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Abstract: The primary objective of Phase I oncology trials is to assess the safety
and tolerability of novel therapeutics. Conventional dose escalation methods identify
the maximum tolerated dose (MTD) based on dose-limiting toxicity (DLT). However,
as cancer therapies have evolved from chemotherapy to targeted therapies, these tra-
ditional methods have become problematic. Many targeted therapies rarely produce
DLT and are administered over multiple cycles, potentially resulting in the accumu-
lation of lower-grade toxicities, which can lead to intolerance, such as dose reduction
or interruption. To address this issue, we proposed dual-criterion designs that find
the MTD based on both DLT and non-DLT-caused intolerance. We considered the
model-based design and model-assisted design that allow real-time decision-making in
the presence of pending data due to long event assessment windows. Compared to
DLT-based methods, our approaches exhibit superior operating characteristics when
intolerance is the primary driver for determining the MTD and comparable operating

characteristics when DLT is the primary driver.
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1 Introduction

Conventionally, the primary objective of phase I oncology trials has been to identify
the maximum tolerated dose (MTD) based on dose-limiting toxicities (DLTs). These
toxicities are typically defined as treatment-related grade 3 or higher non-hematologic
toxicity or grade 4 or higher hematologic toxicity, according to the NCI Common
Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events (CTCAE, 2017). For conventional cytotoxic
compounds, which often induce severe and rapid-onset toxicities, DLTs occurring in
the first cycle of treatment have served as reliable indicators of safety and tolerability
(Siu, 2009; Lin, 2022). However, this framework presents challenges for molecularly
targeted agents, immunotherapy, and antibody-drug conjugates. These novel therapies
typically result in fewer DLTs compared to cytotoxic compounds, and patients often
undergo longer treatment durations involving multiple cycles to maximize efficacy
(FDA, 2017). Although patients may not experience DLTs, they may accumulate mild
but disruptive toxicities over multiple treatment cycles, significantly impacting their
quality of life. This often leads to dose reductions, interruptions, or discontinuations,
which can compromise the actual efficacy of the treatment (Paoletti, 2011; Theoret,
2022). The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has emphasized tolerability
as a key consideration for dose optimization in Project Optimus.

A number of approaches have been proposed to incorporate non-DLT toxicities in
identifying the MTD. Bekele and Thall (2004) introduced the total toxicity burden,
a weighted sum of toxicity grades across different types, for dose finding. Yuan et al.
(2007) presented the equivalent toxicity score, converting various toxicity grades into
an equivalent number of DLTs, and developed the quasi-CRM (continuous reassess-
ment method) design. Lee et al. (2011, 2012) proposed the continual reassessment
method with multiple toxicity constraints using an ordinal probit model, and utilized
regression on historical data to derive severity weights, defining the toxicity burden
score. Fzzalfani et al. (2013) suggested the total toxicity profile, defined as the Eu-
clidean norm of severity weights of toxicities, to summarize overall severity. Mu et al.
(2018) introduced the generalized Bayesian optimal interval design (gBOIN), offering a
unified framework to accommodate various toxicity grade and type scoring systems for

dose finding. Lin et al. (2018) developed the model-assisted multiple-toxicity Bayesian



optimal interval (MT-BOIN) design to determine the MTD satisfying multiple toxicity
constraints, with a decision table for ease of implementation. Jiang et al. (2024) and
Chen et al. (2024) extended the keyboard design to accommodate low grade toxicities.

A practical challenge with existing methods is the multitude and heterogeneity
of different types and grades of toxicities. Phase I trials commonly involve the as-
sessment of up to 20-30 different types of toxicities. Moreover, toxicities such as
low-grade diarrhea can have significantly different clinical implications depending on
their duration. Prolonged occurrences cause much greater patient burden than brief
ones (FDA, 2017). Consequently, assigning appropriate severity scores to each type
of grade 1 and 2 toxicity proves extremely challenging, given the large variation and
subjectivity involved. This limitation restricts the adoption of the aforementioned
designs in practice.

To tackle this challenge, we propose using tolerability as an aggregated endpoint
to quantify the consequence and impact of low-grade toxicities, rather than model-
ing different types and grades of toxicities. Here, tolerability is defined as a binary
endpoint indicating whether dose reduction, interruption, or discontinuation occurs
due to non-DLT toxicities. This simplification transforms complex multidimensional
toxicity endpoints into a single endpoint that directly reflects the clinical impact of
toxicities. Additionally, the tolerability endpoint is more measurable and requires
less subjective input from physicians (McKee, 2016), compared to specifying severity
scores for different types, grades, and durations of toxicities.

