efficacy (against placebo) has been demonstrated in historical placebo-controlled

trials. They are commonly applied when randomization to placebo arm is not possible, such that

absolute efficacy of E cannot be directly assessed through a placebo-controlled trial.

To simplify the presentation of ideas we will focus on the endpoint most relevant to HIV

prevention: incident HIV infection. The design (e.g., sample size) is then determined through a

comparison of HIV incidences in the E and A arms, such that we evaluate the NI hypothesis:

H0 : log λE − log λA ≥ δ vs. Ha : log λE − log λA < δ, (1)

where λA and λE denote the incidence rates in the A and E arms in the population where the

NI trial participants are recruited, respectively, and δ is an NI margin that defines the acceptable

efficacy loss of E compared to A. A common approach is to set δ to some clinically relevant portion

of the effect of the active control relative to placebo, i.e., δ = (1 − γ)M1 (US Food and Drug

Administration, 2016). The parameter M1 is the effect of the active control relative to placebo.

The parameter γ, which is also called preservation fraction, determines the proportion of absolute

efficacy of the active control that is preserved by the new intervention. Such a parameter quantifies

the largest loss of effect for the new intervention that would be clinically acceptable.

When M1 is known, it can be shown that the NI hypothesis is equivalent to another hypothesis

of interest given by the following Result.

Result 1 (NI and RAE Hypotheses) When the efficacy of the active control is known, i.e.,

M1 = log λP − log λA, the NI hypothesis (1) with margin δ = (1 − γ)M1 is equivalent to the

hypothesis

K0 : RAE ≤ γ vs. Ka : RAE > γ, (2)
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where

RAE =
log λP − log λE

log λP − log λA

quantifies the relative absolute efficacy (RAE), i.e., the absolute efficacy of the new intervention

relative to absolute efficacy of the active control. We will call this hypothesis RAE hypothesis in

the following.

Remark 1 The RAE is closely related to the averted infections ratio (Dunn et al., 2018; Dunn

and Glidden, 2019; Glidden et al., 2020; Dunn et al., 2021, 2023), which is defined as

AIR =
λP − λE

λP − λA
.

That is, the RAE is the ratio of differences in log incidence, and the AIR is the ratio of differences

in incidence.

Result 1 suggests that the RAE hypothesis is equivalent to the hypothesis (1) evaluated in the

NI trial when the efficacy of the active control is known. In the next section, we will show that the

RAE hypothesis can also be evaluated using an NI design with an estimated NI margin under an

additional assumption.

2.1.2 “95%-95%” margin and relative absolute efficacy hypothesis

In practice, the true effect of the active control relative to placebo, i.e., log λP − log λA, is unknown.

Thus, the margin δ is usually determined based on information on efficacy of A from historical

placebo-controlled trial results. The most commonly employed “95%-95%” approach (Fleming,

2008; Fleming et al., 2011; US Food and Drug Administration, 2016) chooses an NI margin

δ = (1− γ)(log λ̃P0 − log λ̃A0 + z0.025σ̃PA0),
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where λ̃A0 and λ̃P0 are the observed incidences in A and P arms, respectively, in the historical

placebo-controlled trial, σ̃PA0 is the estimated standard error for log λ̃P0 − log λ̃A0, and zα denote

the α-quantile of the standard normal distribution.

After the NI margin is chosen, for example, based on the “95%-95%” approach, the hypothesis

(1) can be assessed through the test statistic

TNI =
log λ̂E − log λ̂A − δ

σ̂EA
,

where λ̂E and λ̂A denote the observed incidence of E and A arms, respectively, in the NI trial,

and σ̂EA is the estimated standard error of log λ̂E − log λ̂A. Specifically, one would reject the null

hypothesis (1) if {TNI ≤ zα}.

Note that here the NI design is based on a fixed NI margin δ, such that it is conditional

on the historical trial data. That is, no matter how the margin δ is chosen, the design would

have (theoretical) protected conditional type-1 error and desired conditional power for evaluating

hypothesis (1). Under the following constancy assumption, we can then show that for an NI design

using a margin δ based on the “95%-95%” method, the RAE hypothesis can be assessed through

the test statistic TNI . The derivations are shown in Appendix A.

Assumption 1 (Constancy Assumption) The absolute efficacy of the active control in the his-

torical placebo-controlled trial is the same as the absolute efficacy of the active control in the NI

trial, that is,

log λP − log λA = log λP0 − log λA0,

where λA0 and λP0 are the incidences in A and P arms, respectively, in the historical placebo-

controlled trial.

Result 2 (RAE Hypothesis in NI Designs with “95%-95%” Margin) Under the constancy

assumption (Assumption 1), the RAE hypothesis (2) can be assessed through the test statistic TNI
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in an NI trial design with margin determined through the “95%-95%” approach. Specifically, the

test {TNI ≤ zα} preserves type-1 error in assessing the RAE hypothesis. It has the same power

to evaluate the alternative hypothesis that matches the alternative hypothesis in (1), i.e., when

γ∗ = 1− δ∗/(log λP − log λA), where δ∗ and γ∗ define the alternative hypotheses of interest for (1)

and (2), respectively.

The type-1 error (and power) against the RAE hypothesis is unconditional, i.e., it accounts for

the variability from the historical placebo-controlled trial. As shown analytically (in Appendix A)

and numerically (in Section 3), the test is very conservative in preserving the type-1 error for the

RAE hypothesis under the constancy assumption.

2.2 Leveraging counterfactual placebo in active-controlled trial

Suppose that a counterfactual placebo incidence estimate is available for the population of an

active-controlled trial. We propose considering the RAE hypothesis in such a design due to several

reasons. First, evaluating the absolute efficacy of the new intervention remains the ultimate goal

for guiding policy making and individual decision-making around the intervention, and the RAE

hypothesis directly relates to this absolute efficacy. Second, as demonstrated in Section 2.1, the

RAE hypothesis is closely connected to and evaluated in the NI design, which is a common design

for efficacy evaluation of a new intervention in the presence of an effective active control. Using

the same RAE hypothesis provides an advantage in interpreting results for practitioners familiar

with the NI trial design. Third, the RAE naturally utilizes all available incidence estimates in

the active-controlled trial design with a counterfactual placebo and is more robust against the

bias of the counterfactual placebo estimate compared to an absolute efficacy estimand, as will be

demonstrated further in Section 3.5.

We propose a formal testing procedure to assess the RAE hypothesis based on a study design

with randomized active control augmented with counterfactual placebo. Specifically, if log λP −
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log λA > 0, hypothesis (2) is equivalent to the hypothesis

K̃0 : (1− γ) log λP − log λE + γ log λA ≤ 0 vs. K̃a : (1− γ) log λP − log λE + γ log λA > 0.

