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Considerations for Single-Arm Trials to Support Accelerated 

Approval of Oncology Drugs 

Abstract 
 

In the last two decades, single-arm trials (SATs) have been effectively used to study 

anticancer therapies in well-defined patient populations using durable response rates as 

an objective and interpretable clinical endpoints. With a growing trend of regulatory 

accelerated approval (AA) requiring randomized controlled trials (RCTs), some confu- 

sions have arisen about the roles of SATs in AA. This paper is intended to elucidate 

conditions under which an SAT may be considered reasonable for AA. Specifically, the 

paper describes (1) two necessary conditions for designing an SAT, (2) three sufficient 

conditions that help either optimize the study design or interpret the study results, (3) 

four conditions that demonstrate substantial evidence of clinical benefits of the drug, 

and (4) a plan of a confirmatory RCT to verify the clinical benefits. Some further 

considerations are discussed to help design a scientifically sound SAT and communicate 

with regulatory agencies. Conditions presented in this paper may serve as a set of ref- 

erences for sponsors using SATs for regulatory decision. 

Key words: Single-arm trials, life-threatening, rare cancer, natural history, mechanism 

of action, dose optimization, substantial evidence. 

 
 

1 Introduction 
 

There have been extensive discussions recently on single-arm trials (SATs) in support of 

regulatory accelerated approvals (AA). 1–10 These heated discussions stem from increasing 

withdrawals of oncology products that were approved based on SATs. 11–14 On the other 

hand, some see clear clinical values of SATs in bringing effective medicines to needed patients 

more efficiently. 9,15–17 Recently issued regulatory guidance documents acknowledge that 

there are circumstance where SATs are appropriate in drug development for AA, although 

there are substantive limitations associated with the evidence generated from SATs. 18–20 

Given the above background and considering (1) some criticisms on regulatory approvals 

based on SATs (e.g., potential patient selection bias, 21,22 insufficient dose optimization, 23,24 

lack of overwhelming evidence of treatment effect, 25 and failure to demonstrate favorable 

clinical benefits and risks, 26 (2) some recent confusions about the roles of SATs in oncology 

drug development and regulatory approvals, 3,5,10,13,27,28 and (3) the recognition of SATs 
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as an efficient approach to bringing novel anticancer therapies to well-defined patient pop- 

ulations with unmet need, 1,2,8,18,29 we intend to provide a summary of conditions, based 

on our experience and knowledge, under which an SAT may be appropriate to support a 

regulatory (accelerated) approval. 

 

2 Conditions for Considering an SAT to Support Regulatory 

Approval 

This section presents ten conditions when using SATs to support regulatory approval. The 

first two conditions are considered as necessary to design and conduct a SAT, the rest of 

the conditions are considered as providing either interpretability of results, optimal design, 

or generation of substantial evidence of treatment benefits from an SAT. 

 
2.1 Life-threatening or serious conditions with no efficacious treatments 

 
The majority of cancer types are life-threatening, especially those that are in terminal 

stages. Cancer patients who are relapsed or refractory after multiple prior-line therapies 

are generally in unmet medical needs, which often have few treatment options and poor 

clinical outcomes. 30 For example: (1) patients with relapsed or refractory diffuse large B-

cell lymphoma who failed at least two multi-agent systemic anticancer treatment regi- 

mens generally have poor prognosis with limited treatment available, 31 (2) the majority of 

patients with extensive-stage small-cell lung cancer (SCLC) will have disease progression 

within 6 months even after front-line treatments, 32 and (3) patients with locally advanced 

or metastatic urothelial cancer have limited treatment options because many of them are in- 

eligible for cisplatin-based chemotherapy (a standard of care) due to substantial toxicity. 33 

All of these scenarios share the same or similar features of unmet medical needs—They 

are life-threatening or serious conditions with limited or no options of treatments, often 

resulting in unsatisfactory survival or poor quality of life for cancer patients. Therefore, it 

would be unethical to conduct an RCT to assign the patients to the control group where 

there are no efficacious treatments available. 
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2.2 Rare cancers 
 

