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Abstract

GROUP SEQUENTIAL METHODS FOR ROC CURVES
Xuan Ye, PhD
George Mason University, 2015

Dissertation Director: Dr. Liansheng L. Tang

Comparative diagnostic studies in which each patient has two tests conducted or has
several diseased and nondiseased observations for each test will generate correlated or clus-
tered ROC curves. The traditional ROC comparison methods applied on the correlated
or clustered data can result in incorrect statistical inference. Furthermore, to design and
apply group sequential method in these comparative trials, we need to derive the theo-
retical variance-covariance structure and the joint distribution of sequential statistics. We
first derive the theoretical covariance structure of sequential correlated and clustered ROC-
s’ difference and further verify the findings through simulation studies. Then based on
the independent increments covariance structure that we have proved, we conduct group

sequential studies for comparing ROC curves on both simulated and real data.



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Diagnostic Tests and ROC, PPV and NPV Curves

Diagnostic tests are important in medical decision makings, such as cancer and glaucoma
diagnosis, since they provide reliable information about a patient’s health condition and an
early diagnosis can possibly save a patient’s life. The health care provider can make plans
for managing the patient with the diagnosis information (Sox et al. 1989) and possibly
better understand the disease mechanism through research (McNeil and Adelstein 1976).

Diagnostic test accuracy is defined as the ability of the test to discriminate the states
of health (Zweig and Campbell 1993). Hence the accuracy is measured by comparing
the test results to the true disease status. A diagnostic test may have binary, ordinal or
continuous results. For a binary test, the accuracy is commonly evaluated using sensitivity
and specificity. Sensitivity is the probability of a positive test result when a patient has
the disease, and specificity is the probability of a negative test result when a patient does
not have the disease. Sensitivity is also known as the true positive rate or TPR, and 1-
specificity is also known as the false positive rate or FPR. These classification probabilities
are commonly used in diagnostic evaluation study. We denote the disease status by D, with
D=1 for a case, and D=0 for a control. Let X denote the binary test result with X=0 for
a negative test result, and X=1 for a positive test result. We have that TPR = P(X =
1|1D =1), and FPR=P(X =1|D =0).

In addition to the classification probabilities defined above, predictive values reflecting
how well the test results predict the disease status are often used to assess the accuracy of a
test. The positive predictive value (PPV) and negative predictive value (NPV) are defined
as, for a binary test result, PPV = P(D = 1|X = 1) and NPV = P(D = 0|X = 0).
The predictive values depend on the prevalence of disease and the performance of the test

1



in two subject groups. Hence, sensitivity and specificity are often used to quantify the
inherent accuracy of the test, because they measure how well the test reflects true disease
status. Predictive values are used to quantify the clinical value of the test, because the
patient and clinician are most interested in how likely the disease is actually present given
the test result, that is the measure of how well the test predicts the disease status. These
predictive values are also useful for prognostic testing evaluation. A prognostic testing is a
prediction about how something such as an illness will develop. A prognostic marker is a
marker measured in people with disease used to predict an aspect of their prognosis (Pepe
et al. 2004).

A perfect test is one that completely separates the case and control populations and has
zero misclassification probabilities with TPR = 1 and FFPR = 0. Consequently, the predict
values will also be optimal with PPV =1 and NPV = 1. On the other hand, a test with no
added value contains no information about true disease status. That is PPV = P(D = 1)
or p, and NPV = P(D = 0) or 1 — p, where p is the prevalence of disease. However, since
the test measurements usually follow normal or transformed normal distributions, it is very
unlikely to have a perfect test in practice.

For ordinal or continuous test results, the Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC)
curve is commonly used for analysis. An ROC curve is a graphical plot which illustrates
the performance of a binary classifier system as we vary the cutoff threshold. It is created
by plotting the fraction of true positives out of the total actual positives v.s. the fraction
of false positives out of the total actual negatives at various threshold values. Here the
sensitivity and specificity depend on how well the test separates the two groups and the
threshold we choose. Given a diagnostic test, we let the threshold go from —oo to oo, the
ROC curve plots all possible pairs of FPR and TPR. Hence, the ROC is a relative operating
characteristic curve, because it is a comparison of two operating characteristics, TPR and
FPR, as the threshold changes, and the ROC curve is always monotonic.

In the ROC definition, a binary test is defined based on a pre-specified threshold ¢, and

a patient is classified to be positive if X > ¢, or negative if X < ¢. Therefore, TPR and FPR



are functions of the threshold value ¢, TPR(c) = P(X > ¢|D = 1), FPR(c) = P(X > ¢|D =
0). For ¢ ranging over all possible values, the pairs (FPR(c), TPR(c)) form the ROC curve.
By this definition, the ROC curve can be expressed as R(-) = {(FPR(c),TPR(c)),c € R}.
Throughout the thesis, we use R to represent the ROC' function.

We denote distribution functions on the continuous test result as Fp(c) = P(X <
¢|D = 1) for the case population, and F5(c) = P(X < ¢|D = 0) for the control population.
Similarly, we denote survival functions on the continuous test result as Sp(c) = P(X >
¢|D = 1) for the case population, and Sp(c) = P(X > ¢|D = 0) for the control population,

then the ROC curve can be easily expressed in a function form of FPR as
R(t) = Sp(S5' (), te[0,1].

We let D be a Bernoulli random variable with prevalence p = P(D = 1), then F(z) =
pFp(z) + (1 —p)Fp(x) is the marker distribution function for the entire population.
Under the assumption that the test results follow normal distributions in both the case
and the control populations, then this binormal ROC curve has the following property.
Assume that the binormal distributions for the test results are, X|(D = 1) ~ N(up, %),

and X|(D = 0) ~ N(up,0%), for the case and control populations respectively, the ROC

curve can be expressed as in Zhou et al. (2002)
R(t) = ®(a + D 1(1)),

wherea:M, p=2%D
oD

op "’

Furthermore, there exists some monotone transformation of X such that the distributions
of the transformed test results are normal. Based on the fact that the ROC curve derived
from the monotone transformation on X is identical to the original one, the binormal ROC
curve function can be applied to any underlying distributions and is a common function

form of ROC curves.



Many statistical analyses for ROC curves are based on the summary statistics which
include the area under the curve (AUC), partial area under the curve (pAUC), and the
weighted area under the curve (wAUC) (Zhou et al. 2011). The area under ROC curve

(AUQ) is given by

1
AUC':/ R(u)du = P(Xp > Xp).
0

Wieand et al. (1989) proposed a general method based on the weighted area under the
curve. We can apply this method to estimate the area under the curve, partial area under
the curve and TPR at a particular FPR using the weighted integration on FPRs. The
weighted AUC (wAUC) formula is

wAUC = /01 R(u)dW (u),

where W (u) is a probability measure. If we use W(u) = wu, then the weighted AUC is
the same as AUC equation above. Or if we use W (u) equals 0 for u € [0,up) and 1 for
u € [ug, 1], then the wAUC is the sensitivity at FPR ug, which equals R(ug). The partial

AUC between FPRs 1y and u; is given by

u1
pAUC (ug,u1) = L / R(u)du,

Up — ug uo

which can be achieved by letting W (u) = (u—wuo)/(u1 —up) for u € (ug,u1); 0 for u € [0, ugl;
1 for u € [u1, 1]; and applying it to the wAUC formula above.

Comparison of the accuracy of two diagnostic tests based on ROC curves is often con-
ducted using fixed sample designs. However, to address the ethics and efficiency concerns of
clinical trial studies, there is a need to apply more flexible designs such as a group sequential
design. At a series of interim looks during a comparative diagnostic trial, a group sequential

test monitors a statistic summarizing the difference in clinical data between the two groups.



For a two-sided test, if the absolute value of this statistic exceeds some specified critical
value, the trial is stopped and the null hypothesis of no difference between two groups is
rejected. The critical values are the boundaries for the sequence of test statistics. The
null hypothesis is accepted if the statistic stays within the test boundaries until the trial’s
planned termination.

In this thesis, we incorporate group sequential methods into the design of comparative
diagnostic study with respect to ROC curves. We estimate ROC curves are estimated
empirically without assuming the distributions of the underlying diagnostic test data. We
study the difference between sequential empirical ROC curves on the process level. Then
we derive the asymptotic distribution theory for the difference between sequential empirical
ROC curves and derive the asymptotic covariance structure for comparative ROC statistics.
Relating the difference between empirical ROC curves to the Kiefer process, we further show
these results can be used to conduct a group sequential design using standard software.

In Figure 1.1, we plot three example ROC curves each evaluating one specific diagnostic
test. The ROC curve in red color is generated from the test distribution data shown
at the lower-left. Since the diagnostic test separates the case and control populations
almost completely with very little overlapping part, the corresponding ROC curve reaches
the upper-left corner with AUC close to 1. This indicates that this test is the best one
among the three diagnostic tests. The blue one, on the contrary, barely separates the two
populations with regard to the test results. Hence it is the least effective diagnostic test
with the smallest AUC. The black one lies in between with respect to the separation of the
case population and the control population.

Similarly, PPV and NPV for a continuous test results with a given threshold value ¢
are defined as, PPV (c) = P(D = 1|X > ¢) and NPV (c¢) = P(D = 0|X < ¢). Furthermore,
PPV and NPV curves are defined on PPV(c) and NPV(c) for all ¢ € (—o0,00). In practice,
PPV and NPV curves are usually indexed by a summary of the marker distribution rather
than a generic threshold (Pepe 2003; Moskowitz and Pepe 2004; Zheng et al. 2008). Here,

we consider the PPV and NPV curves indexed by FPR and by the percentile value in the
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Figure 1.1: Example ROC curves

entire population.

The PPV and NPV curves indexed by FPR are defined as PPV (t) = P(D = 1|X >

1 _ _ 1 .
S5 (t)) and NPV(t) = P(D = 0|X < S '(#)) for all t € (0,1) and can be written as

functions of the ROC curve,

_ R(t)p
PV = e+ u1 =)
and

(1—=R(t)p+ (1 -1)(1—-p)

The PPV and NPV curves can also be indexed by the percentile value in the entire
population. Here we use w to represent the rate of having negative results in the entire
population, i.e. u = P(X < ¢) or F(¢) with cutoff ¢, which involves the mixed distribution
function for the entire population. In this case, the PPV and NPV curves are defined as
PPV (u)=P(D =1|X > F~'(u)) and NPV (u) = P(D = 0|X < F~(u)) for all v € (0,1).
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Under this setting, the PPV curve can be written as

Sp(F~(u))p

PPV (u) = ,
1—u
and the NPV curve can be written as
_ 1—
NPV(w)=2"L 4 2" " ppy(u).
U

These definitions on PPV and NPV are indexed by a variable which involves the biomarker

distribution function of the entire population

1.2 Group Sequential Methods for Estimating and Compar-
ison of One ROC, PPV and NPV Curve

The diagnostic accuracy can be evaluated in a fixed sample design or a group sequential
design. In a fixed sample design, the ROC statistics are estimated after all subjects are
recruited and tests measured. While in a group sequential design, the ROC statistics are
estimated at interim analysis points as subjects are being accrued. In fixed sample design
approaches, the ROC curves and their comparison based on AUC summaries have been
studied (Pepe, Longton, and Janes 2009; Obuchowski 2005; Pepe 2000). The ROC curves
study and comparison based on pAUC were also investigated (Obuchowski 2005; Dodd and
Pepe 2003). However, since in a fixed sample trial the statistical analysis is conducted at
the end when data collection is completed, it has inherent ethical and efficiency issues as
patients are involved in these trials. More flexible designs have been proposed, such as
adaptive design and group sequential design, to address the ethical and efficiency issues. A
group sequential method allows researchers to terminate the study early, if the candidate
diagnostic test is clearly superior or non-inferior to the established diagnostic test under

comparison (Jennison and Turnbull 2000). A group sequential method also allows early
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termination for futility based on conditional estimation (Pepe et al. 2009; Jennison and
Turnbull 2000; Fleming et al. 1984). The adoption of the group sequential method may
substantially save the number of subjects needed, resulting in both time and resource use
efficiency and ethical benefits.

Group sequential designs provide a chance to periodically monitor and analyze the
accruing data. In many trials in which data accumulate over a period of time, it is an
advantage if we can monitor results as they occur and take action accordingly. For trials
involving human subjects, there is also an ethical need to monitor results and possibly stop
the trial early. In clinical therapeutical trials, this ensures that individuals are not exposed
to unsafe, ineffective treatment. In clinical diagnostic trials, this ensures that individuals
are not exposed to harmful or intrusive diagnostic procedures such as medical radiological
imaging. As the example of the comparative diagnostic trial on CT and PET shows, which
will be discussed in detail later, less patients will be exposed to harmful X-ray if we can
stop the study earlier at an interim analysis. For administrative reasons, we also need
interim analyses to ensure that the experiment is being executed as planned, the study
population satisfies inclusion/exclusion criteria and matches the intended use population,
and that the study protocol and test procedures are followed. There are also economic
benefits conducting group sequential methods as the trials now can be terminated earlier
for apparent superiority or futility.

However, if we use the usual critical values for the fixed sample design at each analysis,
the type I error rate will be greatly inflated over the nominal « level (Armitage et al. 1969).
Hence, Pocock (1977), O’Brien and Fleming (1979), Fleming et al. (1984), Kim and Demets
(1992) and Wang and Tsiatis (1987) have developed group sequential methods which adjust
the critical values to maintain the overall type I error rate at an acceptable level. Also with
further calculations, we can determine the sample size needed for the group sequential test
to attain a desired power requirement.

To control the overall type I error rate, we can apply the idea of error spending as

demonstrated in the following two-sided testing context. Assuming the maximum number



of analyses is J, which is fixed before the study begins. The type I error rate is partitioned

into probabilities of pi,--- ,ps, with the sum of «, i.e. Z}]:M’j = «a. At each interim
analysis point j, critical values c¢; for the standardized statistics Z;, j = 1,---,J, are
determined such that P(|Zi| > c¢1) = p1, P(|Z1] < ¢, ,|Z-1] < ¢j—1,1Z5| > ¢j) =

pjfor j=2,---,J.

Various methods have been proposed to apply the group sequential methodology in di-
agnostic test studies (Tang et al. 2008; Tang and Liu 2010; Liu et al. 2008; Pepe et al. 2009;
Mazumdar and Liu 2003). The nonparametric sequential methods based on AUC, pAUC
and wAUC statistics for ROC curves comparison have been introduced, and the method
for sample size recalculation at interim analyses has also been presented. Mazumdar (2004)
introduced group sequential design approaches in planning comparative diagnostic accuracy
trials. Assuming that the measurements of biomarkers are normally distributed, Mazum-
dar and Liu (2003) derived the asymptotic distribution of the standardized AUC difference
statistic and illustrated the boundary and sample size determination in a group sequential
design. To address the bias introduced by allowing early termination for futility in the
group sequential study, Koopmeiners et al. (2012) proposed conditional estimators and
confidence intervals that correct for the bias if the underlying statistics have an indepen-
dent increments covariance structure. In the design of a two-stage study to develop and
validate a panel of biomarkers where a predictive model is developed in stage 1 and vali-
dated in stage 2 using only the samples that were not used for training, Koopmeiners and
Vogel (2013) proposed to apply group sequential method with interim analyses in stage
2, resulting in greater savings in the required number of samples. Tang and Liu (2010)
developed a nonparametric adaptive method for comparative diagnostic trials which allows
early stopping or the sample sizes recalculating based interim data analysis. Hsieh et al.
(1996) studied the asymptotic property of the empirical ROC curve and proved it converges
to the sum of two independent Brownian bridges. Extending the research, Koopmeiners
and Feng (2011) studied the single empirical ROC curve on process level without using
summary index. They derived the asymptotic properties of the sequential empirical ROC,

9



PPV and NPV curves, proved the embedded independent increments covariance structure,
and applied the theory in group sequential designs.

Related to ROC curves, PPV and NPV curves are extensions of PPV and NPV to
continuous markers. Huang et al. (2007) introduced a predictiveness curve that provides a
common meaningful scale for comparing markers. Moskowitz and Pepe (2004), Zheng et al.
(2008) and Koopmeiners and Feng (2011) studied the PPV and NPV curves for continuous
markers.

The asymptotic properties of one sequential empirical ROC curve have been rigorously
studied in Koopmeiners and Feng (2011). In their paper, they estimated the ROC, PPV
and NPV curves empirically to avoid assumptions about the underlying distributional form
of the biomarkers. They derived asymptotic properties of the sequential empirical ROC, P-
PV and NPV curves under case-control sampling using sequential empirical process theory.
They proved that the sequential empirical ROC process converges to the sum of independent
Kiefer processes and extended the finding to the empirical PPV and NPV processes. Then
they incorporated group sequential methods into the design of diagnostic biomarker studies.
They derived the asymptotic property on one sequential empirical ROC curve with J stop-

ping times, and rp j,rp ; are the proportions of cases and controls, respectively, available
at a given time point j, and proved that (R, r5  (01), Rrporp o (t2), o Bep g, (81)), 38
approximately multivariate normal.