This motivates the following two-step procedure.

Let λ̂P be the counterfactual placebo incidence estimate. In the first step, we test if

HAS
0 : log λP − log λA ≤ 0 vs. HAS

a : log λP − log λA > 0

based on the test statistic

TPA =
log λ̂P − log λ̂A

σ̂PA
,

and reject the hypothesis if TPA ≥ −zα, where σ̂PA is the estimated standard error of log λ̂P−log λ̂A.

This hypothesis is called “assay sensitivity” (AS) hypothesis in NI trial literature, since it describes

the ability of a specific trial to detect a difference between treatments if one exists (that is, assay

is working and can detect a difference) (Temple and Ellenberg, 2000; D’Agostino Sr et al., 2003).

If this hypothesis is not rejected, we accept the null hypothesis K0; otherwise, we proceed to the

second step. In the second step, we consider the test statistic

TCF =
(1− γ) log λ̂P − log λ̂E + γ log λ̂A

V̂
1/2
γ

,

where V̂γ is the estimated variance of the numerator. We will then reject the hypothesis K0 if

TCF ≥ −zα.

Based on the two-step procedure, we will reject the hypothesisK0 if both TPA ≥ −zα and TCF ≥

−zα. Note that the null hypothesis of interest (2) can be written as K0 = (HAS
a ∩K̃0)∪(HAS

0 ∩K̃a),

which is a subset of K̃0 ∪HAS
0 , i.e., the joint set of the null hypotheses in the two steps. Therefore,

the two-step procedure preserves the overall type-1 error, which is given in the following Result.
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Result 3 (Characteristic of the Proposed Two-Step Testing Procedure) The overall type-

1 error for the RAE hypothesis using the proposed two-step procedure is bounded above by the max-

imum of the type-1 errors in the two steps such that the overall type-1 error is preserved at level

α.

In simulation studies, we found that the empirical overall type-1 error is indeed quite close to the

nominal level.

The proposed hypothesis and testing procedure are closely related to those in the “fraction

approach” proposed to assess NI of a new treatment in a three-arm trial that includes randomization

to a placebo (Pigeot et al., 2003; Koch and Röhmel, 2004). In the three-arm trial, the observed

incidence in the placebo arm is automatically consistent due to randomization, while for the current

design the consistency of the counterfactual placebo estimate is assumed and may be violated.

2.3 Sample size determination

In this section, we calculate the sample size for the proposed AC-CF design. Specifically, we

consider the case when log λ̂P , log λ̂E , and log λ̂A are mutually independent, with corresponding

variances

σ2
P = cPO/N + cP1, σ2

E = cE/N, and σ2
A = cA/N,

where N is the size of the active-controlled trial. This general specification of log λ̂P , log λ̂E ,

and log λ̂A reflects the practice for active-controlled HIV prevention trials and includes common

candidates for counterfactual placebo incidence estimates. For example, if the incidences λ̂E and

λ̂A are estimated by the number of cases divided by the number of person-years in each arm, then

cE = λ−1
E /2 and cA = λ−1

A /2. If the counterfactual placebo estimate is based on a prospective follow-

up of individuals over n person-years, then cP0 = 0 and cP1 = λ−1
P /n. If the counterfactual placebo

estimate is based on applying cross-sectional HIV recency testing to the screening population in
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the trial, then we have

cP0 =
1

p

{
PR(1− PR)

(PR − βT )2
+

1

1− p
+

(1− p)σ2
β̂T

(PR − βT )2

}
,

cP1 =
σ2
Ω̂T

(ΩT − βTT )2
+ σ2

β̂T

{
(ΩT − βTT )

2

(PR − βT )2(ΩT − βTT )2

}
,

where p is the HIV prevalence in the screening population, PR, ΩT , βT , and T are parameters

related to HIV recency assay that was described in Gao et al. (2021).

Consider the power of the proposed testing procedure against the alternative hypothesis K∗
a :

(log λP − log λE)/(log λP − log λA) = γ∗. The power of the two-step procedure satisfies

Pr(TPA ≥ −zα, TCF ≥ −zα|K∗
a) ≥1− Pr(TPA < −zα|K∗

a)− Pr(TCF < −zα|K∗
a)

=Pr(TCF ≥ −zα|K∗
a)− Pr(TPA < −zα|K∗

a).

That is, if a sample size N would allow Pr(TCF ≥ −zα|K∗
a) − Pr(TPA < −zα|K∗

a) ≥ β, it will

always guarantee a β-power against K∗
a based on the proposed testing procedure. Based on the

derivations in the Appendix B, the sample size N satisfies

Φ

(
zα +

(γ∗ − γ)(log λP − log λA)√
{(1− γ)2cP0 + cE + γ2cA}/N + (1− γ)2cP1

)

+Φ

(
zα +

log λP − log λA√
(cP0 + cA)/N + cP1

)
= 1 + β. (3)

The equation is solved numerically via a grid search for the sample size N of the active-controlled

trial.
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2.4 Robustness against bias of counterfactual placebo

A common criticism in utilizing a counterfactual placebo incidence estimate is that it may fail to

provide a consistent estimate of the placebo incidence for the trial population, unlike the consistency

guaranteed by randomization to a placebo arm. Therefore, a study design robust to bias of the

counterfactual placebo estimate is desirable. In this section, we introduce a study design that we

term the conservative AC-CF design. This methodology is inspired by the ”95%-95%” approach

for selecting the NI margin.

Let λ̂L
P = λ̂P exp(z0.025σ̂P ) be the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval for the coun-

terfactual placebo incidence. We modify the procedure of testing RAE by the following two-step

procedure. In the first step, we test if

HAS
0 : − log λA ≤ − log λ̂L

P vs. HAS
a : − log λA > − log λ̂L

P

based on the test statistic

T ′
PA =

log λ̂L
P − log λ̂A

σ̂A
,

and reject the hypothesis if T ′
PA ≥ −zα. If this hypothesis is not rejected, we accept the null

hypothesis K0. Otherwise, we proceed to the second step and consider the test statistic

T ′
CF =

(1− γ) log λ̂L
P − log λ̂E + γ log λ̂A

V̂
′1/2
γ

,

where V̂ ′
γ is the estimated variance of log λ̂E +γ log λ̂A, and reject the hypothesis K0 if T ′

CF ≥ −zα.

That is, we will reject the hypothesis K0 if both T ′
PA ≥ −zα and T ′

CF ≥ −zα.