One challenge of using tolerability as the endpoint is the time it takes (multiple
treatment cycles) to ascertain. We address this issue using Bayesian data augmenta-
tion, which predicts the pending tolerability endpoint based on observed data. We
consider both a model-based approach and a model-assisted approach that incorporate
both DLT and non-DLT-caused intolerance to determine the MTD. We refer to our
designs as dual-criterion designs to emphasize their use of both DLT and non-DLT-
caused intolerance in dose escalation and selection. Simulations demonstrate that the
proposed designs outperform the approach that only considers DLT.

It’s worth noting that under Project Optimus, which emphasizes the considera-

tion of risk-benefit assessment of doses, identifying the MTD remains important as



it establishes the range of safe doses, forming the basis for further optimization (e.g.,
randomizing patients into MTD and a lower dose to further compare safety, tolera-
bility, efficacy, PK and PK). Yuan et al. (2024) provides a comprehensive review of
approaches for dose optimization and refer to it as a two-stage strategy.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the mod-
els and decision rules of the proposed model-based and model-assisted dual-criterion
designs. Section 3 presents simulation results comparing the proposed methods with
conventional approaches, as well as sensitivity analysis on the proposed methods. Sec-

tion 4 concludes with a discussion.

2 Method

In a phase I trial with J doses, d; < --- < dj, under investigation, let Y, and Yg
denote indicator variables for the occurrence of DLT and intolerance due to non-DLT
toxicities, respectively. Yy is intended to capture intolerance due to low-grade non-
DLT toxicities. If a patient cannot tolerate a dose due to DLTs, Y7 =1 and Yz = 0.
We assume that the assessment window for Y7 and Yy are T and T, respectively. In
practice, Tr is often the first treatment cycle, whereas T spans multiple treatment
cycles, e.g., 3 cycles. For example, with a treatment cycle of 21 days, the DLT window
Tr = 21 days and tolerance window Tk = 63 days. The values of T and Tk should be
chosen based on trial characteristics and be sufficiently long to capture potential DLT
and tolerability issues. As described previously, a key challenge is that Ty is relatively
long, thus Yz may not be observed at the time of making dose assignment decisions for
the next cohort, posing a major challenge for conducting the trial. In what follows,
we first describe a model-based time-to-event dual-criterion design (referred to as
TITE-DC), followed by a model-assisted time-to-event dual-criterion design (referred
to as TITE-BOINp(), to address this design challenge. Our designs are also able to
handle the case where Yr is not quickly observed for decision-making, e.g., DLT is

also assessed over multiple cycles.



2.1 Model-based TITE-DC Design
2.1.1 Statistical Model

We model the joint distribution of (Yr, Yr) using a latent variable approach. Let Zr
and Zg denote normally distributed latent variables, which are related to (Y7, Yg) as

follows:
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Z7 and Zg can be interpreted as the patient’s latent traits, and Y and Yx are the
clinical manifestations of unobserved Zr and Zz. When Zr and Zy pass the threshold
of zero, certain clinical outcomes (e.g., DLT, intolerance) are observed.

At a given dose, we model (Zr, Zr) using a bivariate normal regression model:
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where o and 3 are regression parameters, di = d;/d; is the standardized dose at
level j, and p quantifies the correlation between Zr and Zp (or equivalently Y7 and
Yr). Following Albert and Chib (1993), we fix variance o = 1 to make the model
identifiable.

As described previously, the key challenge is that Yy is typically not observed at
the time of making dose assignment decisions for the next cohort. Under the Bayesian
paradigm, one intuitive way to address this missing data issue is to use Bayesian data
augmentation, under which we draw the unobserved Yy from its posterior predictive
distribution. This approach has been previously used by Liu et al. (2014) in their
data-augmentation continuous reassessment method (DA-CRM), as well as by Jin et
al. (2014), Zhou et al. (2022), and Takeda et al. (2023) to address delayed toxicity and
efficacy endpoints in phase I/II trial designs.

To proceed, let ¢ index subjects, and Xp; and Xg; represent the time to DLT and
intolerance, respectively. For patients who have no DLT nor intolerance issues, X;
and Xpg; can be set as large fixed values greater than T and Tj, respectively. Let
t; denote the follow-up time for the ith enrolled patient at the time of making dose
assignment decisions for the next cohort. Following the work of Zhou et al. (2022),

we make the following assumptions about X7; and Xg;. We suppress ¢ for brevity:



1. Xp and Xpg are conditionally independent: Pr(Xy > ¢, Xg > t|Yr = 1,Yg =
1) =Pr(Xy >t|Yr =1)Pr(Xg > t|Yg = 1). This is a reasonable assumption
based on how we defined intolerance, and because T’y is typically shorter than

Ty for targeted therapy trials.