Similarly, the asymptotic property on one sequential empirical PPV and NPV curve in-
dexed by FPR with J stopping times, (PPV,,, ;. (1), PPV, 50, ,(t2), -, PPV, 00 (E1))
is also approximately multivariate normal. The NPV curve has the same asymptotic prop-
erty.

Koopmeiners and Feng (2011) further proved the independent increments covariance

structure feature and illustrated the implementation of a group sequential study on one
ROC, PPV or NPV curve utilizing standard GSD software.

Thorough understanding of the joint asymptotic properties of two sequential empirical
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ROC curves, as well as the sequential differences of two empirical ROC curves at any FPR,
will help us conduct group sequential designs on the process level instead of the point level.
It can be shown that they asymptotically follow special Kiefer processes. This implies
that the sequential differences at different FPRs are also asymptotically jointly normal.
Furthermore, the existing results on the summary ROC statistics can be obtained from our

findings.

1.3 Correlated ROC, PPV and NPV Curves

Correlated ROC data arise when two diagnostic tests are performed on the same set of
individuals in the case and control populations. Each patient is examined once using each
of the diagnostic tests resulting in correlated ROC curves. Comparison of two ROC curves
based on AUCs has been previously studied (Pepe, Longton, and Janes 2009). However,
when ROC curves are correlated, the correlated nature of the data must be taken into ac-
count in the analysis (DeLong et al. 1988). They presented an approach for the comparison
of ROC curves that are correlated. Wieand et al. (1989) studied a broad class of nonpara-
metric statistics for comparing two independent or correlated diagnostic markers. Zhou
et al. (2008) discussed the design and application of GSD method to the comparative ROC
studies based on the non-parametric Wilcoxon AUC estimators. This approach can be ap-
plied to AUC comparisons of two diagnostic tests measured on the same subjects resulting
in correlated ROC curves. Liu et al. (2008) developed a nonparametric group sequential
method to evaluate and compare the AUCs of clustered ROC curves, which can be either
independent or correlated. The procedure relies on the construction of a two-dimensional
statistics which are based on Mann-Whitney statistic (Whitehead 1999). Liu et al. (2005)
demonstrated that the partial area under the ROC curve (pAUC) is the probability of a
constrained stochastic ordering, which can be estimated using a weighted Mann-Whitney
statistic. The authors investigated the statistical properties and developed a testing proce-

dure to compare the partial area under two ROC curves, of which the two diagnostic tests
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are performed on the same group of cases and controls. Tang et al. (2008) derived that
the sequential weighted area under the ROC curve (wAUC) statistics has an independent,
increments covariance structure, and applied it in the GSD for the sequential ROC curves
comparison.

In the fields of PPV and NPV, we study two correlated PPV or NPV curves, which
can be indexed either by FPR or by the percentile value. For PPV indexed by FPR, with

prevalence level p, we define
A(t) = PPVi(t) — PPVa(t),

which is the difference of two markers’ PPV at a given FPR t. In general, we add hat to the
parameter to denote the estimator of the parameter. Hence, we have A(t) = PPV, (t) —
ﬁg(t% which is the estimated difference of two markers’ PPV at a given FPR t based on
empirical PPV estimation. And A, op(t) = P/PT/LTD,TD (t) —P/PT/ZTD,TD (t) represents the
estimation at a time point in a sequential trial. We then derive the asymptotic properties

of A, p.rp(t) and apply it to the group sequential design of PPV curves comparison indexed
by FPR.
Similarly, for NPV indexed by FPR, we define

A(t) = NPV;i(t) — NPVa(t).

We have A(t) = NPV (t) — NPVa(t), and A,y o (8) = NPVip s (8) = NPVoyp o (2).
Then following the same steps, we derive the asymptotic properties of ATD,T 5(t) and apply

it to the group sequential comparison study for NPV curves indexed by FPR.
For PPV, NPV indexed by the percentile value, i.e. the rate u of having negative results

in the population, we define

A(u) = PPVi(u) — PPVy(u).
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We can estimate it using A(u) = PPV, (u) —ﬁg(u), and ATDJ'D (u) = ﬁl,mnj (u) —

ﬁzymﬂnﬁ (u). Then we can derive the asymptotic properties of ATD,TD (u) and apply it

to the group sequential comparison study for PPV curves indexed by the percentile value.

1.4 Clustered ROC Curves

Clustered ROC data have multiple measurements on both the case and the control units,
taken from the same study subject. For example, we might have measurements on both
left and right eyes for an ophthalmic diagnostic testing. While in other diagnostic settings,
we might get multiple measurements from both normal and diseased tissues of the same
subject. In addition, we might need to apply two different diagnostic procedures on the
same set of subjects for a comparison study. Thus, there are multiple measurements for
each test per subject (Obuchowski 1997). In the paired comparison study design of two
ROC curves with clustered data, it is important to take into consideration of two types of
correlations. One is the correlation within a cluster, the other is the correlation between
the different diagnostic tests from the same cluster (Li and Zhou 2008).

For clustered ROC data, Obuchowski (1997) proposed a nonparametric method using
Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney statistics. Obuchowski (1997) expanded DeLong et al. (1988)
nonparametric method and applied the ideas of Rao and Scott (1992) to handle the clustered
data. For /th biomarker in the 7th cluster, we use Xy;; denotes the jth case result and assume
they follow the distribution Fy p, for £ = 1,2, ¢ =1,...,n, 7 = 1,...,my, where n is the
total number of clusters and my; represents the number of case results for biomarker ¢ from
cluster 4. Similarly, Yy denotes the kth control result of /th marker in ¢th cluster, which
has distribution Fy p, for k =1,...,ng with ny; representing the number of control results
for biomarker £ from cluster 7. We also let Sy p represents the survival function for Xp;;
and S& p the survival function for Yp;;. The total number of biomarker case results from
all clusters is the sum of all my;, i.e. My = > | my;, and the total number of biomarker

control results from all clusters is the sum of all ny;, i.e. Ny = Z:‘Lﬂ ng;. The estimated
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AUC on the clustered ROC data for ¢ = 1,2 is given by

no My Tyl

n
AUC, = MZN@ Z Z Z Z (Xeijs Yeirk)s

i=1i'=1 j=1 k=1

where 1 is defined as

L, Xy > Yok

V(Xeij, Yeir) = 3 Xuj = Yok -

0, Xy < Yorg

The case and control biomarker results are transformed into X -components and Y -components,
then summed up for the ith cluster. Then the sum of squares of the X-components and
Y -components as well as the correlation between the case and control observations within

the same cluster are calculated. Based on these, Obuchowski (1997) estimated the variance

of AUC and further stated that (A/U\C - AUC’)/(17(1\7“(14/[]\0))1/2 is asymptotically N (0, 1).

Obuchowski (1997) further proposed a method to calculate the covariance of two esti-
mated AUCs for comparing cluster-correlated ROC curves. Similarly, based on the sum
of the X-components and Y-components for the ith cluster from the £th ROC curve, she
derived the formula for the covariance between the estimated areas under two ROC curves.

The estimator of the variance of the difference between two cluster-correlated ROC curves
is given as sar(AUCT — AUCs) = 5ar(AUC1) + 5ar(AUCs) — 2600(AUC,, AUC,). She
further stated that (AUC, — AUCS) — (AUC, — AUC,))/(5ar(AUC, — AUC,))Y/? is
asymptotically N(0,1).

Furthermore, Li and Zhou (2008) proposed a unified approach of nonparametric com-

parison of clustered ROC curves based on empirical ROC curve estimation. The empirical

ROC curves are defined by

Ry(u) = Se.n( AZ,%(U))a
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where Sy p(c) = S0, > I(Xeij > ¢)/M, and S'M-)(c) = > > 1Y, > ¢)/Ng.
Assume that as n — oo, n™' Y0 ngy — A, and n7' Y0 my; — 4, for some positive

constants Ay and vy, £ = 1,2, then

Fyp(e) - Fuple) Wr, ,(0)
F, 5(c) — F, 5(c Wr _(c

il o0 Ban@ | | Weal |
Fi p(c) = Fip(c) Wr, ,(c)
FQ,D(C) - FQ,D(C) WFZ,D (C)

where (W, ;(c), W, ;(c), WF, ,(c), Wr, ,,(c))" is a Gaussian processes vector with mean

0. Assume that Fl, p and Fyp are derivable and have density function Fé} D and FAD

respectively, then the joint limiting distribution of (R (u), R2(u)) is given by,

N R = as n — oo,
RQ (u) Zg(l — u)
where
F} () . .
Zy(u) = —MW%(%M)) + W, (F, ().

Let D(u) = Ri(u) — Ra(u), then for comparison of the areas under two ROC curves, as

. — 00,
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where V (u) is the limiting process. And the difference between the wAUCs could be esti-

mated by the weighted integration of the two ROC curves’ difference,

~ 1 A~
A:/O D(u)dW (u).

In summary, although research has been conducted for clustered ROC curves, they are
either based on summary statistics or in the field of fixed sample studies. Understanding
the sequential properties of ROC curves without relying on summary statistics will give us
much flexibility in sequential study designs. Hence, there is necessity to study the sequential
statistics theory in clustered ROCs on the process level and further apply the theory in group

sequential designs.

1.5 Summary

In this chapter, we give brief introduction on diagnostic tests and ROC, PPV and NPV
curves. We introduce the previous research conducted in the field of single sequential
empirical ROC, PPV and NPV curve (Koopmeiners and Feng 2011). We also introduce
comparison studies conducted in the field of correlated and clustered ROC data on the
summary level (Mazumdar and Liu 2003; Zhou et al. 2008; Obuchowski 1997). We talk
about correlated and clustered diagnostic data and the importance of group sequential
design for comparative diagnostic accuracy studies in the field.

The contributions of the thesis are listed in the following:

e We derive asymptotic property of the sequential difference of two correlated ROC,
PPV and NPV curves, and apply the theory in a group sequential method for a

comparative diagnostic accuracy trial with correlated data.

e We derive asymptotic property of one sequential clustered ROC curves. We further
extend the theory to the sequential difference of two clustered ROC curves, and apply

the theory in group sequential designs for clustered ROC curves’ comparative studies.
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Chapter 2: Group Sequential Method for Comparing
Correlated ROC Curves

2.1 Introduction

As introduced in Chapter 1, in a fixed-sample trial, statistical analysis is conducted after
all samples’ data are collected. However, data usually accumulate steadily over a period
of time in a clinical trial, it is natural to analyze the results as they occur and possibly to
terminate the trial early for success or futility. With a group sequential design, multiple
interim analysis points and rejections boundaries are pre-determined, and we can achieve
the specific power requirement with the same type I error rate, but with smaller expected
sample size than a fixed-sample method.

Some research has been done in asymptotic sequential property of a single ROC curve
(Koopmeiners and Feng 2011). They derived the asymptotic theory for the sequential empir-
ical ROC curve under the case-control sampling. In this chapter, we study the properties
of the difference between two correlated empirical ROC curves and present a method to
sequentially compare the empirical ROC curves.

In a comparative diagnostic trial, let X; p and X; 5 denote the outcome of the ith
diagnostic test for the cases and controls, respectively with ¢ = 1,2. Suppose a larger value
is more likely to indicate the disease. The cumulative distribution functions of X; p and
X; p are Fj p and F; , for the case and control populations respectively. S; p and S; p are
the survival functions for the case and control populations. The sensitivity and specificity
are given by S; p(c) and F; p(c) for a given cutoff value, c. The ROC curve for the ith
diagnostic test is defined by

Ri(t) = S@D(Sﬁ)(t))? t€10,1], (2.1)
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where S~ 1(t) = inf{z : F(z) > (1 —t)}. The ROC curve is a plot of sensitivity against
1-specificity, as the threshold value c¢ varies. Assume that there are a total of np case
subjects and np control subjects in the study. Suppose that we observe X; p; ~ F; p, j =
1,...,np, representing the measurements of the ith diagnostic test from np subjects, and
Xib,j~ Fip,j=1,...,np, the measurements of the ith diagnostic test from np subjects,
for ¢ = 1,2. Assume that measurements from different subjects are independent, and

measurements of tests 1 and 2 within the same subject are possibly correlated. The survival

functions, S; p, S; p, can be empirically estimated to yield the empirical ROC curve
Ri(t) = Si.n(S, (1)), i=1,2, (2:2)
where S; p(t) = 02, I(Xip; > t)/np and S’i,D(t) =y I(X;p; > t)/np. Also,

Jj= j=1

S p() = inf{z: F; p(x) > (1 - )}, where F; p(t) = 372 I(X; p ; < ) /np.

2.2 Theoretical Results for Correlated ROC Curves

We give the theoretical results about the difference of two correlated ROC curves in the
following, where the theory on single ROC curve can be found in Koopmeiners and Feng

(2011) and the theory on correlated ROCs can be found in Ye and Tang (2015).

Suppose we have measurements from two diagnostic tests on np case subjects and np
control subjects, where all subjects are independent. Let A(t) = Ri(t) — Ro(t), A(t) =
]/-'{\1(75) — ﬁ;(t), and at an interim analysis in a group sequential design when accrued case
and control subjects’ ratios are rp,rp, we define ATDWD (t) = ﬁlﬂ'Dﬂ’D (t) — §27TD7TD (t). For
the sequential empirical A(#) at two different analysis points (rp,rp) and (r},, %), we have

vector
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0y Plnorp] (A ey (1) — A1)

P X , (2.3)
np Pnorpl (A, o (1) — A®))
which can be expressed in terms of the empirical R and true ROC curves as
/memﬁrm%a>gmu»
1 -10 0 Y2 nprp)(Rayp g () — Ro(t))
00 1 -1 */%mnﬂﬁumfu>.&u»
—
5[yl (Ray, oo (1) = Ra(1))
We have the random vector
np [T plgep ey
n51/2[nDrD]q2,rD7rD (2.4)
—-1/2 , ’ )
np [nDTD]ql,r'D,r’D
np 2 [norlp)as

-~

where girp 5 = Rirprp(t) — Ri(t), for i = 1,2, are random variables.
As np — oo and np — oo, for any diagnostic test ¢, i+ = 1,2, after introducing an

additional term, the expressions can be rewritten as (Koopmeiners and Feng 2011)
—1/2 5
np " [norp)(Rirp,rp (1) — Ri(t)) (2.5)

=1, 2o p)(Sipn (S5, () = Sup(Sh . (#)

1/2[

(I)>
@\ ,_.
Bl
[w]]

=

|

o

IS

CI)
D\ ,_.

=

+n5 nDTD](SzD(
It was proved by Koopmeiners and Feng (2011) that both terms converge to Kiefer

processes. A Kiefer process, K(t,r), is a two-parameter zero-mean Gaussian process in t
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and r with covariance: Cov(K (t1,71), K(t2,72)) = (t1 Ato—t1t2)(r1 Are), where A represents
the minimum of two operands. It behaves like a Brownian bridge in t and a Wiener process

(Brownian motion) in r. From Koopmeiners and Feng (2011) we have

n om0l (Spry (8,5 () = So(S,] (1) S Ku(R(t), o). (26)

which is the first term of (2.5). And for the second term of (2.5), we have by Koopmeiners

and Feng (2011)

np P rorpl(So(85,, (0) = (S5 (0) % AV 2 j:DE?;
DA\¥D

— —
—~ |~~~
S~ | o
R
~— | ~—

Combining the results of both terms of (2.5), from (2.6) and (2.7) it is immediate that

~

np P Inprp)(Rigpey (1) — Ri(?))

where K; ;1 and Kj9 are independent Kiefer processes, for ¢,j = {1,2} representing diag-
nostic test 1 and test 2 respectively.

Then we rewrite the random vector components as sums of two terms as of Equation

(2.5),
np P nprp)(Ripp ey (8) = Ri(2))
n_1/2n rol(R _ —
D1 2[ D D](Az,rp,rp(t) Ry(t)) (2.9)
np o) (R, 0 (8) = Ri(#)
np o) (Rogy 4o (£) — Ralt))
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np 2 Inprp)($1,0,5 (15, (1) = S1o(5; ]

Dyrp D, p
B n51/2[7”bD7“D](52 Dyp AQ_ID,TD (t)) — S2,0( AQ_})JD (1))
| bl Sina, (ST, (1) = Sun(ST,, ()
0 norp)(So,pr, (8, 5, (1) = S2.0(8, 0 (1))

52 ornl(Suo(S1 L, (1) = S1,0(S 5 (1)

N 52 norp](Se,0(S5F (1) = S2,0(S5 H (1)
b morb)(S$1.0(87,0 () = Suo(STp1) |
n,;” 2oy (S2,0(85 5 (1) = S2,0(8; 5 (1))

by (2.6) and (2.7), we know each component converges weakly to a sum of two Kiefer

processes.

np P nprp)(Ripp.rp (8) — Ri(1))

Fin (S5 (1)
i)Kiyl(Ri(t), T’D) + )\1/2:2 (Z’? Kz'yg(t, T’D)
D D

1,505, ()

However, to prove the convergence of the vector, we will also need to prove the tightness

of the left-hand side of (2.9).