Note that the proposed testing procedure has two differences from that in Section 2.2. First, the

lower bound λ̂L
P replaces the estimated λ̂P in the two test statistics. Second, the denominators which

reflect the variability of the numerators are modified to ignore variability from the counterfactual

placebo incidence estimate, i.e., λ̂L
P is treated as a fixed constant in building the test statistics.
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For example, V̂γ in the denominator of TCF is replaced by V̂ ′
γ that includes the variability from

λ̂E and λ̂A only. The modification is similar in spirit to the “95%-95%” margin approach in the

NI design, where the margin δ is based on the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval of the

risk ratio and it is treated as a fixed constant in assessing the hypothesis (1). It then leads to a

similar conservative type-1 error in assessing the RAE hypothesis, given in the following Result.

The technical derivations are given in Appendix C. In the simulation studies, we also demonstrate

the conservativeness of the design in realistic settings.

Result 4 (Characteristic of the Modified Two-Step Testing Procedure) The proposed mod-

ified two-step procedure has conservative type-1 error in assessing the RAE hypothesis when the

counterfactual placebo estimate is consistent. Specifically, the analytical value of the type-1 error

is always no larger than the nominal level and depends on the relative variabilities of λ̂A, λ̂E, and

λ̂P .

Based on such testing procedure, the sample size N can be determined by numerically solving

Φ

(√
(cE + γ2cA)/N + (1− γ)

√
cP0/N + cP1√

(cE + γ2cA)/N + (1− γ)2(cP0/N + cP1)
zα +

(γ∗ − γ)(log λP − log λA)√
(cE + γ2cA)/N + (1− γ)2(cP0/N + cP1)

)

+Φ

(√
cP0/N + cP1 +

√
cA/N√

(cP0 + cA)/N + cP1

zα +
log λP − log λA√
(cP0 + cA)/N + cP1

)
= 1 + β.

The derivation for the sample size is given in Appendix C. The resulting sample size in the active-

controlled trial is always larger than that from (3).

3 Simulation Studies

In this section, we provide numerical studies to assess the performance of different designs in

evaluating the RAE hypothesis. We consider the proposed AC-CF and conservative AC-CF designs,

and compare them with the NI trial design, the classical approach in the context of a highly-effective
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active control. Specifically, we calculate the sample size and empirical type-1 error and power for the

designs when corresponding assumptions hold, and evaluate the robustness of the designs when the

assumptions are violated. In addition, we compare the proposed AC-CF design with the single-arm

trial design with a counterfactual placebo.

3.1 Simulation setting

We assume a placebo HIV incidence in the trial population of λP = 0.03 cases/person-year (PY). We

consider a moderately efficacious active control with 55% prevention efficacy, i.e., log λP − log λA =

log(2.2), such that λA = 0.014 cases/PY. We will evaluate the RAE hypothesis (2) with the null

hypothesis parameter γ = 0.5, which corresponds to an efficacy of the new PrEP agent under the

null hypothesis of 33%, i.e. an efficacy considered insufficient in the context of the proven active

control. We wish to achieve β-power under level α = 0.025, against an alternative hypothesis with

log λP − log λE

log λP − log λA
= γ∗ = 1.36.

The choice of γ∗ corresponds to 66% efficacy of the new PrEP agent, or, equivalently, an NI margin

of δ∗ = 0.75. The simulation setting is very similar to the design of HPTN 083 study (Landovitz

et al., 2021), which compares the safety and efficacy of injectable Cabotegravir (CAB-LA) and

daily oral TDF/FTC for PrEP in cisgender men and transgender women who have sex with men

without HIV. We will consider designs with β = 0.8 and 0.9.

3.1.1 Non-inferiority design

To evaluate the design of a traditional NI trial, we suppose a historical placebo-controlled trial for

the active control was conducted in a population with a higher placebo HIV incidence of λP0 =

0.05 cases/PY. This reflects the scenario of declining HIV incidence since the historical trial was

conducted and emphasizes that the design of an NI trial does not necessitate a similar placebo
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HIV incidence between the historical and current trials. We assume the constancy assumption

holds such that log λP0 − log λA0 = log(2.2) and λA0 = 0.023 cases/PY. Thus, we assume that

the historical data support the design of the NI trial in that, even though the placebo incidence

does not “transport” from the historical trial to the current NI trial setting, the active control

effect does. The historical placebo-controlled trial is generated with a total of 3,610 PYs equally

distributed between the active control and placebo arms, such that the variability of the estimated

absolute efficacy of the active control is comparable to that used in the sample size determination

for the HPTN 083 study (Landovitz et al., 2021).

We consider the case where the NI margin δ is set using the “95%-95%” approach based on

the estimates from the historical placebo-controlled trial and δ∗ = 0.75 that is consistent with the

RAE alternative hypothesis. The NI trial is designed based on the same design level and power

(α = 0.025, β = 0.8 or 0.9) for evaluating the NI hypothesis. For each simulation, we simulate the

historical placebo-controlled trial data based on which we will calculate the corresponding margin

δ. Since the NI trial sample size (e.g., total PYs and total number of events (#Events)) depends

on the estimate from the historical trial and varies across simulations, we will report the average

total PYs and average #Events among simulations.

3.1.2 Counterfactual placebo

For the AC-CF and conservative AC-CF designs, we will consider two scenarios where the counter-

factual placebo incidence estimates are generated from two different sources. For both scenarios,

the counterfactual placebo incidence is 0.03 cases/PY, such that the estimate is consistent for the

placebo incidence in the active-controlled trial.

External follow-up approach The counterfactual placebo incidence estimate is based on

follow-up data from an external population, e.g., from a registration cohort that is concurrent

with the current trial. We assume we collect 1,805 PYs of follow-up to estimate the counterfactual
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placebo incidence. This is the same amount of follow-up as that in the placebo arm of the historical

placebo-controlled trial, such that the amount of statistical information is comparable.

Recency testing approach The counterfactual placebo incidence estimate is based on recency

testing at screening for the active-controlled trial. Every eligible screened individual with HIV is

tested using the recency assay and every eligible screened individual without HIV is enrolled in

the active-controlled trial. We suppose that the setting is that of a subtype B epidemic with 15%

HIV prevalence, such that the MDRI is 142 days and FRR is 1% using the Limiting Antigen (LAg)

Avidity (Sedia HIV-1 LAg Avidity EIA; Sedia Biosciences Corporation, Portland, OR, USA) ODn

≤ 1.5 and viral load ¿1,000 copies/mL with cutoff T = 2 years (Grebe et al., 2019).