2. Xr and Xy are uniformly distributed over their respective assessment windows
(e.g., for time to DLT, Pr(Xy > t|Yr = 1) = 1 —t/Tr). This assumption has
been shown to yield robust performance and is widely used in early phase trial
designs (Cheung and Chappell, 2000; Liu et al., 2014; Zhou et al., 2022; Takeda
et al., 2023).

3. Xt and Xp are independent from d; conditional on Y7 = 1 and Yz = 1. This
assumption has been routinely applied in previous designs involving late-onset
toxicity (Cheung and Chappell, 2000; Liu et al., 2014; Zhou et al., 2022; Takeda
et al., 2023).

By imposing structural constraints, these assumptions allow more efficient use of the
(very limited) observed data from small phase I trials, thereby stabilizing the estima-
tion and decision making. In addition, they also simplify the imputation of unobserved
Ygr; and Yr;.

At the time of decision-making, there are three possible missing data patterns: i)
both Yp; and Yg; are pending, ii) Y7, is observed but Yg; is pending, and iii) Yp; is
pending but Yg; is observed. Let p,, = Pr(Yr = a,Yg = b), where a,b € (0,1). For
these three patterns, the pending values can be drawn from their posterior predictive

distributions as follows (see Supplementary Materials for the derivation):

e For patients with Y7 and Yy pending, we draw the unobserved (Y7, Yg) from
the following posterior distribution (suppressing ¢ for brevity):
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e For patients with Y7 observed and Yy pending, we draw the unobserved Yy from

the following posterior distribution:
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e For patients with Y7 pending and Y5 observed, we draw the unobserved Y7 from

the following posterior distribution:
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To fit the model, we perform Bayesian data augmentation as follows:

1. Initialize p,, with their posterior estimates, obtained by fitting the proposed
model (2.2) to the observed data using Gibbs sampling, ignoring pending Yr
and Yg.

2. T (imputation) step: draw pending Y7 and/or Yy according to the patient’s

missing data pattern, as described above, to acquire a complete dataset.

3. P (posterior) step: draw the unknown parameters based on the complete dataset,

using Gibbs sampling, and update pp.

4. ITterate between the I and P steps until the algorithm converges.
2.1.2 Prior Specification

A hallmark of phase I trials is small sample sizes. Thus, it is critical to appropriately
specify the prior: it should be sufficiently vague such that data will dominate the
posterior and drive decision-making, while also not being too diffuse (e.g., with a very
large variance). Diffuse priors can cause estimation instability due to limited data and

a high likelihood of drawing extreme parameter values, especially at the early stage



of the trial when only a few cohorts of patients are treated. We follow the approach
of Guo et al. (2017) to specify the priors.

Defining 7; = p(Yy = 1|d;) and integrating out the latent variables Zj in model
(2.2), my; follows a probit model: probit(7y;) = oy + Bxd;, where k = T, R. Therefore,
we assign a normal N(0,1.252) prior to the intercept ay. This prior spans the proba-
bility between 0.006 and 0.994 when «;, deviates from its prior mean by one standard
deviation on each side. We assign the slope 3, a half-normal N(0,1.24%) prior to
ensure that toxicity monotonically increases with dose. This prior is centered at 1 to
reduce positive bias due to truncation when the true value is close to 0. We set the
standard deviation of 1.24 such that a standard deviation change will move the probit
probability to 0.994 at d; and a; = 0. Finally, we assign a positive uniform prior
U(0,1) to the correlation parameter p, as we expect DLT to be positively correlated

with intolerance.
2.1.3 Dose-finding algorithm

Let ¢ and ¢ represent pre-specified target probabilities for Y7 and Y, respectively.
The dose-finding algorithm of TITE-DC is described as follows:

1. Treat the first cohort of patients at d; or a prespecified starting dose.

2. Based on observed interim data D, obtain the posterior estimates of 7;; (denoted
as 7y;), and identify the dose with 77, being closest to ¢r and the dose with
Tr; being closest to ¢r. Let j* denote the lower dose level between the two
identified doses, defined as j* = min(argmin;c( ) [7x; — ¢x|) where k =T, R.
Let j¢ denote the current dose level. Perform dose escalation or de-escalation as

follows:

o If j¢ < 5" and j° < J, escalate the dose level to j¢ 4+ 1.
o If j¢> 5% and j¢ > 1, de-escalate the dose level to j¢ — 1.
e Otherwise, retain the dose level at j°.

3. Repeat Step 2 until reaching the maxium sample size. Based on the final data,

identify j* and select it as the MTD.