Lemma 2.1. For a multivariate stochastic process of k dimensions, if the marginal uni-

variate stochastic processes are tight, the multivariate stochastic process is also tight.

Recall that a probability measure P is tight if for each € there exists a compact set X
such that P(X) > 1—e.
Proof: We will prove the lemma with 2-dimensional space. Higher dimensional cases can be
proved similarly by induction. Define 2-dimensional random vector X (t) = (X1 (), Xo(2))7,
Given the condition that the marginal univariate stochastic processes are tight, then at

the marginal univariate process level for each component, we have Ve > 0,3M;, My, such
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that

Plsup |X1(1)] < M) > 1~ ¢/2, (2.10)

and

Ploup| X3(6)| < M) 21— ¢/2. (2.11)
Let M = max(Mj, Ms). We have on the multivariate process level,
P (w11 (0] < 20 (Ysup 1Xa0)] < 20))
=P(sup | Xi(t)] < M) + P(sup [Xs ()] < M) = P ((Sltlp [ X1(8)] < M) U(Sgp [ X2(8)] < M))

>(1—€/2)+(1—¢/2) -1

=1 —,

due to the inequalities of (2.10) and (2.11). This proves the multivariate process is tight by
definition.

By Lemma 2.1 and Cramér-Wold device (Karr 1993), we can show that the finite dimen-
sional distribution of (2.9) converges in distribution to a multivariate normal distribution,
here without loss of generality assuming a vector dimension of four, and that the process

on the left-hand side of (2.9) is tight. Furthermore, we know that the vector of (2.9)

np o7 D) (R (t) — Ra(t)
np *1r D) (R (t) — Ra(t))
np o) (B e (8) = Ra(t)
np o) (Rag o (£) = Ra(t)
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fip(ST5)

1/2rp ’ 1,D K B

Ki1(Ri(t),7p) A "D fl,D(S;}__,)(t)) 12(t,7p)

LN K1(Ra(t), ) N ™5 \ F2.5(5, 5 ) 22(t,7p)

r o f1,p(S;E(1) ;

K11t (9), o) >\1/2% f:D(SEg(t)) Ki5(t,r'5)
K271(R2(t), T’D) 1/27p fz,D(S;})(t)) ,
N\ TG, ) ) K22trp)

uniformly for ¢ € [a,b], rp € [c,1], and rp € [d, 1] where K;; and K- are independent
Kiefer processes, for i, j = {1,2}. Thus the random vector (2.4) is approximately multivari-
ate normal with covariance as derived in the following. The asymptotic covariance matrix

of (2.4) 18 Y = {aij}izl,...,4;]‘:17...74, where

T Sil_
a1 = Var(Ky,1(Ri(t),rp)) + Var <>‘1/Q? (W) KL?(t’TD)>
D

alo = Cov (n51/2[nDTD](S’17D7TD(SI_ID,TB (t)) — SLD(SI_}—)JD (t))),

nBl/Q[”DT’D](SZ,D,rD( A27,117),7~D ) - SQ’D( A;’llj’rf’ (t))))

-1/2 S— _
w2l (Sa,0(855 (1) = Sa.0(S55H))),
then expanding the empirical survival functions by definitions, we obtain

[nprp]
COU (nD1/2 Z (I(Xl,D,i > Sl_,lljﬂ"]j (t)) — S]'vD(S;ID,rD (t))) )

1=1
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[np7Tp]
Y (1> 8}, 0) - Si0(3, ), 0) )

1=1

+ Cov (ngl/Q[nDT‘D](Sl,D(SAI%’TD () — S1,D(Si%(t)))7

ool ($20(5, 5, (0) ~ $20(5, 50))

% rp(Sp(S, b (1), S, b (1) — Ru(t)Ra (1)) (2.12)
ifl,D(S;ID(t)) fQ,D(S_’lD(t)) ot L g2
Y 55 0) Fap(; (@) Pl 55,00 =)

With regard to the previous step, the first term of (2.12) is derived using the sequential
empirical process result of section 2.12.1 (van der Vaart and Wellner 1996). For the second
term of (2.12), first we derive the following equation by expanding the empirical survival

function and then apply the same result of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996)

Cov (np 1 prpl (81,50 (1) = 51,50, 152107 D] (S50, (t2) = S2,5(t2)))
12 [n5ro] 12 [nprs]
= Cov (”D Z (I(X1,p,; > t1) — Sy p(t1)) ;0 Z (I(X3,p,; > t2) — S5 p(t2)) )
i=1 =1

%rp (Splti,ta) — Sy p(t)Sy p(t)) - (2.13)

Then by Equation (2.13), Lemma 3.9.20 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), and The-

orem 3.9.4 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), we prove the second term of (2.12) in the

following

Cov(ny *Inpro)(S1,0(57h, (1) = S1o(STH(0),

np 2 [noro)(So,0(S, b,

]}



= nz)l [nprp)lnplnprp] 2Cov (ng 2

np norol(52.0(5, b, (1) = 52.0(5, 5())

this concludes the derivation for element a1y as shown in Equation(2.12). For the other

elements in the asymptotic covariance matrix X,

a1z — CO’U (Klyl(Rl(t),TD),Klyl(Rl(t),’l“lD))

from the covariance structure of Kiefer processes. And

a1 = Cov(n5 Inprol(S10, (5.5, (1) = S10(8, 5, (1),

s D iD’ D
np o pl(Sa, ., (55 b0 (8) = S2.0(S50 . (1))

+ Cov (77,51/2[71DTD](SI,D(SI_71D7TD (1)) — S1.o(S; 5 (1),

ngl/Q[nDTb](SQ:D(gi%,rb () — SQ,D(SQ_JI’)('[:))))

% (rp Arp)(Sp(ST (1), S5 (1) — Bi(t)Ra (1))
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The derivation of a4 is the same as a1 except that when applying the sequential empirical
process result of section 2.12.1, (van der Vaart and Wellner 1996), we have to include rpAr’,

and 7p AT terms.

Similarly, we can get the following elements of the covariance matrix.

_ 2
- o r2 [ fo.n(S. ,,15(75)) 2
az = rp(Ra(t) — R3(t)) + Az (f‘)D(Sz_E(t)) =0
a3 = G14,

—1 2
rp T fo,0(8; p(t
oas = (o AT ) (Raft) = B3(0) + (rp AR (2000 (o=,

2 -1 2
ass = rip(Ri (1) — R(0) + \IF (fD(SD‘”)) (t—12),
> 1

1,D 2,D
o3 (ST ®) fon(Syp)
M G b ) Fop(S; (@) PP S p @) =)

and

" STL\’
11 = 1 (Ralt) ~ (D) + AL (M”E;Q (t=#).

Hence the random vector of (2.3) is approximately normal with covariance matrix derived

approximately as AXAT, where ¥ is the asymptotic covariance matrix of (2.4) and A =
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1 -1 0 0

. The approximate covariance matrix of (2.3)
0 0 1 -1

Cov nBl/Q[nDTD] (ATD,TD (1) — A(t))
”51/2[71D7“'D](Arb,ru (1) — A(t))

a | a1+ a2 —2a a13 + a4 — 2a14
_)

a13 + a24 — 2014 a3z + aqq — 2034

Without the loss of generality, let r}, > rp and r5 > rp, that is, the time point of

comes after (rp,75). Approximatel
y ' D pPp Y,

Cov(Arp iy (1) By o (1) = Cov(Arpy (1) = A1), Ay 1o (1) = A(2))

1 1

nprp npry,

:’nD

(a13 + a4 — 2(114).

And the variance,

Var(Arb,r’D () = Var(Arb,r’D (t) — A1)

1 1

=np—s; —(a33 + aaq — 2a34).
npry nprh

It can be shown that

Cov(Arprp (1), A

(2.14)
4 R - ) 4 (fl,msl,;(t)))?(t_tz)
nprp ! npry \ J1,5(57 p(1))
b - m ¢, (2% t))>2<t—t2)
nprp el \ fo,p(S, 5 (1)



1 fup(S 5(1) f2.0(S, (1) 1 1 2
— 5 b S S_— t 78_ t _t ,
nprY fl,D(Sf,%(t)) fQ,D(Sj})(t (Sp(Sy p(t), S, (1) —17)

for TID > rp and ’)",D >Th.

The method above deals only two sequential analysis points and their asymptotic prop-

erties. The exact method can be applied to any finite set of sequential analysis points as
shown below assuming the number of interim analysis is J.

np 2 nprp 1 )(Arp s, (1) = A(t1))
15 oD 2)(Arp sy, (t2) — Alt2))
np 2 nprpa(Bep ey, (L) = Alts))

which can be expressed in terms of the empirical ROC and true ROC curves as

np 2 nprp )Ry, (t) = Rit))
—1/2

np[norpa)(Ragp ., (t1) — Ra(t1)
o o ...

1 2 lnprp ) (Rurp yap , (t1) = Ru(ts))

n51/2[nD71D7J] (§27TD,J7TD,J (tJ) — Ry (tJ))

Following the same steps, we will come to the same results with the asymptotic properties

of independent increments covariance structure for any finite interim analysis.

The estimated ROC curves has interesting joint asymptotic properties at the process
level as indicated above. We then would be able to analyze ROC curves at different FPRs,

say Ry(t1), Ro(t2). We can do analysis of two ROC curves at multiple points, since they all
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follow multivariate normal distribution with the variance-covariance stated before.

Furthermore, we can compare multiple points of ROC curves based on weighted average.

It can be shown that the sequential weighted average of A(t) on several FPRs has similar

feature of asymptotic multivariate normality and its asymptotic covariance matrix is given

K K K
by Cov(} ] willep s (ti), D wiAr/DWb (t;)) = Var(>] wiArbm%, (t;)), where w; is the weight
i=1 i=1 i=1

A~

on Arp, 5 (1) with Zfil w; = 1. This is due to the fact that Cov(ATDWD (t:), Ay (t;)=

D D

COU(AT’D,T’B (ti)’ATbﬂ";j (tj)) for T’ID Z rp and T’ID Z D

To carry out a group sequential test, we analyze the accumulating data in groups rather
than after an additional observation as in a fully sequential test or after all data is collected
as in a fixed sample test. A group sequential design (GSD) is convenient to conduct and
provide an opportunity for stopping the trial earlier than planned. It achieves the goals
of lower expected sample sizes and shorter average study lengths. GSD methods utilize
different strategies of allocating the overall type I error probability.

From the previous theorem, we know that the sequential empirical difference of two ROC
curves is also a Gaussian process. The sequential empirical difference at any finite set of
analysis points follow a multivariate normal distribution. And the sequential score statistic
has an “independent increment” covariance structure (Jennison and Turnbull 2000), which
facilitates the sequential comparison of ROC curves and any standard GSD software can
be readily applied.

Suppose we are interested in a two-sided test with the hypothesis of Hy : Ry(ty) —

Rs(tg) = 0 on a particular FPR ¢g, and H, : Ry(t9) — Ra(to) # 0. Let A(tg) = Ry(to) —

Ry (tg), and A(t) = ff\l(to) —}/R\g(to). Then under Hy, we can do the Z-test with the statistic

7 =20l And for a fixed sample test we reject Hy if |Z| > Z, /. However, suppose
Var(A(to))

we will do the GSD with a sampling plan of J interim analyses. At the jth analysis, test
€) ©))

results are available on the first npry’ case subjects and the first npr p control subjects,
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()

where np and np are the maximum case and control sample size respectively, and rp’” and

’f'g) are the ratios of the case and control subjects accrued so far at jth analysis. Given

type I error rate a and power 1 — 8 at A(ty) = 0, the fixed sample size is calculated based

on «, 3,9, and Var(A(tg)). The maximum sample size for the GSD are proportional to the
fixed sample size, and this ratio R(J, «, §) depends only on J, i, 8 and the particular GSD
method used.

Consider a GSD plan involving up to J analyses of sample data. At the time of the jth

; R 2 7. — 42 2 ) — T-A - ;
analysis, let [; = 1/0A]-(t)’ T, =1;/1;= UAJ(t)/OA]-(t)' Define B(7;) = /7;1;4(t). For j <

k, Cov(B(7;), B(x)) = 7. This can be proved using the previous finding of Equation 2.14.
Thus B(1;) behaves asymptotically like a Brownian motion process. Then the standard

GSD software like R package gsDesign can be readily applied. Similarly, we can apply the

transformation on the sequential weighted average of A(t) on several FPRs and come up

with the same conclusion. The transformation used is I; = 1/ Var(zili Lwilj(ts)), 75 =
/1y = Var(SL, wid s (1) [Var (2,5, widj(t:). Define B(rj) = /miL(300L, widd;(t:).
Then for j < k, again we have Cov(B(1;), B(7;)) = 75.

The GSD needs to be specified and the maximum sample sizes need to be determined

before conducting the trial. At the first interim analysis, we calculate the Z test statistic

A~

based on the empirical estimation of R;(tg), Ra(to) and Var(A(ty)). We compare the Z
statistic to the boundaries of Pocock, O’Brien-Flemming, or error spending method that
are calculated to control Type I error rate. The boundaries a; are defined to control the
overall type I error rate: P(|Z;| > aj | A(to) = 0) for some j = 1...J. If this Z statistic
falls in the rejection boundaries, we then reject the null hypothesis, and the clinical trial is
stopped with null hypothesis rejection and no more subjects will be accrued. Otherwise, we

will continue accruing sufficient subjects to be able to proceed to the next analysis point.

()

At the jth analysis, the first nprg) case subjects and the first nprys’ control subjects are

used to compute the interim statistic Z;. We will repeat the process until the last Jth
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analysis point. At the last analysis, we will either reject the null hypothesis or accept it
and stop the clinical trial.

The previous findings and method can also be used to obtain the properties of the
sequential wAUC or AUC statistics. Such an extension can be done in comparing summary
statistics of two ROC curves through the integration of A(¢) from 0 to 1 with regarding
to any given weight probability measure function. The AUC and pAUC statistic become
special cases, as indicated in Tang et al. (2008). More importantly, because of the results in
equation (2.14), we can compare a wide range of ROC summary measures, including curves

at different FPRs or their weighted averages of the ROC curves.

2.3 Simulation Studies

2.3.1 Consistency of Covariance Matrix Estimator

We conduct a simulation study to assess the finite sample properties of the results in The-

orem 2.14. Diagnostic test data are drawn from bivariate normal distributions. For a case,
the bivariate normal model is (X1, X2)T ~ N{(10,6)%, 3}, and for a control, the bivariate

normal model is (Y1, Y2)? ~ N{(0,4)T, %5}, where

2 p2V2 1 p
Y1 = and Y9 = , with p=10.5.

p2v2 4 p 1

We conduct 5000 simulation with np = 200,np5 = 200, and for the simulated data, we
calculate the variance-covariance of the A(¢) at various combinations of rp,rp with t=0.5.
Here, the ROC curves are estimated with the empirical functions. Then we compare the
simulated covariance matrix to the theoretical covariance matrix derived using the results
of Theorem 2.14. Table 2.1 shows that observed variance-covariance values are very close

to theoretical values when sample sizes are sufficiently large.
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Table 2.1: The values of elements (x103) in observed and theoretical covariance matrix

Observed covariance matrix Theoretical covariance matrix

np = 200, np = 200
Ag.2,0.3(0.5) 3.718 1.850 1.458 0.755 3.720 1.898 1.499 0.782
Aga0.5(0.5) 1.927 1.490 0.773 1.898 1.499 0.782
Ao.5,0.7(0.5) 1.529 0.790 1.499  0.782
Aq11(0.5) 0.787 0.782

2.3.2 Simulated Type I Error Rate in GSDs

To investigate finite sample performance of the GSD procedure, we conduct a simulation
study in a two-group sequential test (J=2), and a five-group sequential test (J=5). The null
hypothesis of equal ROC(t) is set to be true and the nominal type I error rate was set to be
a = 0.05 for two-sided tests. Two set of diagnostic test data are simulated from bivariate

normal (Binorm) and bivariate lognormal(Bilognorm) models. The bivariate normal models
is (X1, X2)T ~ N{(1,10)T, %} for the case data. And for the control data, the bivariate

normal model is (Y1, Y2)" ~ N{(0,8)7, %5}, where

1 2p 1 2p
M1 = Y9 = with p = (0,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.9)
2p 4 2p 4

In this case, the ROC curves are identical from the formula of ROC curve under bi-normal
models (Zhou et al. 2011): R(t) = ®(a + b® 1(t)), where a = (1 — p10) /01 and b = o¢ /01,
(1, 01) and (po, 0¢) are the normal parameters in the case and control groups. The bivariate
lognormal data are generated by taking exponential of the simulated bivariate normal data.
Because the ROC curves are invariant to a monotone transformation, the ROC curves
under the bivariate lognormal models are also identical. The diagnostic tests distribution
comparison and ROC graph are shown in Figure 2.1. Different numbers of case and control

subjects, np,np = (50,250, 500), are considered in our simulation study.
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True positive rate

value False positive rate

Figure 2.1: Two correlated identical ROC curves

For each simulation setting, 5000 random data sets are generated and the GSD method
applied to the simulated data. The Z statistics at each interim analysis point are then
calculated based on the empirical ROC difference and estimated variances. The GSD test
procedure compares the 7 statistics with corresponding test boundaries of design, and the
decision of rejection or failing to rejection is obtained for each simulated dataset. We then
calculate the overall rejection rates for all simulated datasets. Table 2.2 gives the rejection
rates of all different model and sample size combinations with a nominal « level 0.05 under
the O’Brien and Fleming’s criterion. And Table 2.3 is the results for the Pocock’s criterion.
As we can see, the simulated Type I error rates are close to the nominal rate and tend to be
closer as the overall sample sizes increase. The type I error rates are also plotted in Figure
2.2 and Figure 2.3. In these figures, the type I error rates are plotted as bars showing their
deviations from the nominal rate of 0.05 which is the vertical line.