When the counterfactual placebo estimate is based on the recency testing approach, the pre-

cision of the counterfactual placebo incidence estimate depends on the number of participants

screened, which is then dependent on the duration of individual follow-up, denoted as τ , given

fixed total follow-up PYs. Therefore, the sample sizes for the AC-CF and conservative AC-CF

designs further depend on τ in addition to other design parameters. We consider τ = 1 and 2 years

in the simulations.

3.1.3 Comparison of external information

Table 1 summarizes the PYs and #Events for participants receiving either active control or placebo

in the external studies utilized for different trial designs, which are indicative of the amount of

external statistical information. In this simulation setting, the counterfactual placebo estimate

based on either the external follow-up or the recency testing approach contains comparable or less

statistical information compared to that from the historical placebo-controlled trial that supports

the design of the NI trial.
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Table 1: Summary of statistical information in the external studies that are used to esti-
mate margin for the NI trial and counterfactual placebo HIV incidence for the AC-CF and
conservative AC-CF trials. For the recency testing approach for generating counterfactual
placebo estimate, we display the number of recent infections as #Events. It is dependent on
the duration of follow-up in the active-controlled trial, such that the mean and range in the
simulated settings is provided.

Trial Design External Data
Active Control Placebo
PY #Event PY #Event

NI Historical trial for active control 1,805 41 1,805 90

(Conservative) AC-CF
External follow-up data 0 0 1,805 54
Recency testing data at screening 0 0 - 80 (43-130)

3.2 Simulation Results

Table 2 shows the calculated sample size (total PYs and #Events) for different designs, along with

the empirical and analytical type-1 error and power for assessing the RAE hypothesis, estimated

empirically based on 10,000 simulations. For the AC-CF and conservative AC-CF designs with

the counterfactual placebo estimate based on recency testing approach, the number of participants

screened, number of participants with HIV that test recent, along with other important sample

sizes in the screening phase are given in Table 4 in the Appendix.
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For all designs, the empirical type-1 error is close to or smaller than the nominal level and the

empirical power is close to the nominal level, indicating that all designs achieve the design goal of

evaluating the new PrEP agent with the given calculated sample sizes. The analytical type-1 errors

and powers match the empirical estimates. The type-1 errors for the NI and conservative AC-CF

trial designs are much smaller than the nominal level, verifying that the NI and conservative AC-CF

trial designs allow for assessment of the RAE hypothesis with conservative type-1 error.

Comparing different designs, the prospective follow-up time in the AC-CF design is 45% -

60% smaller than that in the NI design. The sample size from the conservative AC-CF design is

larger than that from the AC-CF design based on the same counterfactual placebo estimate. The

total follow-up PYs in the conservative AC-CF design is still smaller than that of the NI design

(approximately 13% - 37% reduction).

3.3 Violation of assumptions

Assessing the RAE hypothesis with an NI design relies on the validity of the constancy assumption,

while assessing the same hypothesis with the two AC-CF-type designs relies on the assumption of

consistency of the counterfactual placebo incidence estimate. In this section, we evaluate the

performance of the designs under violation of either assumption. Here, we focus on the AC-CF and

conservative AC-CF designs with a counterfactual placebo incidence estimated from the external

follow-up approach. As mentioned in Section 3.1, the counterfactual placebo estimate is based on

the same PYs of follow-up data as accrued in the placebo arm of the historical placebo-controlled

trial that supports the NI trial design.

We assume that the trials (NI, AC-CF, conservative AC-CF) are designed based on the design

parameters in Section 3.1, and we target 80% power. The corresponding sample sizes are given in

Table 2: 12,016, 4,942, and 8,205 prospective follow-up PYs are required for the NI, AC-CF, and

conservative AC-CF designs, respectively. We evaluate the performance of those designs when the
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incidences for the trial population deviate from the design parameters. Specifically, the trials are

designed based on λP = 0.03 cases/PY and λA = 0.014 cases/PY, and we suppose that the trial

is indeed associated with different values of (λP , λA) that are potentially different from the design

parameters. For each combination of (λP , λA), we evaluate the empirical type-1 errors under the

null hypothesis with λE = λγ
Aλ

1−γ
P , and the empirical power under the alternative hypothesis with

λE = λγ∗

A λ1−γ∗

P , where γ = 0.5 and γ∗ = 1.36 as specified in Section 3.1.

Figure 1 shows the plot of the empirical type-1 error for the three designs (NI, AC-CF, and

conservative AC-CF) with different combinations of (λP , λA). Here, we consider only the scenarios

in which the active control reduces incidence, i.e., λA ≤ λP . In each sub figure, the red triangle

corresponds to the design parameters; the red line corresponds to the settings when the correspond-

ing assumption holds, i.e., constancy assumption for NI design and consistency of counterfactual

placebo estimate for AC-CF-type designs; and the yellow line correspond to a fitted line with the

empirical type-1 error close to the nominal level.

As expected, the type-1 errors are preserved when the corresponding assumption holds for the

three designs, i.e., when the active control is as effective as assumed in the NI design, and when

the counterfactual placebo incidence reflects the placebo incidence in the AC-CF and conservative

AC-CF designs. When the placebo incidence is lower than the counterfactual placebo incidence, the

AC-CF design has inflated type-1 error. The NI design and conservative AC-CF design are more

robust to type-I error inflation since they allow a larger amount of assumption violation compared

to the AC-CF design. Specifically, the NI design has protected type-1 error when the active control

has a prevention efficacy of no smaller than 40.4% (the prevention efficacy for the active control in

the historical placebo-controlled trial is 54.5%), and the conservative AC-CF design has protected

type-1 error when the placebo incidence is no smaller than 0.024 cases/PY (the counterfactual

placebo incidence is 0.03 cases/PY).

Figure 2 shows the empirical power for the three designs with different combinations of (λP , λA).

All designs attain nominal power when the design parameters are correctly specified, and may
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Figure 1: Empirical type-1 error for assessing the RAE hypothesis (2) with different values
of (λP , λA). (a) NI design with an average of 12,010 PYs and 95%-95% margin based on a
historical placebo-controlled trial with 3,610 PYs. (b) AC-CF design with 4,942 trial PYs
and a counterfactual placebo estimate based on external follow-up data with 1,805 PYs.
(c) Conservative AC-CF design with 8,205 trial PYs and a counterfactual placebo estimate
based on external follow-up data with 1,805 PYs. The red triangles correspond to the design
parameters. The red lines correspond to settings when corresponding assumption holds
(constancy assumption for (a) NI design and consistency of counterfactual placebo estimate
for (b) AC-CF and (c) conservative AC-CF designs). The yellow lines correspond to fitted
lines with the empirical type-1 error close to the nominal 0.025 level.
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attain sub-optimal power when the true parameters deviate from the design parameters, even

when corresponding assumption holds. For the NI design, the empirical power is smaller than the

nominal level when the placebo incidence λP is smaller than the design parameter. For the AC-CF

and conservative AC-CF designs, the empirical power is smaller than the nominal level when the

incidence in the active control group λA is smaller than the design parameter.
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Figure 2: Empirical power for assessing the RAE hypothesis (2) with different values of
(λP , λA). (a) NI design with an average of 12,010 PYs and 95%-95% margin based on a
historical placebo-controlled trial with 3,610 PYs. (b) AC-CF design with 4,942 trial PYs and
counterfactual placebo estimate based on follow-up data with 1,805 PYs. (c) Conservative
AC-CF design with 8,205 trial PYs and counterfactual placebo estimate based on follow-up
data with 1,805 PYs. The red triangles correspond to the design parameters and the red
lines correspond to settings when corresponding assumption holds (constancy assumption
for (a) NI design and consistency of counterfactual placebo estimate for (b) AC-CF and (c)
conservative AC-CF designs).