In Step 2, the dose escalation/de-escalation decision is based on both Y7 and Yg
(i.e., taking the more conservative one), which distinguish it from conventional dose-
finding designs where the dose decision depends solely on Y.

To safeguard patients from overly toxic or intolerable doses, we impose the follow-
ing overdosing and early stopping rule: during the trial, if Pr(mp; > ¢r | D) > 0.95
and/or Pr(mr; > ¢r| D) > 0.95, eliminate dose level j and all higher dose levels. If
all dose levels are eliminated, the trial should be terminated, and no dose should be
selected as the MTD. Additionally, to reduce the uncertainty caused by pending data,
patient enrollment and dose decisions will be suspended when the ratio of patients

with pending to non-pending DLT and intolerance data at the current dose is > 0.5.

2.2 Model-Assisted TITE-BOINpc Design
2.2.1 Statistical Model

In this section, we introduce a model-assisted dual-criterion design, TITE-BOINp¢, as
an extension of the TITE-BOIN design (Yuan et al., 2018). Unlike TITE-DC, which
models dose-toxicity and dose-intolerance curves, TITE-BOINp¢ directly estimates
mr; and mg; using the sample mean based on the local data observed at dose level j,
making it simpler to implement and also more robust.

Let n; denote the number of patients dosed at level j, and my; and mpg; denote
the observed number of patients experiencing DLT and intolerance. When there is
no pending Yr and Yg, mp; and mg; are simply estimated by their sample means
7ip; = mypj/n; and T = mp;/n;. As described previously, the challenge is that often
some Yr and Yy are pending at decision times.

We first consider the estimation of 7p; when some of Y5 is pending. Following the
approach of TITE-BOIN, we first perform single imputation by replacing the pending
Yr with its expectation. Given the imputed complete data, we then estimate 7g;
using its sample mean. Let Mpg represent the set of patients with pending Yz. For

t € Mg, the corresponding pending Yz can be imputed by

N WRj(l_’ItT;)

Yri = Pr(Ypi = 1| Xpi > t;,d;) = Tl — )+ (1= WR.)nj’ (2:3)
J Tr J

where unknown probability 7; can be replaced by its posterior mean estimate based

on the observed data, using a beta-binomial model mpg; ~ Binomial(n;, mr;) with
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a vague prior mg; ~ Beta(ag,fr), ar = 0.5¢p and fr = 1 — ap, representing
an effective sample size of 1. As noted by Yuan et al. (2018), this observed-data-
based estimate slightly overestimates mg;, but this is not a concern as it leads to a
conservative estimate of Yg;, thereby improving the safety of the design. Given the

imputed Y, an estimate of TR; is given by

A

mej + ZiEMRj YRi
TRy = .

U

The estimation of 7r;, when some of Y7 is pending, can be performed in a similar

way as above, by imputing pending Y7; as
mri(1 = 7-) (1= 7h)

. n; ~
(L= 7))+ (L—mry) 7 (1= 71y)

Y = (2.4)

The approximation on the right-hand side of the equation is appropriate as 7p; is
often small in most phase 1 trials. This approximation is optional. It simplifies the
calculation and is used by TITE-BOIN. Similarly, the unknown probability 77; can be
replaced by its posterior mean estimate based on observed data, using a beta-binomial

model.
2.2.2 Dose-finding algorithm

Let Ar. and Ay, denote the BOIN dose escalation and de-escalation boundaries, re-
spectively, for the target ¢r. Define Az, and Agy similarly for the target ¢r. The
dose-finding algorithm of TITE-BOINp( is described as follows:

1. Treat the first cohort of patients at d; or a prespecified starting dose.

2. Based on observed interim data D, calculate 7g; using (2.3) and 7p; using
(2.4), and apply their respective BOIN boundaries to determine their individual
recommended doses j; for Yy, k =T, R, as follows:

o If 7y < Mg and j¢ < J, set ji = j¢+ 1.

o If my; > Mg and j¢ > 1, set j; = j¢— 1.

e Otherwise, set j; = j°.
Perform dose escalation/de-escalation by treating the next cohort of patients at
dose level j* = min(j5, j5)-

10



3. Repeat Step 2 until reaching the maxium sample size. Based on the final data,
select the MTD as j* = min(argmin;ey ) |Tr; — ¢xl), b = T, R, where fr;
and 7g; are isotonic estimates of DLT and intolerance rate, based on isotonic

regression (Yuan et al., 2016).

The same overdosing and early stopping rule as described in Section 2.1.3 will be
used, except that Pr(mg; > ¢ | D) will be evaluated based on a beta-binomial model:
my; ~ Binomial(nj, ;) with a vague prior my; ~ Beta(l,1). Additionally, the same
accrual suspension as in Section 2.1.3 will be employed to reduce the uncertainty

resulting from excessive pending data.