We take the same two identical ROC curves as mentioned above and the null hypothesis

of Ho: 3 1—0.2,0.505) D(t)/3 = 0 as an example for the sequential weighted average test.

For the simulation with np = 250,np = 250 and J = 5, we get the type I error rates
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Table 2.2: Type T error rates (x10~2) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05

p=0 p =025 p=0.5>5 p=0.75 p=0.9

np np t Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 50 0.2 6.94 10.96 7.02 10.30 6.20 9.74 5.98  8.60 4.26 5.80
0.4 5.38 8.98 490 834 436 744 4.08 6.80 3.38  5.26
0.5 3.86 9.14 414 8.78 3.86 8.74 3.60 6.90 2.60 4.64
0.6 3.84  9.00 3.714 794 3.18 7.22 2.52  5.72 1.64 3.56
0.8 1.58  3.62 1.56  3.46 1.24  2.58 0.82 1.80 042 0.62
250 250 0.2 6.10 7.38 5.72  7.00 5.28  6.42 5.00 5.86 5.54  5.84
0.4 436  5.56 424  5.60 442 558 4.72 592 4.58 5.62
0.5 3.98 6.96 470  6.80 4.62 7.14 4.74 7.18 4.44 6.18
0.6 432 788 4.08 7.14 4.74 7.78 4.06 6.60 4.02 6.62
0.8 3.52  6.20 3.60 5.90 3.86 5.90 3.02  5.06 2.68 3.90
250 500 0.2 5.30 6.04 5.36  5.82 5.24  5.70 5.52 542 5.34  5.46
0.4 472 542 5.36 6.04 5.54  5.92 5.18  5.74 4.74 5.28
0.5 5.10 6.64 484 6.04 5.48  6.96 4.88 6.38 4.82 5.88
0.6 486 6.44 5.32  7.20 4.88  6.58 5.08 6.70 4.78 6.14
0.8 3.80 5.80 3.88  5.32 3.72  5.28 4.10 542 3.60 4.24
500 500 0.2 544  7.00 5.68  7.04 5.32  6.60 5.18  5.80 5.42 5.62
0.4 5.14  6.10 5.00 5.62 456  5.28 4.66 5.08 448 4.58
0.5 452  6.08 476 594 5.32  6.36 4.38 5.78 4.70  5.72
0.6 430 7.14 4.84 7.36 4.36 6.68 440 6.08 4.60 6.46
0.8 414 6.84 418 642 4.00 6.16 3.86  5.50 3.84  5.02
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 50 0.2 8.06 13.94 8.06 12.98 7.16  11.22 6.42 10.26 4.84 6.96
0.4 590 9.86 5.00 9.38 480 842 444  7.36 3.38  5.50
0.5 426 9.82 4.28 942 4.20 9.56 3.60 7.58 246 4.44
0.6 3.68  9.80 3.66 8.84 3.20 7.82 2.52  5.68 1.54 3.24
0.8 1.38  3.20 1.34  2.80 0.86 2.08 0.68 1.30 0.30 0.46
250 250 0.2 6.64 8.18 6.38 7.90 5.84 7.62 5.70  6.58 5.74  6.42
0.4 454 6.12 476 6.24 454 6.16 5.08 6.36 4.84 6.08
0.5 438 17.70 4.84 7.60 5.10 7.90 490 7.32 4.42  6.52
0.6 4.68 8.66 4.18 7.66 5.12  8.46 4.34  7.52 4.36 6.88
0.8 3.32 6.34 3.46 6.04 3.82  6.18 3.04 484 226 3.60
250 500 0.2 5.58 6.48 5.60 6.38 5.76  6.20 5.72  5.72 5.42  5.68
0.4 486  5.72 5.80 6.38 5.64 6.36 5.48  6.00 482  5.50
0.5 536  7.12 5.18 6.78 5.66  7.40 5.32  6.74 5.00 6.34
0.6 476  7.08 5.18 740 5.14  7.18 5.32 7.4 498 6.32
0.8 3.90 5.86 3.68 5.76 3.92 5.58 4.00 5.86 3.06 4.56
500 500 0.2 5.60 7.70 5.80 7.58 5.56  6.98 5.48  6.44 5.84  6.16
0.4 5.32 6.16 5.12 5.88 484  5.52 474  5.36 4.50 4.88
0.5 470 6.38 476  6.30 5.46 7.04 4.62 6.20 482  6.20
0.6 436  7.36 5.00 7.78 4.62 742 4.56  6.70 4.62 6.74
0.8 404 724 4.28 6.76 4.16 6.70 4.00 6.18 3.86  5.52

34



Table 2.3: Type I error rates (x10~2) using the Pocock GSD with o = 0.05

p=0 p=0.25 p=0.5 p=0.75 p=20.9

np np t Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 50 0.2 7.40 12.50 7.40 12.28 6.90 11.74 6.26 9.84 412  6.70
0.4 5.36 9.90 5.06  9.66 4.88 8.86 3.78 7.18 2.74  4.56
0.5 416 9.54 4.00 9.22 3.82  8.66 2.80 6.66 1.88  3.58
0.6 3.4 884 3.12  7.78 2.64 6.56 1.86  4.56 0.88 242
0.8 1.14 234 0.92 2.04 0.72  1.70 0.38 0.98 0.16 0.32
250 250 0.2 6.36 8.12 6.06 7.30 5.88  7.00 5.28  6.56 5.20 5.70
0.4 444  6.40 484 6.38 494 6.68 4.72  6.30 4.46 5.86
0.5 434 790 474  7.70 4.80 7.94 4.16 7.20 3.88 6.54
0.6 432 8.96 418 7.84 4.20 8.06 3.82  6.82 3.54 648
0.8 3.00 6.30 3.06 5.84 3.14  5.90 234  4.22 1.60 2.64
250 500 0.2 5.74  6.48 5.72  6.68 6.12  6.46 5.90 6.04 5.78  5.32
0.4 492 592 548  6.70 5.42  6.28 498 5.82 4.72 544
0.5 5.30 7.28 540 7.24 5.30 7.18 4.64 6.58 5.04 6.48
0.6 494 7.68 498 7.62 4.72  7.08 4.84 6.76 4.70 6.28
0.8 3.72  5.54 3.72 534 3.58  5.26 3.20 4.80 228 3.14
500 500 0.2 5.72 7.24 5.98 7.42 5.26  6.60 5.40 6.14 5.86 6.14
0.4 5.38 6.58 5.00 5.96 482 5.78 4.62 5.64 4.38 4.86
0.5 4.58 6.30 4.68 6.50 5.08 T7.14 4.48 6.16 4.66 6.28
0.6 466 7.38 476  7.68 4.36  7.06 4.04 6.66 4.52 6.86
0.8 4.00 6.90 414 6.88 4.00 6.50 3.56 5.84 3.24  5.06
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 50 0.2 11.02 19.42 10.16 18.52 9.24 16.34 6.68 12.38 444 T7.14
0.4 6.60 11.92 5.80 11.06 5.08  9.36 346 6.64 1.78  3.42
0.5 466 9.74 4.08 9.14 3.78  8.10 2.54  5.62 1.36  2.60
0.6 3.06 7.68 296 T7.14 2.56 594 1.68  3.96 0.50 1.56
0.8 0.64 1.62 0.54 1.30 0.34  0.70 0.24 0.38 0.08 0.14
250 250 0.2 7.44  10.28 7.58 10.82 6.74  9.42 6.16 8.86 5.38  7.06
0.4 470 7.80 5.34 832 494 784 4.62 7.22 3.76  6.06
0.5 476 9.14 5.14  9.10 5.06 9.44 4.36 842 3.30 6.40
0.6 4.22  10.32 3.96 878 4.16  9.06 3.60 7.30 296 6.22
0.8 2.10  5.06 2.48 4.78 1.98  4.62 1.66  3.32 0.86 1.84
250 500 0.2 6.88  7.82 6.46 7.74 6.54 7.58 6.28  7.00 5.26  5.58
0.4 5.06 6.56 598 7.30 5.20 6.52 5.34 6.84 432 6.10
0.5 5.16 8.04 5.04 798 4.68 7.68 4.68 7.24 3.96 5.96
0.6 5.04 820 476  7.82 4.28  7.56 4.60 6.94 3.54 5.78
0.8 2.88 5.08 2.76  4.54 248 4.22 2.18 3.62 1.22  1.80
500 500 0.2 6.10 8.40 6.26  8.66 5.68  7.96 5.98 7.42 5.36  6.52
0.4 522  6.88 486 7.22 496 6.62 488  6.10 4.62 592
0.5 472 7.80 488  8.02 470 8.54 5.12 7.38 4.34 7.02
0.6 474  9.08 490 9.08 4.30 8.52 3.76  7.16 3.98 6.98
0.8 3.28 6.52 3.16 6.40 344  6.30 2.72  5.00 2.02 3.72
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Figure 2.2: Type I error rates plot using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05, J = 2

as following. When p = 0, error=0.0526 for bi-normal distribution, error=0.0768 for bi-
lognormal distribution. When p = 0.25, error=0.053 and 0.0694 for bi-normal and bi-
lognormal distributions respectively. When p = 0.5, error=0.0514 and 0.07 for bi-normal
and bi-lognormal distributions respectively. When p = 0.75, error=0.0546 and 0.0654; when
p = 0.9, error=0.062 and 0.0668 for bi-normal and bi-lognormal distributions respectively.

More results are shown in Table 2.4.

2.3.3 Expected Sample Size in GSDs

Furthermore, we conduct simulation studies on two correlated ROC curves that are not
equal at certain FPR under investigation. While maintaining the « level and specific power
(1 — B) requirement, we show that the expected sample size with GSD is substantially
less than the one with fixed sample size design. We use both the formula of (2.14) and
bootstrap method to estimate the variance, and both results from the two methods are

presented. This would be an additional verification of our variance covariance formula.
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Figure 2.3: Type I error rates plot using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with « = 0.05, J =5

Since the data are not independent and identically distributed, we conduct re-sampling in
such a way that it preserves the underlying correlation. Hence, we perform re-sampling on
subjects in bootstrap method.

Given two correlated ROC curves, with pre-specified a and specific power requirement,
using the following formula we can determine the fixed sample size for a two-sided hypothesis
testing study:

2‘72

n2 (e (1-a/2) + 21 (1= ) .

where § is the difference of two ROC curves at investigational FPR #y. Let a = 0.05, power

(1 —B) =90%. We simulate the correlated ROC data from a bivariate normal model, for

the case data (X1, X3)T ~ N{(6,5.5)7,%1} , and for the control data the bivariate normal
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Table 2.4: Test based on average: type I error rates (x1072) using the O’Brien-Fleming
GSD with a = 0.05

p=0 p=0.25 p=0.5 p=0.75 p=0.9
np Np t Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog Binorm Bilog
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 50 0.2,0.5,0.8 552 9.74 554 934 552 9.04 592 892 6.70 8.64
250 250 0.2,0.5,0.8 5.12 7.04 514 658 488 6.28 502 592 502 534
250 500 0.2,0.5,0.8 528 638 522 626 540 6.22 556 592 582 5.88
500 500 0.2,0.5,0.8 496 680 548 6.70 566 6.66 542 6.52 6.02 6.94
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 50 0.2,0.5,0.8 6.02 11.30 5.84 11.06 6.40 11.00 7.42 12.02 10.30 12.46
250 250 0.2,0.5,0.8 526 768 530 694 514 700 546 654 620 6.68
250 500 0.2,0.5,0.8 554 688 560 648 592 6.74 610 6.66 696 6.84
500 500 0.2,0.5,0.8 528 7.10 570 714 562 722 568 674 640 8.02

model is (Y1, Y2)T ~ N{(3,3)T, S5}, where

4 4p 1 p
¥ = ) Y9 = with p ={0,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.9}
4p 4 p 1

The corresponding distributions and ROC curves are shown in Figure 2.4.

For the scenario with p = 0.5, § = 0.0387 at tg = 0.5, with the « level and 90% power
requirement at this ¢ , we determine that sample size need to be 923 of both the case
and control subjects for a fixed sample study. Then with the ratios provided in Jennison
and Turnbull (2000), where with O’Brien-Fleming method, for J=2, the ratio is 1.007; for
J=b5, the ratio is 1.026. With Pocock method, for J=2, the ratio is 1.1; for J=>5, the ratio
is 1.207. Multiply the fixed sample size with the corresponding ratio, we know that to
maintain the a and power level, for a group sequential study assuming equal group sizes,
the total sample sizes are: with O’Brien-Fleming method, for J=2, the sample size is 929;
for J=5, the sample size is 947. With Pocock method, for J=2, the sample size is 1015; for
J=>5, the sample size is 1114. The following simulation results, either using formula or using
Bootstrap method (Table 2.7), show that the expected sample sizes of GSDs are less than

the fixed sample size (923), while still meet the a(0.05) and power (90%) requirements.
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Figure 2.4: An example correlated ROC curves for GSD

With the same setting except the power requirement set to 80%, we determine that
sample size need to be 689 for a fixed sample study. Then with the ratios provided in
Jennison and Turnbull (2000), where with O’Brien-Fleming method, for J=2, the ratio
is 1.008; for J=b5, the ratio is 1.028. With Pocock method, for J=2, the ratio is 1.11; for
J=5, the ratio is 1.229. Similarly, we calculated the sample sizes needed for group sequential
studies assuming equal interim group sizes and obtain the following. With O’Brien-Fleming
method, for J=2, the sample size is 695; for J=5, the sample size is 709. With Pocock
method, for J=2, the sample size is 765; for J=>b5, the sample size is 847. The following
simulation results, both using formula and using Bootstrap (Table 2.7), show that the
expected sample sizes of GSDs are less than the fixed sample size (689), while still meet the
«(0.05) and power (80%) requirements.