3.4 Another setting with highly efficacious active control

We consider another setting when the active control PrEP agent is expected to be highly efficacious.

Such a setting is likely in the future, for example, when CAB-LA is used as an active control.

We suppose that the active control is 90% efficacious with log λP − log λA = log(10), such that

λA = 0.003 cases/PY. We will evaluate the RAE hypothesis (2) with the null hypothesis parameter
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γ = 0.5 under level α = 0.025, and wish to achieve β-power against an alternative hypothesis with

γ∗ = 1 with β = 0.8 or 0.9. Under the null and alternative hypotheses, the prevention efficacy of

the new PrEP agent is 68% and 90%, respectively, suggesting that the new PrEP agent is expected

to be highly efficacious and we aim to rule out the possibility that the new PrEP agent is only

moderately efficacious (i.e., the product is considered not sufficiently efficacious unless it reduces

risk of infection by at least 68%). The remaining parameters are kept consistent with those outlined

in Section 3.1.

Table 3 shows the calculated sample sizes for the NI, AC-CF, and conservative AC-CF designs

with a counterfactual placebo estimate based on external follow-up data. In all designs, the empiri-

cal type-1 error rates are close to or fall below the nominal level, while empirical powers closely align

with the nominal levels (data not shown). Figure 6 in the Appendix shows the empirical type-1

error under violation of the assumptions for the three designs. The NI and conservative AC-CF

designs demonstrate a similar robustness against assumption violation as illustrated in Figure 1.

When both the new PrEP agent and the active control are expected to be highly efficacious,

the sample size for the NI design is substantially larger than that shown in Table 2. For the

AC-CF and conservative AC-CF designs, the calculated sample sizes are comparable or even lower

than those shown in Tables 2. In other words, despite potentially lower precision in the estimated

incidences for both the new PrEP agent and the active control due to a smaller sample size in the

trial, the power of the AC-CF and conservative AC-CF design remains attainable. Therefore, the

proposed AC-CF and conservative AC-CF are especially useful in the scenario of highly effective

active control and new PrEP agent.

3.5 Comparison with single-arm trial with a counterfactual placebo

As highlighted in the introduction, the incorporation of a randomized, active control arm in the

prospective trial holds significant importance. This inclusion facilitates a direct comparison of
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Table 3: Sample sizes for the NI, AC-CF and conservative AC-CF trial designs with a
counterfactual placebo estimate based on external follow-up data when the active control
is highly efficacious. For all designs, total PYs and total # Events include the prospective
follow-up time and expected number of HIV infections under the alternative hypothesis,
respectively, in the active-controlled trial only.

Design
Design power = 80% Design power = 90%

Total PYs Total #Events Total PYs Total #Events

NI 16738 50 22356 67
AC-CF - External follow-up 5074 15 6858 21
Conservative AC-CF - External follow-up 6378 19 8606 26

safety profiles and upholds the essential scientific integrity inherent in a randomized comparison.

Moreover, it may provide some robustness against bias of the counterfactual placebo estimate

compared to the single-arm trial designs with a counterfactual placebo.

Nonetheless, in order to highlight the robustness that is afforded by including the active control

arm in the AC-CF design, in this section, we compared the proposed designs to a single-arm trial

with a counterfactual placebo. This generalizes from the framework proposed by Gao et al. (2021).

The main hypothesis of interest is on the absolute efficacy of the new PrEP agent, given by

HE
0 : log λP − log λE ≤ γE vs. HE

a : log λP − log λE > γE ,

where γE suggests the acceptable efficacy of the new PrEP agent. Based on data collected from the

single-arm trial with a counterfactual placebo, the hypothesis can be evaluated through the test

statistic

TE =
log λ̂S

E − log λ̂P − γE
σ̂PE

,

where λ̂S
E is the estimated incidence for individuals that receive the new PrEP agent in the single-

arm trial and σ̂PE is the estimated standard error of the numerator.
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In this simulation, we evaluate the performance of the single-arm design with a counterfactual

placebo and compare it with the proposed AC-CF design with the same counterfactual placebo

incidence estimate. Both designs do not intentionally account for the bias of the counterfactual

placebo estimate, and we evaluate how they perform under the same level of bias of the counterfac-

tual placebo estimate. For the single-arm design, we set γE = γ(log λP − log λA) = 0.5 log(2.2) =

0.39 and consider an alternative hypothesis with log λP − log λE = γ∗E = γ∗(log λP − log λA) =

1.36 log(2.2) = 1.08, such that the null and alternative hypotheses matches the RAE hypothesis in

Section 3.1. The rest of the design parameters are the same as in Section 3.1 and 3.3 and we target

80% power. The sample sizes for the AC-CF and single-arm designs are 4,942 and 2,398 trial PYs,

respectively.

Figure 3 shows the plot of the empirical type-1 error for the AC-CF and the single-arm designs

in the scenarios when the counterfactual placebo estimate may not be consistent. While both

designs maintain protected type-1 error rates in cases where the counterfactual placebo estimate is

consistent, it is notable that the inflation of type-1 error is more pronounced in the single-arm design

with a counterfactual placebo, as illustrated by the green fitted lines denoting the scenarios that

has a doubled type-1 error. Therefore, the proposed AC-CF-type designs are more robust against

bias of the counterfactual placebo estimate compared to the corresponding single-arm designs.