3 Simulation

3.1 Simulation Setting

We performed simulation to evaluate the operating characteristics of TITE-DC and
TITE-BOINp¢ designs. We considered J = 5 dose levels with target ¢r = 0.25
for DLT, and ¢r = 0.5 for intolerance. Patients are enrolled in cohorts of 3, with
the first cohort receiving the lowest dose level. The maximum sample size is N = 30
patients, consisting of 10 cohorts. The treatment cycle is 21 days. The DLT assessment
window is the first cycle, and the intolerance assessment window is 3 cycles. The
enrollment follows a Poisson process with a rate of 1 patient per 10 days. Among
patients experiencing DLT and/or intolerance, the times to event Xp and Xp are
generated from uniform distributions.

We constructed 11 scenarios to cover different shapes of dose-DLT and dose-
intolerance curves (Table 1). Scenarios 1-7 consider cases where the target dose is
driven by intolerance rather than DLT. Scenarios 8-9 consider cases where the target
dose is driven by DLT. Scenarios 10-11 consider cases where the target dose is driven
by both DLT and intolerance.

We compared TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ with their complete-data versions
(denoted as DC and BOINp¢, respectively), which require Y7 and Yy to be fully
observed before enrolling the next cohort of patients. These complete-data versions
provide a useful benchmark to evaluate how well our methods handle pending data,

although they are often infeasible in practice due to long trial durations caused by
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frequent enrollment suspension. To demonstrate the importance of considering both
DLT and intolerance, we also compared TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ against the
BOIN design, which considers only DLT. Previous research shows that CRM has
similar operating characteristics as BOIN (Zhou et al., 2018), so we included only

BOIN for comparison. In each scenario, we simulated 1000 trials.

3.2 Operating Characteristics

Scenarios 1-7 consider cases where the M'TD is driven by intolerance rather than DLT.
In scenario 1 for example, the MTD is dose level 3, for which the intolerance rate equals
the target ¢r = 0.5, but the DLT rate is lower than the target ¢ = 0.25. If only
DLT is considered, ignoring intolerance, the MTD would be dose level 5. In this case,
the percentage of correct selection (PCS) of the MTD is 65.8% for TITE-DC and
61.9% for TITE-BOINp(, substantially higher than the 24.6% PCS for BOIN. Since
BOIN only considers DLT, it tends to select dose level 5 as the MTD, which has an
unacceptable intolerance rate of 0.9. This highlights the importance of considering
both DLT and intolerance.

The performance of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp is comparable to their complete-
data counterparts, DC and BOINp¢, showing that our methods handle pending data
efficiently. DC and BOINp¢ require repeated suspensions, leading to substantially
longer trial durations (e.g., 28.7 and 29.0 months) compared to TITE-DC and TITE-
BOINp¢ (18.3 and 17.6 months). This demonstrates that TITE-DC and TITE-
BOINp¢ can dramatically shorten trial duration without compromising the perfor-
mance in identifying the MTD. Similar results are observed in scenarios 2-7.

Between TITE-DC and TITE-BOINpc, neither dominates the other in terms of
PCS. In the scenarios where the target is a higher dose (e.g., scenarios 1, 2), TITE-DC
has a higher PCS, while in the scenarios where the target is a lower dose (e.g., sce-
narios 3,4), TITE-BOINp¢ achieves a higher PCS. In terms of safety, TITE-BOINpc
outperforms TITE-DC in 6 out of 7 scenarios, with a lower percentage of overdosed
patients. For example, in scenario 2, TITE-DC treated 11.9% of patients at doses
above the MTD, whereas TITE-BOINp( treated only 4.3% of patients at doses above
the MTD.

12



Scenarios 8-9 consider cases where the target dose is driven by DLT, which favors
the DLT-based BOIN design. The PCS of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ remain
competitive. Specifically, the PCS of TITE-DC is slightly lower than that of BOIN,
while the PCS of TITE-BOINp¢ is comparable to that of BOIN. The PCS of TITE-
DC and TITE-BOINp are similar to DC and BOINp¢, demonstrating high efficiency
in handling pending data. Between TITE-DC and TITE-BOINpc, TITE-BOINp¢
appears safer with a higher PCS.

Scenarios 10-11 consider cases where the MTD is driven by both DLT and intol-
erance. In these scenarios, TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ both achieve higher PCS
compared to BOIN. This demonstrates an additional benefit of utilizing dual-criterion

when both DLT and intolerance indicate the same dose as the MTD.