In both scenarios, the expected sample sizes in GSD are smaller than fixed sample design
size, such that the trials utilizing GSD method are expected to end earlier with less subjects

than using the fixed sample design. This has advantages both economically and ethically.
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Table 2.5: Power(%) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05

Power=80% Power=90%
Analytical Method Bootstrap Analytical Method Bootstrap
p t Normal Lognormal Normal Lognormal Normal Lognormal Normal TLognormal
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 79.5 80.2 77.9 80.0 89.5 89.6 89.1 88.7
0.4 80.7 81.1 81.1 80.4 90.8 91.3 90.8 90.8
0 0.5 79.2 81.3 79.7 79.7 90.2 90.9 90.3 89.1
0.6 81.1 81.1 80.0 79.4 90.3 90.9 90.3 90.0
0.8 79.9 81.1 80.5 81.2 91.2 90.4 89.6 90.2
0.2 80.6 80.3 79.7 80.7 90.0 90.8 91.3 89.2
0.4 80.7 80.2 78.6 78.9 90.1 89.7 89.3 89.7
0.25 0.5 79.0 80.7 76.3 78.3 88.5 90.4 88.2 88.5
0.6 79.3 80.8 79.2 78.6 89.8 90.4 89.6 89.8
0.8 79.4 81.8 80.6 81.0 90.9 91.7 90.9 91.0
0.2 79.3 82.1 79.8 79.1 90.1 90.8 89.4 89.9
0.4 80.6 80.8 78.4 79.2 89.9 90.5 90.2 89.5
0.5 0.5 79.3 81.5 78.9 79.0 89.7 91.4 90.0 89.2
0.6 78.9 80.4 78.7 77.8 90.7 89.3 88.7 88.9
0.8 80.2 82.0 80.3 80.7 90.2 91.4 90.4 90.0
0.2 81.1 81.5 78.0 77.8 89.6 90.8 89.6 89.0
0.4 81.3 82.3 79.1 78.9 91.0 91.4 90.3 89.1
0.75 0.5 80.8 82.4 78.8 80.3 90.2 90.6 89.8 89.7
0.6 81.0 82.0 80.3 80.3 91.1 92.1 90.6 91.2
0.8 79.5 80.9 79.7 79.5 90.9 91.4 90.6 89.4
0.2 80.7 82.0 76.3 76.7 91.2 92.5 87.4 88.1
0.4 82.4 84.4 79.5 78.8 91.6 92.8 90.2 89.9
0.9 0.5 82.3 84.9 80.5 80.4 92.0 93.0 90.3 89.9
0.6 82.3 85.4 81.1 81.3 92.8 92.7 91.2 91.3
0.8 83.8 84.3 81.2 81.1 92.1 93.3 91.3 91.9
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 78.3 80.8 78.4 78.3 89.5 89.3 88.9 90.2
0.4 80.5 82.5 80.8 80.0 91.1 90.9 90.2 90.3
0 0.5 80.4 80.9 79.2 80.6 90.4 90.4 89.1 89.9
0.6 82.1 82.1 80.4 80.9 90.1 91.9 89.5 89.9
0.8 80.3 81.5 80.2 80.2 90.4 90.0 90.3 90.1
0.2 80.3 80.6 79.4 78.8 90.3 90.9 89.7 90.2
0.4 79.7 80.6 78.8 79.1 89.6 89.7 88.8 90.3
0.25 0.5 78.5 80.6 77.0 77.9 88.6 89.5 89.1 90.1
0.6 80.3 80.8 79.4 79.2 90.0 89.9 89.1 89.1
0.8 81.5 81.7 80.9 80.7 90.7 91.1 90.7 90.5
0.2 80.6 81.9 79.8 79.1 90.7 90.8 89.5 89.3
0.4 79.7 80.6 79.5 79.6 89.8 90.4 90.2 89.4
0.5 0.5 79.3 80.7 78.9 79.3 89.6 90.5 89.6 88.4
0.6 78.3 80.9 77.9 77.4 90.2 89.9 89.0 89.8
0.8 81.5 81.8 80.5 81.4 90.6 91.3 90.2 89.5
0.2 80.3 82.8 78.1 78.7 90.7 90.9 88.5 88.5
0.4 81.1 81.4 79.4 79.6 90.4 91.2 90.1 90.7
0.75 0.5 81.0 82.6 79.8 79.6 90.7 91.8 89.9 90.1
0.6 82.6 83.2 80.3 80.0 91.3 92.2 90.9 91.3
0.8 80.4 82.6 78.9 80.3 90.8 90.5 90.1 89.5
0.2 81.3 83.0 76.9 77.0 91.4 91.2 88.6 88.1
0.4 82.2 84.4 79.2 79.8 92.2 93.1 90.7 90.3
0.9 0.5 82.8 84.7 80.5 81.0 92.4 93.4 90.8 90.9
0.6 83.3 85.9 81.7 80.7 92.0 93.3 91.3 91.4
0.8 83.5 84.2 81.1 80.6 92.2 93.0 91.3 91.1
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Table 2.6: Power(%) using the Pocock GSD with a = 0.05

Power=80% Power=90%
Analytical Method Bootstrap Analytical Method Bootstrap
p t Normal Lognormal Normal Lognormal Normal Lognormal Normal TLognormal
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 80.2 79.5 79.1 78.5 89.5 89.9 88.5 89.9
0.4 80.8 82.6 79.8 80.6 90.6 91.4 90.5 91.6
0 0.5 80.0 80.9 78.8 79.5 90.3 90.8 89.7 90.5
0.6 81.1 81.3 80.4 80.3 91.0 91.3 90.3 89.9
0.8 80.3 81.3 79.4 80.3 91.2 90.8 89.9 90.4
0.2 81.1 81.7 79.7 79.6 91.3 90.6 90.3 89.1
0.4 79.2 79.8 79.9 79.6 90.2 91.2 90.1 89.6
0.25 0.5 78.2 79.3 78.8 77.1 89.3 90.1 89.2 88.3
0.6 78.3 80.2 78.9 78.9 89.4 90.6 89.4 89.2
0.8 80.8 82.5 80.8 79.8 90.0 91.8 90.8 91.0
0.2 80.1 81.8 77.9 79.4 90.3 90.9 89.6 88.8
0.4 80.0 81.9 79.7 79.4 89.9 90.8 89.1 89.4
0.5 0.5 79.2 80.7 78.7 79.4 90.4 90.3 89.6 88.9
0.6 79.3 80.3 78.2 79.0 89.1 89.4 88.8 88.8
0.8 80.8 81.3 80.2 80.6 90.5 91.0 90.3 90.2
0.2 80.2 81.6 76.7 77.6 90.1 90.7 88.6 90.2
0.4 79.4 81.7 79.1 79.5 90.5 91.5 90.4 89.2
0.75 0.5 80.6 82.9 79.6 78.4 90.2 91.1 89.6 90.3
0.6 80.7 83.0 80.8 78.8 91.7 92.5 90.6 90.5
0.8 80.5 80.7 79.2 79.3 91.3 91.0 90.4 90.0
0.2 81.3 83.1 77.0 77.8 90.8 91.0 87.9 87.9
0.4 83.2 84.2 79.9 78.7 92.1 92.6 90.3 90.0
0.9 0.5 83.2 84.5 80.4 80.6 92.7 93.2 91.4 90.5
0.6 82.3 84.5 80.6 80.0 92.2 93.4 90.9 91.0
0.8 82.6 84.5 80.3 80.8 92.0 93.5 91.2 91.0
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 80.2 80.8 78.8 79.8 90.6 90.3 90.4 88.5
0.4 80.3 82.1 80.4 80.4 91.7 91.8 90.1 89.7
0 0.5 80.4 82.1 80.3 80.1 90.6 91.1 90.4 89.6
0.6 80.3 82.1 80.1 81.0 90.1 91.2 91.3 90.7
0.8 79.9 80.6 79.9 79.5 90.7 91.1 90.0 90.0
0.2 80.6 81.7 80.8 79.7 90.2 91.5 90.4 90.4
0.4 79.6 81.3 78.8 80.9 89.6 90.5 89.8 89.8
0.25 0.5 79.7 80.3 78.1 78.4 88.8 90.3 88.1 89.2
0.6 79.2 81.0 78.4 79.7 89.9 90.8 88.8 90.0
0.8 81.8 82.8 80.2 81.2 90.9 91.9 90.1 90.4
0.2 81.4 82.0 79.7 80.1 90.6 90.9 89.9 89.8
0.4 79.5 82.1 78.2 78.5 90.2 90.5 89.6 89.6
0.5 0.5 79.7 81.3 77.9 78.2 89.9 90.7 88.9 90.5
0.6 78.6 80.4 78.1 77.4 89.9 90.0 89.7 89.8
0.8 80.3 82.3 80.1 80.9 90.2 91.4 90.0 90.6
0.2 81.5 82.7 77.8 78.4 90.7 90.4 88.5 88.6
0.4 81.7 83.1 78.8 79.9 90.8 91.3 89.9 90.8
0.75 0.5 81.3 83.0 80.4 79.3 90.9 91.6 90.0 89.8
0.6 81.8 83.7 80.6 80.4 91.8 92.4 91.1 90.6
0.8 80.5 81.4 80.2 79.2 90.3 91.7 91.1 90.5
0.2 81.4 83.5 7.1 77.2 90.6 92.0 87.8 89.2
0.4 81.8 85.6 78.9 78.7 91.6 93.3 90.8 90.6
0.9 0.5 83.2 84.2 80.4 80.4 92.9 93.6 91.0 92.0
0.6 83.2 84.1 80.1 80.4 92.2 93.6 91.2 91.4
0.8 83.3 85.5 80.5 80.9 91.8 92.6 91.2 90.6
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Table 2.7: Expected sample sizes using GSD with a = 0.05

Power=80% Power=90%
Analytical Method Bootstrap Analytical Method Bootstrap
p t OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 613 582 617 585 775 709 781 716
0.4 754 708 757 716 950 859 954 870
0 0.5 839 781 838 791 1042 954 1050 951
0.6 967 900 974 915 1218 1104 1221 1099
0.8 1414 1337 1424 1331 1789 1605 1793 1624
0.2 549 517 555 523 695 623 698 635
0.4 660 620 659 624 830 748 837 759
0.25 0.5 729 690 733 695 923 838 931 844
0.6 859 816 857 811 1084 984 1083 989
0.8 1337 1252 1331 1254 1678 1508 1684 1519
0.2 450 424 453 430 569 515 575 522
0.4 551 523 555 523 697 629 699 635
0.5 0.5 628 592 630 596 794 718 801 725
0.6 725 688 732 689 912 826 918 842
0.8 1153 1079 1161 1085 1462 1312 1462 1323
0.2 319 304 323 311 404 368 411 373
0.4 407 387 414 390 516 471 524 473
0.75 0.5 473 442 481 452 598 540 606 546
0.6 564 533 574 537 715 638 727 647
0.8 876 827 884 830 1105 991 1106 993
0.2 214 199 219 208 269 241 280 251
0.4 283 259 286 268 354 316 364 323
0.9 0.5 335 303 340 315 420 366 428 382
0.6 398 366 403 377 498 436 507 452
0.8 634 580 644 600 797 700 815 721
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 554 541 560 551 683 624 685 634
0.4 683 675 685 668 833 748 840 782
0 0.5 752 733 754 742 924 834 929 848
0.6 868 857 875 861 1069 976 1085 988
0.8 1277 1255 1282 1256 1559 1425 1571 1444
0.2 498 482 502 485 605 555 611 562
0.4 595 584 603 596 738 673 737 671
0.25 0.5 664 646 663 661 816 744 818 756
0.6 774 763 779 774 949 879 963 889
0.8 1198 1169 1203 1187 1465 1346 1469 1360
0.2 406 393 410 405 498 452 507 463
0.4 501 493 503 503 615 555 614 570
0.5 0.5 567 556 572 570 698 642 700 656
0.6 658 650 662 658 806 738 815 744
0.8 1041 1018 1046 1033 1274 1178 1285 1180
0.2 290 280 296 297 354 324 366 341
0.4 369 358 374 372 454 413 457 425
0.75 0.5 428 411 435 430 525 478 531 492
0.6 508 497 519 508 624 564 633 584
0.8 789 768 804 791 966 884 978 897
0.2 192 189 200 204 236 218 245 234
0.4 255 251 260 267 310 286 319 297
0.9 0.5 298 295 306 310 364 327 375 351
0.6 356 347 362 370 434 396 445 416
0.8 570 559 581 587 692 640 710 656
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Table 2.8: GSD design sample sizes (maximum) with o = 0.05

Power=80% Power=90%
p t O’Brien-Fleming  Pocock O’Brien-Fleming Pocock
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 683 752 913 997
0.4 843 928 1127 1231
0 0.5 925 1018 1236 1350
0.6 1076 1185 1439 1572
0.8 1571 1730 2100 2294
0.2 614 676 821 897
0.4 731 805 977 1067
0.25 0.5 804 885 1075 1174
0.6 948 1044 1267 1384
0.8 1477 1627 1976 2158
0.2 501 552 670 732
0.4 612 674 818 894
0.5 0.5 695 765 929 1015
0.6 799 880 1068 1167
0.8 1278 1407 1709 1866
0.2 355 391 474 518
0.4 452 498 604 660
0.75 0.5 525 578 701 766
0.6 627 691 839 916
0.8 961 1058 1284 1403
0.2 233 257 312 340
0.4 308 339 412 450
0.9 0.5 364 400 486 531
0.6 434 478 580 633
0.8 690 760 923 1008
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 696 832 930 1094
0.4 860 1028 1148 1351
0 0.5 943 1127 1260 1482
0.6 1098 1312 1466 1725
0.8 1602 1915 2140 2517
0.2 626 748 836 984
0.4 745 891 996 1171
0.25 0.5 820 980 1095 1288
0.6 967 1155 1291 1519
0.8 1507 1801 2013 2368
0.2 511 611 683 803
0.4 624 746 834 981
0.5 0.5 709 847 947 1114
0.6 815 974 1088 1280
0.8 1303 1558 1741 2048
0.2 362 432 483 568
0.4 461 551 616 724
0.75 0.5 535 639 715 840
0.6 640 765 855 1006
0.8 980 1171 1309 1539
0.2 238 284 318 373
0.4 314 376 420 494
0.9 0.5 371 443 495 583
0.6 442 529 591 695
0.8 704 842 940 1106
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Table 2.9: Fixed sample design sample sizes with o = 0.05
p t Power=80% Power=90%

0.2 677 906
0.4 836 1119
0 0.5 917 1228
0.6 1068 1429
0.8 1558 2086
0.2 609 815
0.4 725 970
0.25 0.5 798 1067
0.6 940 1259
0.8 1466 1962
0.2 497 666
0.4 607 813
05 05 689 923
0.6 792 1061
0.8 1267 1697
0.2 352 471
0.4 448 600
0.75 0.5 520 696
0.6 623 833
0.8 953 1275
0.2 231 309
0.4 306 409
09 05 361 483
0.6 430 576
0.8 685 917
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2.4 A Hypothetical Sequential Diagnostic Trial

In this section, we illustrate the GSD in a hypothetical lung cancer diagnostic trial. Both CT
and PET can be used for diagnosing the staging of non-small cell lung cancer. The AUC for
staging non-small cell lung cancer is between 52% and 85% for CT and between 81% and 96%
for PET (Lardinois et al. 2003; Silvestri et al. 2003). In our example, we choose the AUCs
to be 75% for CT and 90% for PET from the reasonable range. Consider testing the null
hypothesis of A(t) = 0 for t={0.2,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.8} and correlation between two diagnostic
tests’ data as p = 0.5 and are bi-normally distributed. Our example is a possible case
under the alternative hypothesis condition, with A(¢) = {0.289,0.182,0.135,0.094,0.032}
for t={0.2,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.8} respectively. In Table 2.10, we show the interim looks of one
simulation data with statistics and corresponding boundaries (O’Brien-Fleming) displayed
at the bottom.

Suppose np = 250, np = 250, FPR =0.5, and the number of looks is 5. At the first
endpoint, with np = 50, np = 50 subjects recruited and tested, the Z-statistic is 2.202,
which is within the rejection boundaries for the null hypothesis. Thus we fail to reject the
null hypothesis, and continue to recruit 50 additional cases and 50 additional controls. The
difference between the ROC curves at FPR=0.5 and its variance can be estimated using
the derived formula on the accruing data from the 100 cases and controls. The statistic
of 1.247 is calculated and is smaller than the boundary 3.23. Again, we fail to reject the
null hypothesis, and continue to recruit another 50 cases and controls. At the third interim
analysis with overall 150 cases and controls, we calculate the Z-statistic to be 2.637, which
is greater than the boundary 2.63. Therefor, we reject the null hypothesis of A(0.5) = 0
at this step, and conclude that the two imaging tests are significantly different in their
accuracy at the false positive rate of 0.5.

We also experiment with an example of comparing the average of three ROC points at
different FPRs. Suppose FPR=(0.2,0.5,0.8) are of interest, and np = 250, np = 250. All

other settings remain the same as the previous example. The AUCs are set to be 75% for
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Table 2.10: Interim test statistics of the diagnostic trial example

Interim Z-Statistic

FPR 1 2 3 4 !
0.2 1.562 2.174 3.544

0.4 1.632 2.364 3.386

0.5 2.202 1.247 2.637

0.6 1.424 2.019 2.557 2.791

0.8 1.472 1.692 1.885 2.269 2.218

Boundaries +4.56 +3.23 +2.63 +2.28 +2.04

CT and 90% for PET with A(t) = {0.289,0.135,0.032} for t={0.2,0.5,0.8}, respectively.
The average of the A(t) at the three FPRs is 0.152. We also reject the null hypothesis,

Hy : > (Ri(t)/3 — Ra(t)/3) = 0, with the expected sample size to be 111 for either
1€{0.2,0.5,0.8}

cases or controls.

2.5 Discussion

In this chapter, we have derived asymptotic properties of the sequential differences of two
empirical ROC curves at the process level. We then used these results to develop distribution
theory for the sequential difference of two empirical ROC curves at a FPR. We also extended
the work to the asymptotic properties of the sequential difference of weighted ROC averages
at several FPRs. Our approach not only enables us to investigate the difference of two
correlated ROC curves, but also enables us to investigate the joint behavior of multiple
points of two correlated ROC curves’ differences and their weighted averages. Based on
this, standard GSD software can be readily applied to design group sequential comparative
diagnostic tests studies.

Based on the theorems developed, we conducted a simulation study to assess the fi-
nite sample properties of the results in Theorem 2.14. The simulation study verified the

asymptotic variance-covariance matrix by comparing the theoretical covariance matrix to
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the observed covariance matrix from the simulated data. We verified that they match each
other closely when sample size n is sufficiently large. We also conducted simulation studies,
both for one point and for average of multiple points on ROC curves. With « level set to
0.05, the test Type I error rate is approximately 0.05 and tend to be closer to the number
as we increase the sample sizes.