4 Discussion

This manuscript explored the design of an active-controlled trial incorporating a counterfactual

placebo, along with proposed testing procedures and sample size calculations. Through simulation

studies, we illustrated that the proposed design results in a reduced sample size compared to the NI

design, indicating the initial feasibility of its implementation, particularly when the active control

is highly efficacious. The conservative AC-CF design offers a conservative approach, given a natural

concern about potential bias in the estimate of incidence using the counterfactual placebo. This
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Figure 3: Empirical type-1 error for assessing the hypothesis of interest with different values
of (λP , λA). (a) AC-CF design to evaluate the RAE hypothesis with 4,942 trial PYs and
a counterfactual placebo estimate based on external follow-up data with 1,805 PYs. (b)
Single-arm design to evaluate the absolute efficacy hypothesis with 2,398 trial PYs and a
counterfactual placebo estimate based on external follow-up data with 1,805 PYs. The red
triangles correspond to the design parameters. The red lines correspond to settings when
the counterfactual placebo estimate is consistent. The green lines correspond to fitted lines
with the empirical type-1 error close to 0.05 level.
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aligns with the conservative approach used in the development of the NI design, where because of the

reliance on the assumption that the active control was similarly effective to prior placebo-controlled

trials, a cautious estimate of proven efficacy is used in setting the NI margin. We suggest that,

similarly, the conservative AC-CF design be applied in practice, rather than the AC-CF design.

We also compare the proposed AC-CF designs with single-arm trials with a counterfactual

placebo in our simulation studies. Our findings demonstrate that while single-arm designs may

require fewer participants, they are less robust against inconsistencies in counterfactual placebo

estimates. Additionally, these designs miss the opportunity to conduct a rigorous randomized

comparison and gather comparative safety data for both the experimental intervention and the

active control.

In our simulation studies, the primary comparison is between the proposed AC-CF-type designs

and the NI design. These two types of designs rely on different assumptions: the NI design relies

on the constancy assumption, which posits that the efficacy of the active control remains the same

in both historical and current trials. On the other hand, the AC-CF-type designs depend on

the consistency of counterfactual placebo incidence estimates. Some may argue that the constancy

assumption is more likely to hold. However, in practice, the validity of each assumption depends on

the specific population, the choice of active control, and reliability of the external data. Moreover,

for a fair comparison, we assume a similar level of external information in the simulations. In

practical settings, the amount of statistical information available from the counterfactual placebo

could be significantly larger or smaller. Evaluating how the proposed designs perform in real-world

settings is an important area for future research.

We propose a conservative AC-CF design that allows bias from counterfactual placebo incidence

estimation and evaluate the acceptable level of bias through simulation studies. In practice, con-

servativeness can also be incorporated by using more conservative estimates of placebo incidence,

such as artificially increasing the variability of the estimate to account for model uncertainty. Ad-

ditionally, statistical methods for sensitivity analysis against unmeasured confounding (Imbens and
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Rubin, 2015; Fox et al., 2021) may be leveraged to formally account for the level of bias in the coun-

terfactual placebo estimate in the proposed study designs. These are important areas for future

research.

We have assumed the availability of a counterfactual placebo incidence estimate and proposed

designs that either assume its consistency or introduce additional protection against potential

bias. In practice, careful consideration is needed in choosing the approach for generating such a

counterfactual placebo estimate and/or combining counterfactual placebo estimates from multiple

approaches. In addition to the commonly incorporated statistical estimation variability, potential

for bias of the chosen estimation approach(es) and data need careful evaluation, for example, the

reliability of historical or concurrent data for generating the counterfactual placebo estimate.

We consider trial design based on testing the relative absolute efficacy hypothesis, motivated by

its connection to the NI design. A consideration is that the RAE is an unfamiliar scale for evaluating

efficacy. It is conceptually very similar to the averted infections ratio (Dunn et al., 2018; Dunn

and Glidden, 2019; Glidden et al., 2020), with the latter based on incidence differences instead of

incidence ratios. The averted infections ratio offers potential advantages in terms of interpretability,

and it may be more efficient particularly in scenarios with a limited number of events, as incidence

difference often yields narrower confidence intervals. Moreover, other summary measures of the

HIV infection endpoints, e.g., cumulative incidence, may also be of interest in defining prevention

efficacy. The proposed framework can be extended to accommodate those variations on prevention

efficacy estimands.

We focused primarily on hypothesis testing that drives the sample size calculation, with partic-

ular attention to the performance of type-1 error when design assumptions are violated. The power

of the design is also crucial, and our simulation studies demonstrate that it depends not only on

key assumptions (the constancy assumption for NI design and the consistency of the counterfac-

tual placebo estimate for AC-CF-type designs) but also on other design parameters. Incorporating

conservativeness regarding power is another aspect of the design that requires further development.

29



Additionally, other design aspects, such as conducting interim monitoring, determining the analy-

sis of endpoints at the study’s conclusion (i.e., efficacy estimation for the new PrEP agent), are of

interest and need development.

Designing future HIV prevention trials with an active control with potentially 90% prevention

efficacy will be challenging. The conservative AC-CF design we propose would require a trial size of

6,378 - 8,606 person years. This is similar in size to successfully concluded recent evaluations of HIV

vaccine, monoclonal and PrEP trials to date: e.g., 8,917 PYs in the HVTN 702 study (Gray et al.,

2021); 4,196 PYs in the HVTN 704/HPTN 083 study (Corey et al., 2021). The design requires

only a total of 19-26 observed events, in a context with a large contrast in incidence between the

estimated placebo counterfactual and both trial arms. This is in stark contrast to the NI trial

design, which demands 50 - 67 events and 16,738 - 22,356 person years, trials 2 - 4 times the largest

randomized trials conducted in HIV prevention to date. It seems unlikely trials of this magnitude

would be feasible. In the regulatory approval process, trials with such a low number of events will

require careful consideration of the statistical framework and assumptions, as we have enunciated

in this work. This framework will provide an approach for careful evaluation of the credibility of

the evidence for efficacy.
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A Derivation on the RAE Hypothesis in the NI Design

The NI trial is usually designed based on the desired type-1 error and power on the NI hypothesis

(1). Since the test statistic TNI approximately follows the standard normal distribution under

the null hypothesis H∗
0 : log λE − log λA = δ, the rejection region for an α-level test is given by

{TNI ≤ zα}. Then, the sample size that gives rise to 1 − β power against a specific alternative

hypothesis H∗
a : log λE − log λa = δ∗ satisfies σEA = (δ − δ∗)/(z1−β − zα).