There is no universally acceptable definition for rare cancer. The US National Cancer In- 

stitute defines rare cancers as those that affect fewer than 15 out of 100,000 people each 

year 34 and the International Agency for Research on Cancer defines rare cancers as cancer 

types with less than 6 newly diagnosed cases in 100,000 people per year. 35 It is generally 

believed that a cancer with an annual incidence rate ≤ 5 per 200,000 people can be consid- 

ered as a rare cancer. 36 In addition, some subtypes of common cancers are also rare, e.g., 

invasive triple-negative lobular carcinoma of breast cancer37 and ERBB2 exon 20 mutations 

of non-small cell lung cancer. 38 Even though individually rare, the rare cancers collectively 

account for about 25–30% of all cancer diagnoses and 25% cancer deaths. 35 Studies have 

showed that since the launch of the US Orphan Drug Act (ODA) in 1983 up to 2019, the 

FDA approved 1,910 orphan drug designations for treatment of rare cancers, representing 

37% of all approvals within the ODA. 39 However, the majority of rare cancers still do not 

have approved drugs because of the following challenges: (1) difficulty to enroll enough 

patients to clinical trials, (2) insufficient understanding of rare cancer pathophysiology and 

natural history, and (3) difficulty in designing and conducting RCTs due to lack of effi- 

cacious therapies. These challenges, together with others such as severity and early onset 

(often at childhood), are barriers to conduct an RCT; instead, an SAT with an external 

control, either at the population level or at individual patient level (see Section 3 for more 

discussion on external controls), is usually used to considered to treatment effects. 40 

 
2.3 Well-understood natural history of the cancer 

 
Understanding the natural history of a rare cancer is important to help (1) identify the 

right target population through defining appropriate eligibility criteria (including geno- 

types, phenotypes, prior lines of therapies), (2) detect changes in the pattern of disease 

course and assess clinical outcomes, (3) develop biomarkers for diagnosis and prognosis of 

the disease and for choosing appropriate endpoints. 41 For example, knowing the natural 

history of a rare cancer can help differentiate whether the disease progression or improve- 

ment of conditions is due to the treatment under investigation or the natural course of the 

cancer. For many cancers, it is known that major tumor regression may not occur without 

effective treatment; therefore, objective response rates are often used to reflect the direct 
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drug effect as substantial evidence supporting AA, which can be very valuable for trials  

in refractory and relapsed cancers. 42 Note that rare cancers often comprise a multitude of 

cancer subtypes affecting heterogeneous patient population, leading to even more difficult 

to-fully understand the etiology and natural history of many rare cancers. 43 Therefore, it is 

important to conduct natural history studies to characterize the pathophysiology, molecular 

attributes, and natural course of the cancer before planning an SAT. 

 
2.4 Well-understood mechanism of action of the drug 

 
Most modern anticancer treatments are targeted therapies that target proteins that control 

the growth, division, and/or spread of cancer cells. For example, a targeted therapy may 

(1) help the immune system destroy cancer cells, (2) stop cancer cells from growing by 

interrupting signals causing them to grow and divide, (3) stop signals that help form blood 

vessels, (4) deliver cell-killing substance to cancer cells, and (5) cause cancer cell death 

(apoptosis). 44 Understanding the mechanism of action (MOA) of a drug is essential for 

identifying surrogate markers (endpoints) of treatment effects, determining adequacy of 

dosage, selecting cancer patient (sub)population based on existence (or absence) of the 

target/receptor, and/or suggesting strategies for combination therapies. For example, (1) 

an anti-PD1 (programmed cell death 1) ligand (PDL1) drug blocking immune checkpoint 

pathway is effective against several cancer types, which helps identify subsets of patients 

who are likely responsive to anti-PDL1 therapy, 45 (2) an anti-CD19 combined with anti- 

CD20 CAR-modified T cells for B-cell is effective in treating patients with hematological 

malignancies with both CD19 and CD20 antigens expressed on their B cells, 46 and (3) an 

anti-drug conjugate, typically composed of monoclonal antibody, reaches the therapeutic 

target and then releases the cytotoxic payloads in the vicinity of the targets.47 

 
2.5 Adequate dose optimization 

 
Traditional first-in-human dose-escalation studies determine the maximum tolerable dose 