Furthermore, we demonstrate that the expected sample size of group sequential design
can be substantially smaller than that of a fixed sample size design while maintaining
the pre-specified « level and power requirement. We also conduct the simulation studies
using both the formula method and the bootstrap method, which serves as an additional
verification of our derived variance formula.

We further applied the GSD to a lung cancer diagnosis example, and our results clearly
illustrate the advantage of sequentially monitoring the comparative diagnostic trial based
on our theorem. The example shows that we are able to reject the null hypothesis under
the alternative hypothesis with a substantially smaller expected sample size.

In our study, we used empirical cumulative distribution functions and Kernel density

estimation to generate an estimate of o A Due to the limitation of Kernel density esti-

mation, it will be desirable if we can develop a new non-parametric estimation method for
variance without involving density estimation. Currently, we mainly deal with two correlat-
ed ROC curves and provide the variance covariance formula. We will extend the research
to more general cases like clustered ROC curves and their differences. We can also apply a

similar approach to compare multiple ROC curves.
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Chapter 3: Group Sequential Method for Comparing
Correlated PPV, NPV Curves

3.1 Introduction

The diagnostic test’s accuracy can also be quantified by how well the test result predicts
true disease status, which leads to the predictive values definition of PPV and NPV. Most
of the time, we are more concerned in how likely the disease is present given the test result.
Hence PPV and NPV quantify the clinical value of the diagnostic test. On the other hand,
the classification probabilities, TPR and FPR, quantify the inherent accuracy of the test
or how well the diagnostic test reflects true disease status. In many studies, the predictive
values are reported in addition to the disease-specific classification probabilities. It is worth
noting that the predictive values depend on not only the performance of the diagnostic
test in diseased and non-diseased subjects, but also the prevalence of disease in population.
Pepe (2003) points out that there is a direct relationship between predictive values and the
classification probabilities as long as the prevalence is known. In fact, the complete joint
distribution of (D, X') requires three parameters, which could be either (TTPR, FPR,p) or
(PPV,NPV,u), where p represents the prevalence and u represents the proportion of the
population that are classified as negative. The relationship between two parameterizations
can be derived by application of Bayes’ theorem (Pepe 2003). PPV can be expressed as a

function of TPR, FPR, and the prevalence p,

PPV =p-TPR/(p-TPR+ (1 — p)FPR).
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Similarly for NPV as a function of the three parameters,

NPV = (1-p)(1 - FPR)/((1 - p)(1 — FPR) + p(1 — TPR)).

So is the proportion of the population that are classified as negative,

l-u=p-TPR+(1—-p)FPR.

In this chapter, we will derived the asymptotic properties of correlated PPV and NPV
curves both indexed by the FPR and indexed by the percentile value u. Then we will use
simulation studies to show the consistency of covariance matrix estimator. We will also
apply the results in a group sequential study and present the type I error rates through

simulation.

3.2 Theoretical Results of Correlated PPV, NPV Curves

3.2.1 PPV and NPV indexed by the FPR

For PPV indexed by the FPR, we define the following difference of two correlated PPV at
any given FPR of t,
A(t) = PPVi(t) — PPVa(t),

and the estimated difference of two correlated PPV based on proportions of the accrued

case and control subjects,

Appys(t)=PPVy,, o (t) = PPV, (1),

where rp,rp represents the proportions of the case and control subjects that has been
accrued with test results available, respectively.

Let p be the disease status prevalence for the entire population, since PPV(t) is a
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function of ROC curve, we can write

R(t)p
R(t)p+t(1—p)

PPV (t) =
We put the derivation of the asymptotic distribution theory on one PPV (t) curve in

the following, which can be found in Koopmeiners and Feng (2011).

0 2 nprp) PPV, . (1) — PPV (1))

:nfl/Q[n D] RTD’TD(t)p _ R(t)p
DT Ry Wp+t1—p)  R@®p+H1—p)

R”I‘D,T‘D(t)p . R(t)p
_ RrporpOptt(i=p)  ROPHI=D) | |, R

RTDJ‘D (t) - R(t)

Next, we will need to show that RrDmD(t) 2%y R(t) uniformly for ¢ € [a,b], rp € [¢,1] and

rp € [d,1],

sup sup sup |RTD7,«D (t) — R(?)|
c<rp<Lld<rp<la<t<d

= sup sup sup [Sp,,(Spl (1) = Sp(S5H(1))
c<rp<ld<rp<la<t<h "D

< sup sup sup |Sp,, (S5 (1) = Sp(S5. ()]
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+ sup sup sup |Sp(85! (1) —Sp(S5' (1)
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= sup sup sup Sp, - (t))—Sp(S5- (¢
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"D npd -1 61 -1
+ —— su su sup ——|Sp(S= (Sp(S=" (t — Sp(S57 (¢t
npd (S0 S sup S 1Sp(S5 (Sp(5p, (1)) = Sp(S57(1))]
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Using the Glivenko-Cantelli theorem Theorem 1.51, 1.52 of Csorgd and Szyszkowicz

(1998), and as np — oo and np — o, [TZ;’C] — 1 and [:,;jd} — L respectively, we have

np [nprpl, A - o s
sup ~ sup  sup Sprp (S35 (1) —Sp(S3h (1)) =0
[npe] e<rp<ia<rp<ia<i<s 7D 15555, (1)) (55,0, 1)) )

and

"D "pTp -1 a—1 -1 a.5.
—= su su su Sp(S= (Sp(S=" (¢ — Sp(S=7 ()| — 0,
B A i e 15p(S,"(Sp(5p . (1)) = Sp (S5 ()]

where the uniform continuity feature of S D(Sgl(t)) is applied to get the second statement.

Combining two results gives that,

sup  sup sup |R, ., () — R(t)] =2 0. (3.1)
c<rp<L1d<rp<l a<t<d

By Mean Value Theorem, we know there is a value R(t) between RTDJ'D (t) and R(t)

such that

RT‘D,TD (t)p . R(t)p
Rypyrp (Op+t(1—p)  B(O)p+t(1-p) (1 —p)p

By () — R(D) (Bt +t1-p)’

And by Euation(3.1), and the definition of R(t) above, we know that B(¢) =% R(t). This
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t(1—p)p 5, gives us that

feature and the uniform continuity of RO

‘1 t(]_ — p)p _ t(]_ — p)p a.s.
P sup sup — p) 2
e<rp<ld<rp<l1a<t<b (R(t)p + (1 — p)) (R(t)p +t(1 —p))

which will give the following equation,

RTD,rD (tp N R(t)p
RTD,‘V‘D (t)p+t(1—p) R(t)p+t(1*p) a.s. t(]- - p)p (3 2)
Ry py oy (1) — R(t) (R(t)p +t(1 —p))*’ .

uniformly for ¢ € [a,b], rp € [¢,1] and 7 € [d,1]. This and the Equation(2.8) gives us the

result of

e —

05 2o p)(PPV 04y (t) — PPVi(1) (3.3)

-1
4, t1 — plp 5 (Kz,l(Rz(t),TD) + A2 <W> Kot TD))

(Re(t)p +t(1 —p))

Alternatively we can use the delta method to prove the asymptotic property in the
following. Let map ¢ : DI0,1] — DJ[0, 1], where D[0,1] is the set of all functions z : [0,1] — R
that are right continuous and whose limits from the left exist everywhere in [0,1]. In which,
the functions in D[0,1] are called cadlag. Here, ¢ is a map from a ROC function to a PPV

function.
PPV = ¢(R)

_ R-p
o R-p+t(l—p)

02



This functional ¢ is Hadamard differentiable as shown in the the following using the

definition in section 3.9.1 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), again we let R represents
ROC function,

(R + tnhn) — ¢(R)

ty
ty \(R+tyhy)p+t(1—p) R-p+t(l—p)

_ p't(l_p)hn
(R +tphn)p +t(1 —p))(R-p+t(l —p))

t(1—p)p
— - h, n — 00,
(R-p+t(1—p))?

for all converging sequences ¢, — 0 and hy, — h. And the ¢/, is continuous linear map with

/ _ t(1 —p)p
PR = B - p)?

- h.

Since ¢ is Hadamard differentiable, by Theorem 3.9.4 (van der Vaart and Wellner 1996),

and based on the results on correlated ROC curves in Equation(2.8), we obtain

np P inprpl(PPV g rp (8) — PPV(t))

—-1/2

= 107 (#(Res . () — S(Re(D)

d, - plp pro (feoep) ;
T R0 + 11— p))? (KZ’I(RZ(@’TD) AR (fm(s;lg(t)) Kealtrp)
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For a PPVs’ comparison study, by (3.4) and Cramér-Wold device, applying to the fol-

lowing vector,

ny PInprp)(PPV 1,y .0y (£) — PPVA(1))
v_ np, 2 nprp)|(PPVa,p .y (t) — PPVa(t))
np o) (PPV o () — PPVA(E))
np e (PPVy 4o (1) — PPVa(L)
t(l* ) 1/2 fl,D(Sil’(t)) B
RO EY (Klyl(Rl(t)er) AV ( ot ) Kialtro)
Varp [ f20(8, H(®) )
4 ( p+t1 p (Kgl R2 TD)+>\/7“ﬁ<fZD(S;})(t)) K272(t7’1”D)
- —1
vQ i J1,p(S] () ’
Ay (K@) + 85 (F2s ) Kiat.r)
¢ (1 vt [ J2.0(Sy 5 ()
i (Kaa(Rale),rp) 4 AP230 (2R Kottt
And
v [ 0 orplBen e, () - AW)

g2 Inprlp)(Ay o () = A@)) )

which can be expressed in terms of the empirical PPV and true PPV curves as

np 2 nprpl(PPV i1y, (1) — PPVA(E)
1 -1 0 0 np 2 nprp)(PPVoyp . (t) — PPVa(t))
0 0 1 -1 nE)l/Q[nDrD](PPVw o (') = PPVi(t))
np It (PP o (1) = PPV(t)))

Thus the random vector V is approximately multivariate normal with covariance as

derived in the following. We use X to represent the asymptotic covariance matrix Cov(V),
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¥ = {aij}izl’... 4;j=1,. 4. Hence the random vector Y is approximately normal with covari-

ance matrix derived approximately in the following.

1 0
1 -1 0 0 -1 0
P
0O 0 1 -1 0 1
0 -1
B a11 + a2 — 2a12 a13 + a4 — a14 — a23
a13 + 24 — G14 — G923 as33 + ass — 2as34

It can be shown that

~

COU(ATD,TD (t)7 Arbﬂ"b (tl)) = COU(AT’D,T’D (t)7 Arb,r’— (tl))u

and as a special case when ¢ = ¢,

Cov(Arp s (t)vAr}yr’ (1)) = Var(Ar

for v, > rp and TJD >7rp.

(3.6)

The proof of the asymptotic property is given in the following. For simplicity, we define

t(1 —p)p
(Re(t)p +t(1 —p))?

Ce(t) £

We then derive the elements in > as:

T S_l_ ?
a1 = C3(t) | rp(Ri(t) — R2(t)) + /\:g (M) (t—t3 ],
D
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ao = Ch (t)CQ(t){TD(SD(Si%(t), S;})(t)) — Ry (t)RQ(t))

ifl,D(Sl_})(t)) f2.0(85 5(1)) . e
M Fuo(S, b0 (S, o) P ol S2p () =)

v FLp(STL0) Frp(STL(E)
e At AQ@ ’ 1,D PA1,D
AT 5 b (5.5 0) Frp (5 b))

ary = CL()C2(!){(rp Arp)(Sp(S] (1), S, 1 (1)) — Ri(t) Ra(t'))

- fi,p(S
+ (T’D A T’ID))\TfDTfD
™ThH f1,D(S

TH(1) f2,0(S, (1)
iy

Similarly, we can obtain the following elements of the covariance matrix.

v [ F20(S;H1))
agy = C3(t) (TD(Rz(t) — R2(t)) + )\% (M) (t— tg)) ,
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rfDifZD(Si

D b
ro7p f2,0(5, 5 (1) f2,0(5, ()

+ ('I'B A T'D)

24! / ! 241 3 fl’D(SIID(t/)) 2 / 2
asz = C{(t') TD(Rl(t)—Rﬂt))“‘)\@ EGRG) (" —1%) ],

azy = CL(t) Co(){rp (Sp (S| p(t), S, (1) — Ri(t) Ra(t))

o2 FLo(STHE) fen(S;h()
-1 1

+ A= =
"5 J1.0(S] 5(t) fo,0(5; 5(1)

2 fop(S; 50\
a44 = 022(1&’) <T’D(R2(tl) —R%(t')) _l_)\r% (f.ZD(Sz_,lD(t’))) (t —t'2)> '
2,D\*2 D

D

With regard to Equation(3.5), it can be shown that the LHS converges to RHS. First, both

sides can be expressed in the following formula:

1
LHS = 7,(&13 + ag4 — a14 — a23)
'pnNpTrp

1

_ * * * *

RHS = —(als + a3y —ajy — as3)
T'DnDT'D

where aj; is a;; with rp,rp substituted by ri, 7'y respectively. Then substitute the covari-

ance elements with the formula we derived above, we obtain

LHS = (3.7)




nor), Sp(1)) = Ri()Ra(t'))
1 f1.0(S, 5(8) f2,0(S, p(¥) L /
n57 f1.o(S 5 (1) f2.5(55 5 (1) (Sp(Sy p(1), 8, () —tt ))

And as a special case where ¢’ = £, we obtain the following:

Cov (ATD ) (t)v AT’D ' (t)) VaT(Arb ' (t))

nprip

—1 _
Cf(t)( Ly — m2e ¢ L 1o Gup) Siol5,p ()

9 2 1 fon(S ’})(t))fQ,D(SQ_’lD(t)) o
—I—Cz(t)( 5 ,D(R2(t) R3(1)) o Fan(S %(t))sz(S;’lD(t))(t %)

for ;) > rp and r’; > rp. This completes the proof of Equation (3.5) and (3.6).

The method above deals only two sequential analysis points and their asymptotic prop-

erties. In fact, the exact method can be applied to any finite set of sequential analysis
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points as shown below assuming the number of interim analysis is J.

15 P nprp )(Arp s, (1) = A(t))

v | ooy () = Alk))

1 Plnprp ) (Ary ey, (t1) = Alt)

which can be expressed in terms of the empirical PPV and true PPV curves as

np P nprp J(PPV 1y 0y, (1) — PPVi(t))
1 -1 0 0 np Plnprp ) (PPVasy, iy, (1) — PPVa(11))
0 0 -~ 1 -1 1 lnprp ) (PPV 1y 0y, (1) = PPVi(E1)

15 2 nprp N (PPVag, oy, (t5) — PPVa(ts))

Following the same steps, we will come to the same results of the asymptotic properties

with independent increments covariance structure for any finite interim analysis.

Similarly, for NPV indexed by the FPR we define the following difference of two corre-
lated NPV at any given FPR of t,

A(t) = NPV (t) — NPVy(t).

We know that

 (-n-p)
NPV = T Rmip+ - 0@ —p)°

and its estimator

—~

(1=R()p+ (1 —-1)(1-p)
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Hence we define map ¢ : D[0,1] — DI[0, 1], where D[0,1] is the set of all cadlag functions

z:[0,1] — R. Here, ¢ is a map from a ROC function to a NPV function.

- B (1—1)(1—p)
NPV =¢(B) = T Rpra—na=p)"

This functional ¢ is also Hadamard differentiable using the definition in section 3.9.1 of
van der Vaart and Wellner (1996). Then by Theorem 3.9.4 (van der Vaart and Wellner 1996),
and the results on correlated ROC curves in Equation(2.8), we can derive the asymptotic
property of sequential empirical process of NPV. We can further prove that Equation (3.5)
and (3.6) also hold true for correlated NPV curves indexed by FPR.

Due to the independent increments covariance structure for any finite interim analysis
points, as shown in Equation (3.5) and (3.6) for correlated PPV and NPV curves indexed
by FPR, we can readily apply these in group sequential designs using standard method to
calculate the rejection boundaries at each interim analysis point. This will be demonstrated
in the simulation study section with a covariance matrix estimator study and a type I error

rate simulation study.

3.2.2 PPV and NPV indexed by the Percentile Value

We now consider PPV and NPV curves indexed by the proportion of the population that
are classified as negative, u.