3.3 Sensitivity Analysis

One critical assumption used by TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ to handle pending Y7
and Yg is that X7 and Xg are uniformly distributed over (0,77) and (0,7g), respec-
tively. We evaluate the sensitivity of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ to this assumption
by simulating Xg from a piecewise uniform distribution, where each treatment cycle
has different probabilities of intolerance. Within each cycle, the probability of intol-
erance is uniformly distributed. Let (wy, wq, w3) denote probabilities of intolerance in
cycles 1 to 3. We consider four different piecewise uniform distributions for Xz with
(wy,we,ws) = (1/3,1/3,1/3), (1/7,2/7,4/7), (1/10, 1/10, 8/10), (8/10, 1/10, 1/10).
The first distribution corresponds to a uniform distribution over the assessment win-
dow; the second distribution places higher weights towards later cycles; and the third
and fourth distributions place most of the weight in cycles 3 and 1, respectively. We
selected scenario 2 from Table 1 to evaluate model sensitivity. Figure 1 depicts the
operating characteristics of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢, demonstrating the robust-
ness of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ to the violation of the uniform time-to-event
assumption. The PCS, the number of patients allocated to the MTD, and trial du-
ration are comparable across the four distributions. The percentage of overdoses is
higher in the second and third distributions due to more delayed events in these two

cases compared to the first and fourth distributions.
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We also evaluated the sensitivity of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ to the accrual
rate. As noted by Yuan et al. (2018), the percentage of pending patients is determined
by the ratio of the accrual rate to the assessment window. There is a one-to-one
correspondence between varying the accrual rate with a fixed assessment window and
varying the assessment window with a fixed accrual rate. Therefore, our simulation
results are applicable to varying assessment windows. Figure 2 depicts the operating
characteristics of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINpc under varying accrual rates, which
are generally similar and not sensitive to the accrual rate except the trial duration.

The trial duration is expected to increase with slower accrual.

4 Discussion

We have proposed dual-criterion dose-finding designs that determine the MTD based
on both DLT and intolerance caused by non-DLT events. We considered both the
model-based TITE-DC design and the model-assisted TITE-BOINp¢ design. Simula-
tion studies show that both designs outperform DLT-based dose-finding designs and
can efficiently handle pending data caused by the potentially long assessment window
for DLT and intolerance. TITE-BOINp( is generally safer than TITE-DC. Consistent
with this, TITE-BOINpc has a higher probability of identifying the MTD when it is
located at a lower dose, whereas TITE-DC has a higher probability of identifying the
MTD when it is located at a higher dose.

In this paper, we focus on determining the MTD. As the paradigm of dose-finding
shifts from the identification of the MTD to the optimal biological dose (OBD), dif-
ferent extensions can be considered. One approach takes a two-stage design strategy:
after establishing the MTD based on TITE-DC or TITE-BOINp¢ designs, we random-
ize patients into the MTD and a dose lower than the MTD to collect additional data
to determine the OBD. The other approach is the efficacy-integrated strategy (Yuan
et al., 2024), where we simultaneously consider efficacy, toxicity, and tolerability to
guide dose finding. For the model-based approach, we can introduce an efficacy end-
point and accommodate it using a trivariate normal latent-variable model to account
for efficacy, DLT, and intolerance. For the model-assisted design, we can apply BOIN

boundaries to the efficacy endpoint and incorporate it into the dose-finding algorithm,
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or model the risk-benefit tradeoff as in the BOIN12 design (Lin et al., 2020).

When treatment is administered over multiple cycles, the likelihood that patients
drop out of the study increases. For example, patients may be off the study due to
disease progression, resulting in missing data. Incorporating the missing data into
our design is a topic of interest. Methods have been developed to incorporate partial
information in the context of patient dropout (Guo and Yuan, 2015), which may be

adapted to our designs.
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Figure 1: Operating characteristics of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINpc when time to
intolerance is weighted 1) uniformly occurring across each treatment cycle, 2) higher
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towards later cycles, 3) primarily in cycle 3, and 4) primarily in cycle 1.
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Figure 2: Operating characteristics of TITE-DC and TITE-BOINp¢ when the accrual
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rate is varied from 6 patients per month to 1 patient per month.
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Table 1: Operating Characteristics of TITE-DC, TITE-BOINp¢, their non-TITE
counterparts, and BOIN, under 11 scenarios. The MTDs are bolded.