In this section, we would like to derive the type-1 error and power of the same test rejec-

tion {TNI ≤ zα} against the RAE hypothesis (2). Consider the null hypothesis K∗
0 : (log λP −

log λE)/(log λP − log λA) = γ that is on the boundary of the null hypothesis space. The type-1

error is given by

Pr(TNI ≤ zα|K∗
0 )

=Pr

(
log λ̂E − log λ̂A − δ

σ̂EA
≤ zα

∣∣∣∣∣K∗
0

)
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=Pr

(
σEAZ1 + log λE − log λA − (1− γ){σPA0Z2 + log λP0 − log λA0 + zασPA0}

σ̂EA
≤ zα

∣∣∣∣∣K∗
0

)

=Pr

(
{σEAZ1 − (1− γ)σPA0Z2}+ (1− γ)(log λP − log λA)− (1− γ){log λP0 − log λA0 + zασPA0}

σ̂EA
≤ zα

)

=Pr


√

σ2
EA + (1− γ)2σ2

PA0Z + (1− γ) {(log λP − log λA)− (log λP0 − log λA0)− zασPA0}
σEA

≤ zα


C
=Pr


√
σ2
EA + (1− γ)2σ2

PA0Z − (1− γ)zασPA0

σEA
≤ zα


=E

Φ

zα
σEA + (1− γ)σPA0√
σ2
EA + (1− γ)2σ2

PA0

 ≤ Φ(zα) = α,

where Z1, Z2 and Z denote independent standard normal random variables,
C
= denotes the require-

ment of constancy assumption, and Φ(·) denotes the cumulative distribution function of standard

normal distribution. The last expression has the expectation operator, since σEA is a random

variable due to its relationship with the random margin δ.

That is, making use of a “95%-95%” margin δ, the type-1 error is no greater than α, such

that it preserves type-1 error for assessing (2). The value of the type-1 error depends on the

relative size of the variance of log rate ratio in the trial σ2
EA and the variance of the product of

the log rate ratio in the historical trial and the percentage reduction (1− γ)2σ2
PA0. It tends to the

nominal level when σ2
EA/{(1− γ)σPA0}2 tends to zero or tends to infinity, that is, the relative sizes

of the active-controlled trial and the historical placebo-controlled trial are very different. Simple

derivation gives

Pr

(
TNI ≤ zα

∣∣∣K∗
0 ,

σ2
EA

(1− γ)2σ2
PA0

= x

)
= Φ

(
zα

1 + x2√
1 + x

)
.

In practice, the type-1 error may be quite conservative numerically. Figure 4 shows the plot

of the calculated type-1 error under K∗
0 when α = 0.025 with different relative size of σ2

EA and

(1 − γ)2σ2
PA0. The calculated type-1 error is far from the nominal value in a reasonable range of
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σ2
EA/{(1− γ)σPA0}2, e.g., in between 0.2 and 5, the calculated type-1 error is smaller than half of

nominal level. It reaches the smallest value (0.0028) when σ2
EA = (1− γ)2σ2

PA0.
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Figure 4: Calculated type-1 error for assessing the RAE hypothesis (2) with different values
of σ2

EA/{(1− γ)σPA0}2. The type-1 error α = 0.025.

To assess the power against the hypothesis on RAE (2), we define a specific alternative hypoth-

esis

K∗
a :

log λP − log λE

log λP − log λA
= γ∗. (4)

The power can be calculated as

Pr(TNI ≤ zα|K∗
a) =E

{
Pr

(
log λ̂E − log λ̂A − δ

σ̂EA
≤ zα

∣∣∣∣∣K∗
a , δ

)}
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=E

{
Pr

(
σEAZ + (1− γ∗)(log λP − log λA)− δ

σEA
≤ zα

∣∣∣∣∣δ
)}

=E

{
Φ

(
z1−β − (1− γ∗)(log λP − log λA)− δ∗

σEA

)}
,

where the last equality follows since the sample size requires σEA = (δ − δ∗)/(z1−β − zα). The

power is exactly 1− β when δ∗ = (1− γ∗)(log λP − log λA), i.e., the alternative hypothesis for the

NI hypothesis match with that for the relative absolute hypothesis.

B Technical Details for the AC-CF Design

Note that K0 = (HAS
a ∩ K̃0) ∪ (HAS

0 ∩ K̃a), such that for any specific null hypothesis k0 ∈ K0, the

type-1 error is given by

Pr(TPA ≥ −zα, TCF ≥ −zα|k0 ∈ K0)

≤ max{max
k

Pr(TPA ≥ −zα, TCF ≥ −zα|k ∈ HAS
a ∩ K̃0),max

k
Pr(TPA ≥ −zα, TCF ≥ −zα|k ∈ HAS

0 ∩ K̃a)}

≤ max{max
k

Pr(TCF ≥ −zα|k ∈ HAS
a ∩ K̃0),max

k
Pr(TPA ≥ −zα|k ∈ HAS

0 ∩ K̃a)}

= max{max
k

Pr(TCF ≥ −zα|k ∈ K̃0),max
k

Pr(TPA ≥ −zα|k ∈ HAS
0 )}

= max{Pr(TCF ≥ −zα|K̃∗
0 ),Pr(TPA ≥ −zα|HAS,∗

0 )} = α,

where K̃∗
0 : (1 − γ) log λP − log λE + γ log λA = 0 and HAS,∗

0 : log λP − log λA = 0. That is, the

type-1 error is always protected at α-level Similarly, under a specific setting with (λP , λA), the

power under a specific alternative hypothesis (4) is given by

Pr(TPA ≥ −zα, TCF ≥ −zα|K∗
a , λA, λP ) ≥ 1− Pr(TPA < −zα|K∗

a , λA, λP )− Pr(TCF < −zα|K∗
a , λA, λP )

= 1− Pr(TPA < −zα|λA, λP )− Pr(TCF < −zα|K∗
a).
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That is, if we a sample size N would allow Pr(TCF ≥ −zα|K∗
a) − Pr(TPA < −zα|K∗

a) ≥ β, it will

always guarantee a β-power against K∗
a based on the proposed two-step testing procedure.

Note that we have

Pr(TPA < −zα|K∗
a , λP , λA) =Pr

(
log λ̂P − log λ̂A

σ̂PA
< −zα

∣∣∣λP , λA

)
= 1− Φ

(
zα +

log λP − log λA√
(cP0 + cA)/N + cP1

)
,

and

Pr(TCF ≥ −zα|K∗
a) =Pr

(
(1− γ) log λ̂P − log λ̂E + γ log λ̂A

V̂
1/2
γ

≥ −zα

∣∣∣ log λP − log λE

log λP − log λA
= γ∗

)

=Φ

(
zα +

(γ∗ − γ)(log λP − log λA)√
{(1− γ)2cP0 + cE + γ2cA}/N + (1− γ)2cP1

)
.

That is, the power against the alternative hypothesis K∗
a also relies on the specific combination of

(λP , λA), since it impacts the distribution of TPA.