(MTD), or a dose close to the MTD, which is often recommended for subsequential clinical 

studies without further dose optimization. This approach may well be suited to cytotoxic 

agents such as chemotherapies, but may not be appropriate for target therapies (e.g., kinase 

inhibitors, monoclonal antibodies, and anti-drug conjugates) that interact with a molecular 
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pathway and that demonstrate different dose-response relationship. The MTD approach is 

based only on a short period of observations with a limited number of subjects and ignores 

target interactions and off-target toxicities. 24,48–50 With target therapies, increasing doses 

beyond certain level may not improve anticancer activities and serious and intolerable ad- 

verse effects may occur after a multi-cycle, persistent treatment, leading to dose interruption 

and reduced compliance. 23 

The goal of dose optimization is to identify a dose or a dose range that produces the 

maximum possible efficacy while maintaining acceptable toxicity, which can be achieved 

by randomized dose optimization trials that focus on the relationship of drug exposure 

with antitumor activities including both efficacy and toxicity. In addition to the general 

considerations and recommendations for dose optimization studies in the regulatory guid- 

ance, 20,50 a key issue in such studies is the selection of the most appropriate endpoint that 

can accurately measure antitumor activities of the drug. 49 Some statistical and practical 

considerations may include efficacy-integrated designs, benefit-risk trade-off, seamless phase 

I/II dose ranging design, and dose expansion cohorts. 51–53 

 
2.6 Substantial evidence of treatment effects 

 
SATs seeking AA should demonstrate substantial evidence of treatment effects in terms of 

anticancer activities of the drug. Since most oncology SATs use objective response (ORR) 

or complete response rate (CRR) as a primary surrogate endpoint (SE) and duration of 

response (DOR) as a key secondary endpoint, the SAT should generate an ORR (and/or 

CRR) that is clinically meaningful and statistically significantly higher than the rate that the 

same patient population could experience without taking the drug or with some standard 

of care (SOC). In addition, the DOR among responders should be long enough to ensure 

that the observed response is due to treatment, not to the natural history of the cancer   

or bias of patient selection. Studies have showed that modest improvement on SEs may 

not last long enough and/or translate into clinically meaningful survival benefit of cancer 

patients. 5,16,25,28 

There are other intermediate efficacy endpoints such as disease-free survival (DFS), 

time-to-progression (TTP), probability of response maintenance (PRM), progression-free 

survival (PFS), and relapse-free survival (RFS). These are usually measured as secondary 
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endpoints, each of which reflects some specific aspect of treatment effect and should also be 

considered together with the primary endpoint(s) when applying for AA using SATs. 54 

In general, assessment of substantial evidence should take into account the followings: 

(1) the magnitude of estimated effects in terms of selected (primary and key secondary) 

endpoints, (2) the target patient population, (3) external information about natural history, 

external controls, SOC, and unmet medical need, (4) statistical considerations with respect 

to sample size, hypothesis testing, multiplicity, missing data, and sensitivity analysis, and 

(5) rigorous supplementary and sensitivity analyses to fully explore all possible biases (e.g., 

endpoint assessment bias, attrition bias, immortal time bias, selection bias) and their impact 

on the estimated effects. Whether an SAT can generate substantial evidence of treatment 

effects depends on the clinical context and should be discussed with relevant regulatory 

agencies prior to initiation of the SAT.19,20 

 
2.7 Translation of SEs to clinical benefits 

 
SEs such as ORR and/or DOR are often used in SATs for AA of anticancer drugs whose 

clinical benefits are commonly measured by prolongation of overall survival (OS) or im- 

provement in quality of life. 54 The relationship between these SEs and survival has not 

been formally established in many cancer types treated with anticancer agents and may 

depend on many factors such as the stage of the cancer, number of prior lines of thera- 

pies, magnitude and duration of treatment effect, and safety profile of the drug and its 

MOA. Merino et al. 26 point out that ORR may not translate to overall survival benefit 

because (1) a modest magnitude of ORR may  be transient or due to the natural history  

of the disease or patient selection bias and/or (2) a large ORR often accompany with a 

higher (suboptimal) dose that aims at producing a higher ORR but may be associated with 

intolerable toxicity (that causes early withdrawal with shorter follow-up time or even sig- 

nificant treatment-related deaths).55,56 On the other hand, the relationship between early 

tumor-based SEs and OS can be bidirectional, some trials have showed OS benefit without 

substantial improvement in ORR or PFS,57–59 which may be caused by the unique MOA 

for target therapies.26 

While the correlation between SEs and clinical benefits depends on the clinical context, 

the drug under investigation, the endpoint selected, and other design aspects (e.g., patient 
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selection), some additional considerations may include: (1) the magnitude of treatment 

effects as measured by the surrogates–the larger the observed effect, the higher the likelihood 

(in general) for the SEs to be translated into OS, (2) an established strong correlation of CR 

with OS in some cases, 60 (3) consistency in the components of composite SEs (e.g., ORR 

and DoR), (4) understanding relationship among the SEs, biological plausibility, disease 

progression, and OS, and (5) consultation with regulatory agencies to ensure alignment on 

the use of SEs and their relevance to clinical benefit. 