We know from Bayes’ theorem that

So(F~!(u)p

PPV (u) = T

The PPV estimator at an interim point is given as

SDJ"D (PA’T‘_Dl,TD (u))p
1—u

PPV, s (u) =

bl
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where rp,rp represents the proportions of the case and control subjects that has been

accrued with test result available at the interim point respectively. We have

B p

PPV, (1) = PPV () = =2 (S0, (), (w) = Sp(F ' (w)))

Now define the difference of two correlated PPV at any given proportion of u,
A(u) = PPVi(u) — PPVs(u),

and at the interim point noted by rp,rp,

~

A7"D sTD (u) = PPVlyrDarD (u) - PPVQVTD;TE (u) N

To derive the asymptotic properties of the sequential differences ATD’TD (u), first we have

for the following random vector,

g Inprp)(PPV 1 ,p .y (1) — PPV (u))
v | o nlPPVs sy () — PPVa(w)
np [y (PPV oo (u!) = PPVi(u))
np 2 lnprp (PPV oy o (u!) — PPVa(u'))
ri(w) K11 (Frp(Fy ' (u),rp) + Q1(U)%K172(F1,D(Ffl(u))a7“[))
. ra(u) K21 (Fo,p(F5 (u), D) + q2(u) ;2 K20(Fy 5 (F5 ™ (u)),7p)
d

ri(u) K1y (Fp(F (), ) + ql(Ul)%Kl,Q(FLD(Fl_l(Ul))a7"’5)

ra(u) Koy (Fo,p(Fy ' (u)), 1) + (J2(U’)%Km(Fz,D(F{l(U’)% )
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where for simplicity we define

p(1 —p) fon(Fy ! (1)
L—u fo(Fyt(u)

ry(u) = —

and

p(1 = p) fon(Fy ' (u)
L—u  f,(Fy ' (w)

Qv (U) = ﬁ

We also define the following for simplicity, which will be used later,

hv,D(u) = Fv,D(Fgl(u))a

and

To derive the asymptotic variance-covariance matrix, please note that K 1 (Fy p(F, }(u)),rp)

can be replaced by

np 2 [norp)(Fypp (Fy (1) = Fop(F, H(u),

and that K, o(F, 5(F, " (u)),rp) can be replace by

w5 2 nprpl (B (F () = Fy p(Fy ().

Then the random vector

>

v (1) — A(w)
np PInprpl(By o (W) — Au'))

np*[npro)(
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can be expressed in terms of the empirical PPV and true PPV curves as

np 2 nprp)(PPV 1y (u) — PPVi(u))
1 -1 0 0 ) P inprpl(PPVa,rp (1) — PPVa(w))
00 1 -1 np P lnprp)(PPV 0 o (u!) — PPVi(u)))
np P lnprp (PPV oy o (u!) — PPVa(u'))

The random vector V is approximately multivariate normal with covariance as de-
rived in the following. We write the asymptotic covariance Cov(V) as 3, and ¥ =
{aij izt 45 j=1, .

Hence the random vector Y is approximately normal with covariance matrix derived

with the following formula.

1 0
1 -1 0 0 -1 0
by
0 0 1 -1 0 1
0 -1
B a1l + aze — 2a12 G13 + G24 — G14 — Q23
a3 + azq — ajq — azs ass + aqq — 2a34
Furthermore, it can be shown that
Cov(Ar (), Ay o () = Cov(Ayy o (w), Ay o (), (3.9)
and as a special case when v’ = u,
COU(ATDJ‘D (u)7 Arb,r’D( )) Var(A o5 (u))7 (3'10)

for v, > rp and T%) >rp.
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We provide the details of the proof in the following. First, we derive each element in

the covariance matrix 33,

7‘2

all = T%(U)TD(hl,D(U) - h%,D(U)) + Q%(U)é(hlﬁ(“) - hi[—)(u)),

ars =r1(w)ra(w)Cov(ny *[nprp) (B p e (F7 (w) — Fip (F7 (u))),

np 1) (P, (F5 (W) = o, (Fy (1))

r2 ~
+ q1(U)Q2(U)£COU(nD / nprpl(F 5 (Fi ' (w) = Fy p(F ' (w)),
D

np 2 prpl(By .y (B (W) = Fy p (85 ()

=ry (w)ra(w)rp(Fp(FrH(u), Fy () — hi,p(u)hs,p(u))
2

+ ql(u)QQ(U)%(FD(Fl_I(u)7Fz_l(u)) = hy,p(u)hy p(u)),

a3 = r1(uw)ri (W) (rp Arp)(h,p(uw) Aba,p(u') = hi,p(u)hi,p(u’))

/
nrnrmT

+ q1(u) g1 (u )%771_)(7“[) A7) (hy p(u) A by p(u') — by p(u)hy p(u)),
D

ars = r1(u)ra(w)(rp Arp) (Fp (F7 ' (), Fy ' (u') — hy,p(w)hs,p(u))

/

au()aa() 22 (rp Arlp) (Fp(Fy () Fy () = o pladhy p(u),
D
7‘2
22 = 3 (u)rp (e, (u) = I p(w)) + a3 () 2 (hy p () = 13 p )
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agg = 11 (w)ra(u)(rp A rp) (Fp(FH(u'), Fy H(u)) — hi,p(u')he,p(u))

T{)( b ATp) EFp(FL (u'), Fy ' (w) = hy p(u) o, p(u)),
D

+ 0 (w)gz(u) 2
D

azs = ra(u)ra(u')(rp Ar'p) (ha,p(u) A ho p(u') — ha p(u)he p(u'))

#2002 1) ), pla) Ao 0) = o ), p (1),
D

With regard to Equation(3.9), we have that

A A 1
COU(ArD,rD( u), Ay D( )) = m(am + agq — a14 — ag3),
and

A A ! 1 * * * *
Cov(Ayy r (), Apy o (u')) = m(%s +ayy — ajy — ag).



*

where af; is a;; with 7p,rp substituted by 77, 77, respectively. Then,

LHS :nlD{“(“)“ (u’)%(hl,[)(u) Ahp () = b p(u)hp ()
D

+aqu(u)gr (w) 5= (b p () A by p(w) = hy p(u)hy p(w)

’

wlial B

+ TQ(U)T‘Q(U’)%(}Q?D(U) A ho p(u') — he p(u)he,p(u'))

T

+ qQ(U)QQ(UI)#(hQ,D(U) Ay p(u') = hy p(u)hy p(u))

\3
)

 (Fp(Fy M), By () — by p(u)ho,p ()

- (U)Tz(ul)j
D

- (U)QQ(UI)#(FD(Ffl(U% Fy (u')) = hy p(u)hy p(u'))

ﬁ
)

This completes the proof of Equation (3.9). And as a special case when «' = u, for Equation

(3.10) we have
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for ) > rp and ’f'ID >7rp.

The method above handles two sequential analysis points and their asymptotic proper-

ties. In fact, the method can be applied to any finite set of sequential analysis points as

shown below assuming the number of interim analysis is J.

71/2[

np

norpa)(Arp g, (1) — Alur))

v 05 [nprp 2l (Brp gy , (u2) — Aus))

05 Plnprp /Ay ey, () = Aluy))

which can be expressed in terms of the empirical PPV and true PPV curves as

np P nprp ) (PPV sy, oy, (u1) — PPVi(u1))
1 =1 -~ 0 0 np P nprpa(PPVayy iy , (u1) — PPVa(uy))
0 0 1 -1 np P nprp PPV iy ap ,(ws) — PPVi(uy))
-1/ [ —_

np ? norp, (PPVayry oy, (wr) — PPVa(uy))

Following the same steps, we will come to the same results of the asymptotic properties.

For NPV indexed by the percentile value, we can either follow the steps in the previous
subsection to derive the asymptotic properties of NPV indexed by the percentile value, or

apply functional delta method to the previous subsection’s results since NPV curve can be
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expressed as a function of PPV curve as

U — 1—u
Py
U U

NPV (u) = PPV (u).

3.3 Simulation Studies

3.3.1 Consistency of Covariance Matrix Estimator

We conduct a simulation study to assess the finite sample properties of the results in The-
orem 3.6. Diagnostic test data are drawn from bivariate normal distributions. For a case,
the bivariate normal model is (X1, X2)T ~ N{(10,6)”, 31}, and for a control, the bivariate

normal model is (Y1, Y5)T ~ N{(0,4)T, %5}, where

2 p2V/2 1 p
Y1 = and Y9 = , with p=10.5.

p2vV2 4 p 1

We conduct 5000 simulation with np = 200,n5 = 200, and for the simulated data, we
calculate the variance-covariance of the A(t) = PPV (t)— PPV (1) at various combinations
of rp,rp with FPR ¢t=0.5. Here, the PPV functions are estimated with the empirical
functions. Then we compare the simulated covariance matrix to the theoretical covariance
matrix derived using the results of Theorem 3.6. The results are presented in Table 3.1, for

prevalence p € {0.1,0.2,0.3}.

3.3.2 Simulated Type I Error Rate in GSDs

To investigate finite sample performance of the GSD procedure, we conduct a simulation
study in a two-group sequential test (J=2), and a five-group sequential test (J=5). The
null hypothesis of equal PPV (t) is set to be true and the nominal type T error rate was set

to be o = 0.05 for two-sided tests. The diagnostic test data are simulated from bivariate
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Table 3.1: The values of elements (x107%) in observed and theoretical Appy covariance
matrix

Observed covariance matrix Theoretical covariance matrix
p=0.1, np =200, np = 200
Ag.2,0.3(0.5) 9.493 4.711 3.711 1.898 8.302 4.151  3.321 1.660
Np.40.5(0.5) 4.814  3.712  1.906 4.151  3.321 1.660
Ag.5,0.7(0.5) 3.772  1.929 3.321  1.660
A1,1(0.5) 1.932 1.660
p=0.2, np =200, np =200
Ag.2,0.3(0.5) 23.634 11.701 9.216 4.706 20.480 10.240 8.192 4.096
Ap.40.5(0.5) 11.937  9.195 4.716 10.240 8.192 4.096
Ag.50.7(0.5) 9.340 4.769 8.192  4.096
Aq11(0.5) 4,771 4.096
p=0.3, np =200, np =200
Ap.20.3(0.5) 32.550 16.077 12.657 6.454 27.938 13.969 11.175 5.588
Ng.4,0.5(0.5) 16.370 12.600 6.453 13.969 11.175 5.588
Ag.50.7(0.5) 12.789 6.522 11.175 5.588
A1,1(0.5) 6.516 5.588

normal models. The bivariate normal models is (X1, X3)T ~ N{(1,10)7,%;} for the case

data. And for the control data, the bivariate normal model is (Y1, Y2)T ~ N{(0,8)7, %5},

where

1 2p 1 2p
M1 = dg = with p = (0,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.9)

2p 4 2p 4

With the above setting, we also simulate two cases with prevalence level p set to be 0.1
and 0.2 respectively. In all cases, the ROC curves are identical from the formula of ROC

curve under bi-normal models (Zhou et al. 2011). Hence the PPV curves are identical

according to formula PPV (t) = %

. Different numbers of case and control subjects,
np,np = (50,250, 500), are considered in our simulation study.
For each simulation setting, 5000 random data sets are generated and the GSD method

applied to the simulated data. The Z statistics at each interim analysis point are then

69



calculated based on the empirical ROC difference and estimated variances. The GSD test
procedure compares the 7 statistics with corresponding test boundaries of design, and the
decision of rejection or failing to rejection is obtained for each simulated dataset. We then
calculate the overall rejection rates for all simulated datasets. Table 3.2 gives the rejection
rates of all different model and sample size combinations with a nominal « level 0.05 under
the O’Brien and Fleming’s criterion. And Table 3.3 is the results for the Pocock’s criterion.
As we can see, the simulated type I error rates are close to the nominal rate and tend to be
closer as the overall sample sizes increase. The type I error rates are also plotted in Figure
3.1 and Figure 3.2. In these figures, the type I error rates are plotted as bars showing their

deviations from the nominal rate of 0.05 which is the vertical line.

p =0 p =025 p =05 p =075 p =09
np nNg t p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2
50 50 02 = = = = = - - - -
0.4 - - = = = - - - — —
0.5 - - — — — — — — — —
0.6 = =1 — = — = - - - -
08 | = — — — — — — — — —
250 250 02 1 1 b =1 =1 =1 =1
04 - L - - oy 1y — —
05 L 4 4 - — — —
0.6 b = = = = = -
0.8 . . . - - - - - — —
250 500 02 1 - - - - = =
04 - - - — = - =
05 . ] - - - - -
0.6 - - - - — =
08 - - - - - - = — —
500 500 02 b b b = =1
0.4 1 = = =1 = = =
05 - - - - o - s ]
0.6 b b 1 b b =1 = = =
08 = - = = - = - = f— -
000 0.05 0.10 000 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10

Figure 3.1: PPV indexed by FPR, type I error rates plot using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD
with @ = 0.05, J =2
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Table 3.2: PPV indexed by FPR, type I error rates (x1072) using the O’Brien-Fleming
GSD with o =0.05
p=0 p=0.25 p=05 p=0.75 p=09
np np t p=01 02 p=01 02 p=01 02 p=01 02 p=01 02
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 50 0.2 4.82 3.66 3.82  2.90 3.78 2.88 2,36  2.02 1.16 0.84
0.4 3.84 3.46 3.72  3.36 3.02 232 246 2.08 1.40 1.16
0.5 3.68 3.26 2.56 2.66 2.56 2.40 1.88 1.76 0.74 0.60
0.6 3.00 2.72 242 220 236 1.98 1.48 1.20 0.72 0.58
0.8 0.98 0.88 0.96 0.86 0.86 0.76 0.68 0.52 0.32 0.28
250 250 0.2 4.40 4.56 4.46 5.46 4.44 3.82 3.80 3.70 280 2.74
0.4 5.00 4.86 4.96 4.44 3.84 3.82 3.72  3.60 2.80 2.70
0.5 4.72 4.72 438 4.22 4.28 4.16 3.56 3.48 2.54 248
0.6 4.64 4.50 448 4.36 3.56 3.42 3.16 3.14 2.64 2.60
0.8 3.98 3.94 3.42 3.34 3.22 3.18 296 294 2.06 2.04
250 500 0.2 5.10 4.50 4.66 4.46 3.92  3.96 3.96 3.90 3.22  3.06
0.4 4.56 3.94 4.70 4.92 4.06 3.96 3.24 3.54 3.30  3.26
0.5 4.74 4.64 4.04 4.26 466 3.84 3.96 3.86 3.72  3.66
0.6 4.74 4.70 462 4.60 4.04 394 3.98 3.96 3.12  3.26
0.8 3.96 3.86 3.48 3.80 3.52 3.72 3.46 3.50 192 1.86
500 500 0.2 498 4.90 490 4.84 4.94 4.78 3.92 3.80 3.28 3.22
0.4 4.60 4.44 3.76  3.96 4.86 4.60 3.50 3.58 2.76  2.80
0.5 4.76  4.38 4.46 4.42 4.16 4.10 4.32  4.26 3.26 3.34
0.6 4.22 4.18 450 448 4.22 4.06 3.56 3.54 3.02 3.08
0.8 410 4.10 3.94 3.92 3.30 3.28 3.42 3.38 242 240
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 50 0.2 5.02  3.90 4.22 3.78 3.06 2.74 212 1.84 1.18 0.70
0.4 3.92 3.86 3.80 294 3.06 2.88 2.00 1.88 0.88 0.62
0.5 3.94 3.02 312 2.70 2.46 2.66 1.98 1.44 0.76  0.56
0.6 3.00 2.70 2.70 2.36 2.16 2.14 1.78 1.30 0.60 0.54
0.8 0.96 0.96 0.74 0.78 0.50 0.42 0.26 0.30 0.08 0.08
250 250 0.2 5.10 4.10 4.34 3.86 4.80 4.04 4.04 4.10 3.32 3.14
0.4 432 4.08 4.72 440 4.12  4.08 3.42 3.34 2.84 2.56
0.5 4.32 4.50 422 432 4.16 4.16 3.60 3.56 2.30 212
0.6 4.54 4.46 3.62 3.82 412 3.64 3.50 3.06 238 234
0.8 3.88 3.20 3.80 3.40 296 2.96 296 244 1.78 1.76
250 500 0.2 5.32 4.66 4.80 4.66 4.58 4.20 4.16 3.88 3.02 2.88
0.4 4.58 4.96 4.80 4.56 4.10 4.64 3.66 3.66 3.32 3.52
0.5 4.52  4.52 4.68 4.54 4.34 448 4.02 4.00 3.16 3.24
0.6 4.72 482 436 4.16 4.08 4.30 3.86 4.04 286 2.84
0.8 4.06 3.92 3.56 3.56 3.78 3.84 2.88 2.86 236 1.98
500 500 0.2 5.02 4.96 5.18 5.00 4.68 4.52 4.44 440 3.66 3.46
0.4 4.46 4.32 4.92 4.26 4.70 4.44 4.16 4.10 3.46 3.16
0.5 4.64 4.58 4.66 4.76 4.66 4.48 4.22 4.22 3.30 3.42
0.6 4.54 4.76 490 4.78 4.16 4.00 4.42 4.36 3.14 3.16
0.8 4.58 4.56 424 422 3.76  3.56 3.32 3.28 2.58 2.56