To achieve β-power against the alternative hypothesis K∗
a , the sample size N satisfies

Φ

(
zα +

(γ∗ − γ)(log λP − log λA)√
{(1− γ)2cP0 + cE + γ2cA}/N + (1− γ)2cP1

)
+Φ

(
zα +

log λP − log λA√
(cP0 + cA)/N + cP1

)
= 1 + β.

C Technical Details for the Conservative AC-CF De-

sign

In this section, we calculate an analytical form for the type-1 error and power against the RAE

hypothesis for the conservative AC-CF design. Specifically, we demonstrate that the proposed con-

servative AC-CF design has protected type-1 error and nominal power against the RAE hypothesis.

Similar to the derivations in Appendix B, the type-1 error of the conservative AC-CF design is
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bounded by max{Pr(T ′
CF ≥ −zα|K̃∗

0 ),Pr(T
′
PA ≥ −zα|HAS,∗

0 )}. Note that

Pr(T ′
CF ≥ −zα|K̃∗

0 ) =Pr

(
(1− γ) log λ̂L

P − log λ̂E + γ log λ̂A

V̂
′1/2
γ

≥ −zα

∣∣∣∣∣K̃∗
0

)

=Pr

(
(1− γ){log λP + σPZ1 + zασ̂P } − log λE + γ log λA + V

′1/2
γ Z2

V̂
′1/2
γ

≥ −zα

∣∣∣∣∣K∗
0

)

=Pr


√

(1− γ)2σ2
P + V ′

γZ + (1− γ)zασP

V
′1/2
γ

≥ −zα


=Φ

zα
V

′1/2
γ + (1− γ)σP√
V ′
γ + (1− γ)2σ2

P

 .

Similarly, we have

Pr(T ′
PA ≥ −zα|HAS,∗

0 ) =Pr

(
log λ̂L

P − log λ̂A

σ̂A
≥ −zα

∣∣∣∣∣HAS,∗
0

)

=Pr

(
log λP + σPZ1 + zασ̂P − log λA + σAZ2

σ̂A
≥ −zα

∣∣∣∣∣HAS,∗
0

)

=Pr


√

σ2
P + σ2

AZ + zασP

σA
≥ −zα


=Φ

zα
σA + σP√
σ2
A + σ2

P

 .

Then the type-1 error of the conservative AC-CF design is bounded by

max

Φ

zα
V

′1/2
γ + (1− γ)σP√
V ′
γ + (1− γ)2σ2

P

 ,Φ

zα
σA + σP√
σ2
A + σ2

P

 ,

which depends on the relative size of V ′
γ , σ2

A, and σ2
P . In the special case when λ̂P , λ̂A, and

λ̂E are mutually independent, the type-1 error is given by max{α1(rAP , rEA; γ), α2(rAP )}, where
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rAP = σA/σP , rEA = σE/σA,

α1(rAP , rEA; γ) = Φ

zα

√
r2EA + γ2rAP + (1− γ)√

(r2EA + γ2)r2AP + (1− γ)2

 , and α2(rAP ) = Φ

zα
rAP + 1√
r2AP + 1

 .

We plot in Figure 5 the values of α1 and α2 with different values of the ratios rAP and rEA when

α = 0.025 and γ = 0.5. The type-1 error, given by the maximum of α1 and α2, is always preserved.

It is obtained by α1 when rAP is large and is obtained by α2 when rAP is small. It increase as rEA

increases and when rAP is large.
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Figure 5: Calculated type-1 error in the conservative AC-CF design for assessing the RAE
hypothesis (2) with different values of rAP and rEA. The nominal type-1 error α = 0.025.
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Similarly, the power under a specific alternative hypothesis (4) is given by

Pr(T ′
PA ≥ −zα, T

′
CF ≥ −zα|K∗

a , λA, λP ) ≥ 1− Pr(T ′
PA < −zα|λA, λP )− Pr(T ′

CF < −zα|K∗
a)

= Pr(T ′
PA ≥ −zα|λA, λP ) + Pr(T ′

CF ≥ −zα|K∗
a)− 1.

Note that

Pr(T ′
PA ≥ −zα|λP , λA) =Pr

(
log λ̂L

P − log λ̂A

σ̂A
≥ −zα

∣∣∣∣∣λP , λA

)

=Pr

(
log λP + σPZ1 + zασ̂P − log λA + σAZ2

σ̂A
≥ −zα

∣∣∣∣∣λP , λA

)

=Pr

(log λP − log λA) +
√
σ2
P + σ2

AZ + zασP

σA
≥ −zα


=Φ

 log λP − log λA√
σ2
A + σ2

P

+ zα
σA + σP√
σ2
A + σ2

P

 ,

and

Pr(T ′
CF ≥ −zα|K∗

a) =Pr

(
(1− γ){log λP + σPZ1 + zασ̂P } − log λE + γ log λA + V

′1/2
γ Z2

V̂
′1/2
γ

≥ −zα

∣∣∣∣∣K∗
a

)

=Pr

(γ∗ − γ)(log λP − log λA) +
√

(1− γ)2σ2
P + V ′

γZ + (1− γ)zασP

V
′1/2
γ

≥ −zα


=Φ

(γ∗ − γ)(log λP − log λA)√
V ′
γ + (1− γ)2σ2
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then a β-power is guaranteed.
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Figure 6: Empirical type-1 error for assessing the RAE hypothesis with different values of
(λP , λA) when the new PrEP agent and active control are expected to be highly efficacious.
(a) NI design with an average of 16,738 PYs and 95%-95% margin based on a historical
placebo-controlled trial with 3,610 PYs. (b) AC-CF design with 5,074 trial PYs and a
counterfactual placebo estimate based on external follow-up data with 1,805 PYs. (c) Con-
servative AC-CF design with 6,378trial PYs and a counterfactual placebo estimate based on
external follow-up data with 1,805 PYs. The red triangles correspond to the design parame-
ters. The red lines correspond to settings when corresponding assumption holds (constancy
assumption for (a) NI design and consistency of counterfactual placebo estimate for (b) AC-
CF and (c) conservative AC-CF designs). The yellow lines correspond to fitted lines with
the empirical type-1 error close to the nominal 0.025 level.
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Table 4: Screening sample sizes in the AC-CF and conservative AC-CF trial designs with a
counterfactual placebo based on recency testing at screening.

Design Follow-up AC-CF Design Conservative AC-CF Design
Power Year #Screened #HIV+ #Recent #Screened #HIV+ #Recent

0.8 1 6391 959 70 9725 1459 106
0.8 2 3922 588 43 6158 924 67
0.9 1 8080 1212 88 11920 1788 130
0.9 2 4939 741 54 7518 1128 82
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