Dose Duration Overdose
Design dl d2 d3 d4 d5 (MOl’lthS) (%)
Scenario 1
DLT 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
Intolerance 0.10 0.30 0.50 0.70 0.90
TITE-DC Selection % 0.8 16.7 65.8 16.2 0.5
No. patients 5.8 85 109 4.3 0.5 16.9 15.9
TITE-BOINpc  Selection % 0.8 294 61.9 80 0.1
No. patients 6.3 11.7 9.4 24 0.3 16.4 8.8
DC Selection % 02 162 66.8 159 0.8
No. patients 5.4 83 11.8 4.1 0.4 28.3 14.9
BOINpc Selection % 0.7 284 61.1 938 0
No. patients 59 11.3 10.2 24 0.2 28.5 8.8
BOIN Selection % 0.6 86 24.6 313 35.0
No. patients 5.0 6.8 7.4 6.0 4.9 16.0 36.3
Scenario 2
DLT 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
Intolerance 0.05 0.10 0.30 0.50 0.70
TITE-DC Selection % 0.1 4.2 240 54.6 17.1
No. patients 5.3 5.6 76 80 3.6 18.3 11.9
TITE-BOINpc  Selection % 0.4 9.0 444 41.3 5.0
No. patients 5.3 8.0 98 5.7 1.3 17.6 4.3
DC Selection % 0.5 5.1 23,5 52.3 186
No. patients 5.1 5.5 7.4 8.3 3.7 28.7 12.2
BOINpc Selection % 0.5 85 43.0 42.5 5.6
No. patients 5.1 7.7 9.8 6.1 1.3 29.0 4.3
BOIN Selection % 0.6 85 245 31.4 352
No. patients 5.0 6.7 73 6.0 49 16.0 16.4
Scenario 3
DLT 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
Intolerance 0.30 0.50 0.70 0.90 0.95
TITE-DC Selection % 14.1 66.6 17.1 0.2 0
No. patients 11.7 12.6 4.7 0.5 0 15.3 17.7
TITE-BOINpc Selection %  19.5 70.6 9.9 0 0
No. patients 124 13.4 3.8 0.4 0 15.0 14.1
DC Selection %  15.1 67.4 156 04 0
No. patients 11.1 13.8 4.4 0.4 0 28.0 16.1
BOINp¢ Selection %  19.6 69.1 11.0 0 0
No. patients 11.7 14.3 3.6 0.3 0 28.0 13.1
BOIN Selection % 06 85 245 31.3 352
No. patients 5.0 6.7 7.3 6.0 4.9 16.0 60.9
Scenario 4
DLT 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
Intolerance  0.50 0.70 0.90 0.95 0.99
TITE-DC Selection % 67.3 14.3 0.2 0 0
No. patients 21.2 5.0 0.5 0 0 13.8 20.5
TITE-BOINpg Selection % 83.1 119 0.1 0 0
No. patients 23.1 6.1 0.6 0 0 13.7 22.4
DC Selection %  65.9 11.6 0 0 0
No. patients 20.9 4.6 0.3 0 0 27.7 19.1
BOINpc Selection %  77.1 11.3 0.1 0 0
No. patients 22.5 5.5 0.4 0 0 27.6 20.8
BOIN Selection % 0.6 86 246 313 35.0
No. patients 5.0 6.8 7.4 6.0 4.9 16.0 83.4
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Dose