 
2.8 Favorable benefit-risk profile 

 
The benefit-risk assessment (BRA) is quite complex in clinical trials, requiring consider- 

ations on multiple aspects, e.g., analysis condition, alternate treatment options, benefits, 

risks, and risk management.61,62 It is even more challenging for SATs because of no com- 

parison arm and difficulties to assess clinical benefits (due to shorter follow-up time) and to 

balance the observed antitumor effect with toxicity. 63 However, the following considerations 

may be helpful in the BRA of an SAT: 

• Benefits:  SEs are commonly used in BRA of SATs, 1,8,64 which has the limitation    

of inability to precisely predict the long-term clinical benefits, the latter often being 

measured on how the patients feel, experience, and survival. To this end, it is essential 

to ensure transferability of measured SEs to clinical benefits. Some tools such as 

the magnitude of clinical benefit scale 65 can be useful in BRA of SATs. Although  

the strength of correlation among SEs, intermediate endpoints, and clinical endpoints 

depends on the clinical context, 58,66–71 in general, (1) a durable response rate is usually 

associated with a better likelihood of having clinical benefits, (2) CR may be a better 

option than ORR in predicting OS, and (3) intermediate endpoints (e.g., PFS) may 

be better predictors of OS than ORR. 

• Risks: Assessment of risk/harms in SATs should focus on (1) observed AEs and their 

clinical importance, (e.g., severity, frequency of occurrence, tolerability), (2) level of 

certainty for causality, (3) potential for misuse, and (4) manageability of the risks. 62,72 

Note that risk assessment is particularly challenging in SATs because (1) symptoms 

of the disease are often prominent and in many cases indistinguishable from drug- 

induced AEs and (2) true incidences of drug-induced AEs are inestimable due to the 
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absence of a control group. 73 

 
The BRA can be performed quantitatively using a structured and well-defined process. 62,74,75 

Note that the BRA for SATs should take into account the clinical context (e.g., the conse- 

quence if patients do not receive the treatment under investigation) and often the benefit-risk 

profiles of external controls (if any). 

 
2.9 Totality of evidence 

 
Regulatory approvals of medical products are based on the totality of evidence on the 

product effectiveness. In addition to the evidence discussed in Sections 2.6–2.8, the following 

aspects may be considered to supplement the totality of evidence on product effectiveness: 76 

• Evidence from preclinical studies. Evidence of efficacy and toxicity from in vitro and 

in vivo studies using the same endpoints that may translate to a similar clinical 

outcome. 77 

• Evidence from pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic (PK/PD) studies. PK/PD 

data are required in almost all regulatory submissions to help understand the dose- 

response relationship, MOA of the drug, and disease pathophysiology.78,79 

• Evidence from other indications. For indication expansion of approved drugs, it is 

important to integrate all data at all stages from other (approved and unapproved) 

indications, especially those with related indications or MOA, which may provide 

further evidence on the plausibility of treatment benefits and safety information. 80 

• Evidence from studies of pharmacologically similar products. Evidence from approved 

products in the same pharmacological class may include the MOA, treatment effects 

on the same endpoints, and consistency of treatment effects across class members. 81 

• Real-world data (RWD) and real-world evidence (RWE). External data, either at in- 

dication/study level or at individual patient level, are often used to determine the 

effectiveness of the drug, e.g., registry studies for natural history of a rare tumor and 

response rate for a terminal cancer treated with SoC. In many cases, RWD are used to 

select patients for external comparison group, for which there is extensive literature on 
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consideration in the design, conduct, analysis, and result interpretation of externally 

controlled trials. 82–87 

• Evidence from expanded access. In some cases, patients with serious or immediately 

life-threatening rare cancers that lack effective treatments may be offered the investi- 

gational product via an expanded access program (EAP). Evidence derived from such 

an EAP can provide effectiveness and safety information in support of regulatory 

decision. 88,89 

 
2.10 Planning/initiation of confirmatory trials 

 
Planning and/or initiation of an RCT can help support AA and subsequent full approval 

within a reasonable time. Such a confirmatory RCT is intended to address the uncertainty 

about the relationship between SEs and clinical benefits. Details about the design and 

initiation of the confirmatory RCT should be discussed as early as possible with relevant 

regulatory agencies. 6,19,20,90 

 
3 Other Considerations 

 
3.1 Well-defined estimands 

 
Upon meeting the criteria described in Sections 2.1–2.5, then an SAT can be designed to 

demonstrate treatment effects of the drug by clearly defining the study objective(s) and 

corresponding estimands, with the latter often being described through precise definitions 

of estimand attributes. 18,91 Using ORR as an example, the five attributes can be described 

as follows: 