Duration Overdose

Design dl d2 d3 d4 d5 (MOchS) (%)
Scenario 5
DLT 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
Intolerance  0.10 0.30 0.50 0.70 0.90
TITE-DC Selection % 3.8 25.3 56.2 13.7 0.5
No. patients 3.8 89 89 3.2 0.3 16.7 11.7
TITE-BOINp¢ Selection % 5.9 40.5 47.9 5.5 0.1
No. patients 8.9 120 7.3 1.6 0.2 16.1 5.9
DC Selection % 4.6 27.3 53.7 13.0 0.8
No. patients 81 9.0 9.6 3.0 0.3 28.6 10.9
BOINp¢ Selection % 6.3 387 48.2 6.6 0
No. patients 85 11.8 7.9 1.6 0.1 28.8 5.8
BOIN Selection % 5.2 23.3 30.7 24.0 16.6
No. patients 7.6 86 7.0 4.3 2.5 15.9 22.6
Scenario 6
DLT 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
Intolerance  0.30 0.50 0.70 0.90 0.95
TITE-DC Selection % 17.6 64.8 15.1 0.5 0
No. patients 13.3 12.0 3.9 0.4 0 15.2 14.3
TITE-BOINp¢ Selection %  23.0 68.8 8.1 0 0
No. patients 14.3 12.4 3.0 0.3 0 14.9 11.1
DC Selection % 16.6 67.6 13.4 0.6 0
No. patients 12.6 13.0 3.7 0.3 0 28.1 13.4
BOINpc Selection % 24.5 65.8 9.2 0.1 0
No. patients 13.6 13.2 2.9 0.2 0 28.2 10.5
BOIN Selection % 5.2 23.4 30.5 24.0 16.7
No. patients 7.5 8.6 7.0 4.3 2.5 15.9 46.0
Scenario 7
DLT 0.05 0.15 0.25 0.35 045
Intolerance  0.30 0.50 0.70 0.90 0.95
TITE-DC Selection % 14.6 67.5 15.0 0.7 0.1
No. patients 12.0 12.9 4.3 0.4 0 15.3 15.8
TITE-BOINp¢ Selection % 206 71.8 7.7 0 0
No. patients 13.1 13.5 3.2 0.3 0 14.9 11.3
DC Selection %  16.7 68.8 12.6 0.3 0
No. patients 11.6 13.9 3.8 0.3 0 28.0 13.7
BOINp¢ Selection % 21.6 69.4 8.7 0 0
No. patients 12.5 14.1 3.1 0.2 0 28.1 11.0
BOIN Selection % 2.6 33.0 43.3 182 3.0
No. patients 6.3 10.5 8.4 3.7 1.1 15.9 44.0
Scenario 8
DLT 0.05 0.15 0.25 0.35 045
Intolerance  0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50
TITE-DC Selection % 1.5 269 44.2 211 6.1
No. patients 6.2 95 9.0 4.1 1.2 17.7 17.6
TITE-BOINpc  Selection % 1.8 36.0 46.3 14.3 1.7
No. patients 6.8 114 8.4 29 0.5 16.9 11.3
DC Selection % 1.8 27.2 42.7 231 5.2
No. patients 6.1 9.1 9.0 43 1.5 29.2 19.3
BOINp¢ Selection % 2.2 35.1 45.5 153 2.0
No. patients 6.7 11.2 8.6 3.0 0.6 29.3 12.0
BOIN Selection % 2.4 331 43.1 184 3.1
No. patients 6.3 105 8.4 3.8 1.1 15.9 16.2
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Dose

Duration Overdose

Design dl d2 d3 d4 d5 (MODthS) (%)
Scenario 9
DLT 0.15 0.25 0.35 0.45 0.55
Intolerance  0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50
TITE-DC Selection % 32.1 42.8 19.5 3.2 0.1
No. patients 14.3 9.6 4.3 1.2 0.2 16.4 19.2
TITE-BOINp¢ Selection %  27.8 49.0 19.5 2.2 0.4
No. patients 13.1 11.1 4.5 0.9 0.1 16.1 18.4
DC Selection %  29.0 43.9 19.0 4.3 0.5
No. patients 13.3 9.8 4.6 1.3 0.3 29.5 21.2
BOINp¢ Selection % 29.0 48.3 181 29 0.3
No. patients 13.2 11.0 4.5 0.9 0.1 29.5 18.7
BOIN Selection % 28.2 48.4 180 3.7 04
No. patients 129 11.0 4.6 1.1 0.2 15.8 19.7
Scenario 10
DLT 0.01 0.05 0.12 0.25 0.37
Intolerance  0.05 0.10 0.20 0.50 0.70
TITE-DC Selection % 0 1.7 225 60.8 15.0
No. patients 3.9 4.4 77 9.9 4.1 18.6 13.5
TITE-BOINpce  Selection % 0.1 1.7 370 582 3.1
No. patients 3.8 59 10.7 8.2 14 18.9 4.6
DC Selection % 0 1.2 24.0 60.6 14.3
No. patients 3.7 58 105 8.6 1.4 28.9 13.7
BOINpc Selection % 0 2.1 36.0 b57.7 4.2
No. patients 3.7 58 105 8.6 14 29.0 4.8
BOIN Selection % 0 2.1 28.6 51.3 19.2
No. patients 3.7 5.4 8.6 83 4.1 16.0 13.6
Scenario 11
DLT 0.05 0.12 0.25 0.37 0.50
Intolerance  0.08 0.20 0.50 0.67 0.90
TITE-DC Selection % 0.6 24.1 60.4 144 0.5
No. patients 5.8 9.2 11.2 3.3 0.4 17.1 12.5
TITE-BOINpc  Selection % 1.1  34.8 60.2 4.0 0
No. patients 6.1 122 9.9 1.7 0.1 16.5 5.9
DC Selection % 1.1 244 62.3 115 0.6
No. patients 5.6 9.0 11.7 3.3 0.3 28.7 12.1
BOINp¢ Selection % 1.0 35.1 59.2 438 0
No. patients 5.9 121 10.2 1.6 0.1 28.8 5.8
BOIN Selection % 0.9 25.6 54.1 16.8 2.7
No. patients 5.5 10.1 9.6 3.9 0.9 15.9 16.2
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