• Population: Patients with the cancer type of interest, possibly biomarker-defined 

 
• Treatment: The new drug under investigation (and/or rescue therapies or SOC, if 

any) 

• Endpoints: Responses (complete or partial response) by independent review commit- 

tee (IRC), DOR 
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• Intercurrent events (ICEs): Discontinuation of the drug under investigation due to 

(1) intolerability, (2) start of another anticancer therapy (e.g., starts the next-line 

therapy because of disease progression (DP) by investigator’s assessment while no DP 

by IRC), (3) unknown status (e.g., loss to follow-up), (4) terminal events (e.g., death) 

• Population-level summary: Proportion of responses 

 
Most of the ICE handling strategies can be used in SATs. 71,92 For those seeking AA, the 

while-on-treatment strategy may be more relevant as it concerns responses to the treatment 

before the occurrence of an ICE. However, the hypothetical strategy may also be applied if 

there is a next-line therapy available as an SOC. Of note, for SATs with external controls, 

special attention should be given to precise definitions of target population (to minimize 

patient selection bias), treatment strategies (including rescue therapies), and different pat- 

terns of ICE occurrence between patients in the SAT and those in the external control. 86,93 

In general, the average treatment effect among the treated (ATT) estimand in an SAT is  

of interest to regulators. 

 
3.2 Adaptive designs 

 
Alternative to the follow-up confirmatory RCT discussed in 2.10, one may consider some 

innovative study designs that take into account both tumor responses and patient survival in 

different stages of a single study, e.g., a seamless adaptive design that models the response- 

survival relationship using pre-specified statistical methods 94–97 and a two-stage transition 

design, in which the first stage is an SAT and the second stage is an RCT.98,99 These 

adaptive designs can be more efficient while maintaining similar statistical rigor (e.g., type 

I error control). 

 
3.3 Communication with regulatory agencies 

 
It is highly recommended that sponsors communicate with relevant regulatory agencies on 

the suitability of an SAT to support AA before initiation of the study. 100,101 In the com- 

munication, the sponsors may consider at least the following aspects: (1) evidence from 

prior studies (including trial design, study population, treatment regimen, sample size, and 

endpoints); (2) safety and tolerability information (including dose limiting toxicity), AEs, 
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major organ toxicity, and dose-exposure-response characteristics; (3) clinical pharmacolog- 

ical data (including single- and multi-doses PK/PD data); (4) efficacy evidence (including 

target indication), all efficacy-related endpoints under the recommended dose for the target 

indication; (5) biomarker validation results if biomarker is used to define the target pop- 

ulation; (6) background information about the target indication (including comprehensive 

review, incidence/prevelance, and current treatment options and associated effectiveness); 

(7) description of potential unmet medical needs of the investigational product for the tar- 

get indication; (8) rationale for an SAT design (including complete protocol with eligibility 

criteria, primary and secondary efficacy endpoints, treatment regimen, sample size, statisti- 

cal hypothesis) and planning for the confirmatory RCT; and (9) relevant information about 

the use of independent review committee and its charter. 

 

4 Concluding Remarks 
 

There is a growing tendency in oncology drug development and approval pathway moving 

from SATs towards RCTs. Nevertheless, there are occasions where SATs are appropriate to 

support regulatory decision. This paper is intended to describe (1) the necessary conditions 

(Sections 2.1–2.2) under which an SAT may be more appropriate, (2) additional consider- 

ations that can make the results of the SAT more interpretable (Sections 2.3–2.4) or the 

SAT optimal (Section 2.5), (3) evidence showing product effectiveness with clinical benefits 

(Sections 2.6–2.9), and planning/initiation of a confirmatory RCT (Section 2.10). In gen- 

eral, an SAT meeting as many of these conditions (Sections 2.1–2.10) as possible may have 

a higher likelihood of getting AA. However, it is strongly recommended that the sponsor 

discusses with relevant regulatory agencies before initiation of an SAT for the purpose of 

regulatory decision. 
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