71



Table 3.3: PPV indexed by FPR, type I error rates (x1072) using the Pocock GSD with
a = 0.05

p=0 p=0.25 p=05 p=0.75 p=09
np np t p=01 02 p=01 02 p=01 02 p=01 02 p=01 02
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 50 0.2 5.06 3.62 3.94 2.74 3.08 2.16 1.84 1.40 0.72 0.64
0.4 3.50 3.02 3.30  2.72 2.74  2.04 1.66 1.38 0.78 0.66
0.5 3.72  2.72 2.78 2.18 2.08 194 1.14 1.08 0.24 0.26
0.6 240 2.28 2.02 1.78 1.58 1.46 0.82 0.68 0.28 0.22
0.8 0.52 0.46 0.58 0.64 0.44 0.36 0.14 0.14 0.06 0.06
250 250 0.2 5.00 4.52 4.30 4.02 4.10 3.50 3.64 2.68 216 2.06
0.4 496 4.52 428 3.86 3.78 3.62 3.50 3.38 2.00 1.96
0.5 3.90 3.78 452 444 3.78  3.56 2.98 2.96 2.08 2.22
0.6 4.50 4.36 3.96 3.50 3.46 3.40 2.88 2.88 1.80 1.64
0.8 3.32 284 3.02 2.84 242 242 1.96 1.96 0.98 0.96
250 500 0.2 5.08 4.92 448 3.98 3.82 3.72 3.30 3.32 3.18 3.00
0.4 5.14 5.32 4.16 4.10 3.80 3.78 3.34 296 312 2.74
0.5 446 4.48 416 4.22 3.94 3.86 3.62 3.50 2.68 2.72
0.6 454 444 4.00 3.78 4.22  3.52 3.66 3.60 240 240
0.8 3.08 3.14 3.34 3.08 3.28 3.20 2.56  2.50 1.52  1.36
200 500 0.2 4.72 4.82 4.52 4.44 4.82 4.04 3.68 3.80 3.34 3.18
0.4 4.54 4.44 4.38 4.42 4.10 4.12 4.34 4.02 290 2.46
0.5 4.56 4.40 4.76 4.06 3.64 3.08 3.94 3.92 294 2.64
0.6 454 4.18 4.62 4.46 3.64 3.56 3.14 3.08 3.04 3.28
0.8 3.54  3.52 3.46 3.44 298 292 2.86 2.78 206 2.04
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 50 0.2 426 3.22 3.84 240 3.00 1.28 1.20 0.96 0.36 0.30
0.4 3.86 2.44 292 212 214 1.46 1.08 0.72 0.24 0.16
0.5 3.02 1.80 2.36 1.68 1.62 0.96 0.50 0.48 0.20 0.18
0.6 1.68 1.58 1.58  0.90 1.10 0.70 0.42 0.38 0.06 0.06
0.8 0.38 0.32 0.24 0.22 0.16 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.02
250 250 0.2 430 4.16 492 4.06 3.94 3.52 3.36 2.88 1.90 1.60
0.4 4.72  3.90 4.28 4.20 3.66 3.56 254 210 1.78 1.50
0.5 3.28 3.40 3.74  3.36 342 3.16 2.78 2.42 1.34 1.24
0.6 4.04 3.68 4.20 3.04 3.04 292 232 234 1.18 1.22
0.8 230 1.98 1.88 1.80 1.72 1.42 1.00 1.16 0.60 0.60
250 500 0.2 5.04 4.06 424 3.82 4.50 3.48 3.34 3.36 234 1.86
0.4 4.58 3.78 0.045 4.14 4.28 3.14 342 3.34 244 210
0.5 436 3.82 3.96 4.06 3.22  3.22 3.50 2.90 226 2.10
0.6 4.04 4.36 416 3.54 3.28 3.04 2.68 2.82 1.88 1.46
0.8 2.58 2.50 238 218 2.06 2.20 1.14 1.18 0.72 0.64
500 500 0.2 5.50 4.90 462 3.88 5.02 4.26 3.80 3.20 232 212
0.4 4.28 4.86 4.50 4.88 3.78 3.52 3.72  3.24 242 2.32
0.5 4.96 4.32 4.60 3.84 3.58 3.76 3.32 270 244 210
0.6 434 444 424 3.74 3.52  3.52 3.16 2.90 226 2.26
0.8 3.10 3.08 3.24 3.18 298 240 1.90 1.90 1.28 1.00
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p=0 p =025 p =05 p =075 p =09
np Np t p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2 p=0.1 p=0.2
50 50 02 - - - - - —_ —_— —_— —_—
04 e - e - - - — — —_ —_
0.5 A - - — — — — — — —
0.6 = = = = — — — — — —
08 | — — — — — — — — — -
250 250 0.2 - 1 - - = - = =
0.4 1 1 . 1 - - — —
05 1 - - - - - — —
0.6 - - . - = = = —
0.8 - - - - = = = — — —
250 800 02 - - - = =
0.4 g - - - -
0.5 . . - -
06 - - e - - -
0.8 g g - - - - - - — —
500 500 02 r b - =
0.4 . . . — -
05 - - - -
0.6 A = =1
0.8 = - = = = - - -
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10

Figure 3.2: PPV indexed by FPR, type I error rates plot using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD
with « =0.05, J =5

3.4 Discussion

In this chapter, we have derived asymptotic properties of the sequential differences of two
empirical PPV or NPV curves at the process level. We have studied both cases of indexed
by FPR or indexed by percentile value. We then used these results to develop distribution
theory for the sequential difference of two empirical PPV or NPV curves at a FPR or
percentile value. Our approach not only enables us to investigate the difference of two
correlated PPV /NPYV curves, but also enables us to investigate the joint behavior of multiple
points of two correlated ROC curves’ differences. Based on this, standard GSD software
can be readily applied to design group sequential comparative diagnostic tests studies for
correlated PPV and NPV.

Based on the theorems developed, we conducted a simulation study to assess the fi-
nite sample properties of the results in Theorem 3.6. The simulation study verified the

asymptotic variance-covariance matrix by comparing the theoretical covariance matrix to
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the observed covariance matrix from the simulated data. We verified that they match
each other closely when sample size n is sufficiently large. We also conducted simulation
studies on correlated PPV curves. With «a level set to 0.05, the test Type I error rate is

approximately 0.05 and tend to be closer to the number as we increase the sample sizes.
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Chapter 4: Group Sequential Method for Comparing
Clustered ROC Curves

4.1 Introduction

We define the clustered ROC sequential empirical process in the following. First, the em-
pirical distribution function defined in the clustered case based on proportion of subjects

as

[TLt] m;
A 1
Fipg(z) = My ZZI(Xij <),

i=1 j=1

where t is the percentage of subjects accrued so far at this interim analysis point, and
(nt] - -

Miny = > m;. For simplicity, M, can be written as My, and F,(z) written as Fi(z).
i=1

The sequential empirical process is defined as

M P My (B (2) — F(2))

With the assumption that as n — oo, n™! > iy mi — A for some positive constant A,

we have that as n — oo,

M) A Mipsg)

A — (t A s).
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4.2 Theoretical Results for Clustered ROC Vector

4.2.1 One Clustered ROC Result

In a diagnostic study with clustered data, suppose we have a total of n subjects in the
study. Within each subject i, we observe X;;, 7 = 1,---,m;, which are the measurements
from m; healthy units within subject i. We also observe Y;;, 7 = 1,---,n;, which are
the measurements from n; diseased units within subject i, for : = 1,--- ,n. We further
assume that the observations X;;, 7 = 1,--- ,m; follow the survival function Sp, and the
observations Y;;, j = 1,--- ,n; follow the survival function Sp.

It is reasonable to assume that measurements from different subjects are independent
and measurements within the same subject are possibly correlated. There are correlations
within the same disease status group as well as between two groups within the same subject.
This kind of study will generate clustered ROC data, hence any statistical inference will

need to account for the within-subject correlations.

In a group sequential study scenario, we define M, = Zgzrl] mi, M = > m;, and

N, = Zgirl] ni, N =37 | n;, where r represents the percentage of subjects accrued so far
at this analysis point. And assume that asn — oo, n™! >0 m; = X, andn™' >0 n; —y
for some positive constants A and . The following theory is needed to establish the limiting
distribution of R(#) at any finite number of interim analysis points.

The proof of the univariate process convergence is presented in the following. First we
verify that the Theorems 1.51, 1.52 of Csérgd and Szyszkowicz (1998) are also valid for

clustered case. We need to prove that Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality, which had

been proved for i.i.d case, is also valid for clustered data. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. For a clustered dataset, in which multiple samples can be collected from the
same subject, let m; be the number of samples collected from subject © and the total number
M = 3" | mi. Within each subject i, we observe X;j, j = 1,---,m;, which are the m;

observations within subject i and assume that they all follow the same distribution function
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F(x), then we have

i.e.

P{sup ‘ﬁ’n(w) - F(a:)‘ > €} < Cexp(—2né?),
zER

for alle >0 and n > 1.

Proof: By Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz Inequality, given any natural number n, let

X1,Xo,---,X,, be independent and identically distributed random variables with distri-
bution function F. Let ﬁ'n(x) be the associated empirical distribution function defined by
Fo(z) = %Z?:l I(X; < z), for x € R. The inequality bounds the probability that the
random function F), differs from F by more than a given constant € > 0 anywhere on the

real line. Specifically, by Dvoretzky et al. (1956), we know there is a constant C' such that

P{sup Vil P (r) = F ()] > ¢} < Cexp(-2¢?) (4.1)

for all € > 0. By Massart (1990), the optimal choice of C is obtained by C=2, which is

Plsup V|, (z) — F(z)| > e} < 2exp(—2€%), (4.2)
as well as
P{sup |F,(z) — F(z)| > €} < 2exp(—2ne?). (4.3)
rER

We now prove that the Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality also holds for the clustered

empirical process. i.e. (4.1), (4.2), (4.3) is also true for clustered estimator Fj,(z). We first
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consider a special case, m; = m, for i = 1,--- ,n, then Fy,(z) = - 3" S [(X;; < z).

mn =1

z€eR

m 1 n
=sup — — I(X;; <z)— F(x
1 S5 ST <1 Pl

Zsup LS (X < 2) - F()) (4.4)

—peeR T

Next, we consider the positive and negative parts separately, define 27 = maz(z,0) and

z~ = —min(z,0). Both are non-negative and have that |z| = 27 + . For the positive

part, since sup,cp(Fp(z) — F(z))tT = sup, g (Fo(z) — F(z)), hence

P{igg(ﬁn(x) —F(2))" > ¢}

ZP{ilelg(Fn(w) — F(z)) > ¢}

<P{— Zsup ZI(XU@)—F(:E))N},

—peeR i

by applying (4.4). Since the average of m values greater than e implies that at lease one

of the m values should be greater than e, which can be easily proved by contradiction. Hence

P> sl S I <) - (@) > o)
j=17€ i=1
SP{LJ]_1 s.up(l Z I(X;; <z)— F(zx)) > €}
z€R N i—1
<3 Plsup(= 3 I(Xy; < 0) — F(z) > ¢}
= zeR M7
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m n

1

< g P{suﬂg\ﬁ E I(X;; <z)— F(z)| > €}.
j=1 %€ i=1

Note that each of the m elements consists of ¢.¢.d. samples from n subjects, applying

Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz Inequality (4.3),

S Plsup |~ S 1(Xs; < 2) — Fa)] > ¢}
j=1 =1

zeR T —
<m - cexp(—2ne?)

=cexp(—2ne?).

Note that sup(L Y% | I(X;; < z) — F(2)), for j = 1,--- ,m, are identically distributed.
z€cR

Similarly, we have

P{zgﬁ(ﬁ’n(ﬁﬁ) — F(2))” > ¢}

ZP{?EI%(F(IE) — Fu(z)) > €}

<cexp(—2né?).

Hence combining the two results,

P {22% Fo(a) — F(ac)‘ > e}
<p{sup(Fy(o) = F@)* > e} + P {swplfye) ~ F@) > e}

<C exp(—2ne?).

For general cases that m; are not constant, let m = max(m;). For i =1,--- ,n, j =
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1,---,m, define O;; = 1 if jth value is observed for subject ¢, otherwise O;; = 0. Here we

assume the missing indicator variable is independent of X; for¢ = 1,--- ,n, that is we assume
missing completely at random (MCAR). Then F,(z) = & S0, > I(Xij < 2,045 =1),
where M =31, 377" I(O;; = 1). Following the previous steps, we can come to the same

conclusion.
Hence (4.2), (4.3) are also true for clustered empirical process. We summarize the
conclusion in Lemma 4.1.

In a sequential test setting, we have the next lemma.

Lemma 4.2. With the same cluster setting as in Lemma 4.1, but in sequential test scenario

with t represents the percentage of subjects accrued so far at current analysis point, and

M[”t] = ZE %mz, M= ZZ 1My,

P{ sup sup M~ M| Finy(z) — F(z)| > ¢} < Cnexp(—2nc?),
0<t<1 zeR

for all e >0 and n > 1.
Proof:

P{ sup sup M~ Mj|Flppy(z) — F(2)] > ¢}

0<t<1z€R
[nt] m;
=P{ sup sup M~ I‘ZZ (Xij < z) F(x))‘>e},
0<t<1 zeR i=1 j=1

where t changes the supremum only at certain values, hence we have

P Mt - (X;; <z)—F
{sup sup ‘;]Zl g2 P>
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nty m;

<P{supM I‘ZZ (Xij < x) — F(z))| > €}

i=1 j=1

nte m;

—I-P{supM I‘ZZ (Xij < z) — F(z))| > ¢}

i=1 j=1

+ P{sup M~ 1‘ ZZ (X < z) F(:E))‘ > €},

zeR i—1 j—1

where nt; = 1,--- ,nty, = k,--- ,nt, =n, for k = 1,--- ,n. In other words, t; = k/n, for
k=1,---,n. Of which, each of the n item has the following property derived by applying

Lemma 4.1,

ntr m;

P{sup M~ 1‘22 (Xij <z)— F(z))| > ¢}

z€eR i—1 j—1

ntk myg M
—P{SupMm ‘ZZ (Xij < x) — F(z))| > e
i=1 j=1 [nt

2
<C exp(—2ntj€

5—)
M[ntk]

<Cexp(—2ne?).

Hence,

LHS < Cnexp(—2ne?),

which proved the lemma. [
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Applying Lemma 4.2 and summing up all items with n from 1 to oo,

ZP{ sup sup MﬁlM[nt]]ﬁ'[nt] (x) — F(x)| > €} < Z Cnexp(—2ne?) < oo, (4.5)

"o 0siSiack =

then apply Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have
Lemma 4.3. In clustered data setting and in sequential scenario with t represents the
percentage of subjects accrued so far at current analysis point, and My, = ZETE mg, ,

M= Z:‘L:l my,

sup sup M~ M| Fing () — F(z)] <= 0,
0<t<1 z€R

which is the clustered version of Theorem(1.52) of Csorgd and Szyszkowicz (1998). And

Lemma 4.4. If F is continuous,

sup sup M~ M| F(E A (y) =yl = 0.
0<t<1 0<y<1

We need two additional lemmas which are presented in the following with proofs. We

start with the expression

sup sup |F(F(1)) — |
c<r<1a<t<d

M M,
= sup sup —|F

E7Nt) —t
My c<r<ta<i<o M (£ (0) ~

A~

) — .

M M
< — sup sup —|F(
¢ e<r<ta<t<t M

By Lemma 4.4, we know that

M, A
sup sup Mt|F(FT L(®#)) — t| —a.s. 0,
c<r<l a<t<b
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M 1
and L o therefore,

sup sup |F(E7H(t)) — t| —a.. 0. (4.6)
c<r<l a<t<bh
Furthermore, F~!() is continuous by the assumptions that distribution function F(z)
is continuous and strictly increasing, and hence is uniformly continuous on [a,b] by Heine-

Cantor theorem. Hence,

sup sup |F7H(t) — F7H(t)] —as. 0. (4.7)
c<r<1 a<t<b

Due to continuity of F(z), S~' = F~1(1 —t), so (4.6),(4.7) also apply to S~*(¢). Hence

we have

Lemma 4.5.

sup sup |S(S7H(t)) —t| =as. 0,
c<r<1 a<t<d

and

Lemma 4.6.

S sup, 171 () — ST (#)] —vaus. 0 -
Lemma 4.7. With the same clustered setting as in Lemma 4.2. Let Fn(t) be the empirical
distribution function based on the cluster correlated samples from subject 1,--- ,n; and let
By(t), Baj(t), -~ be a sequence of independent Brownian bridges, for j =1,--- ,m. There

is a version of the sequence By(t) such that

[nr] m;
P 0iu1<)1 sng ‘M[m](F[m] (t) — F(t)) — Z Z Bij(t)| > (Cilogn + z)logn | < Csexp(—Csz).
<r<1 te i=1 j=1

Proof: First, from Theorem 4 of Komlds et al. (1975), we have the following. Let
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X1, Xs, -+ be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with the same distribution function

F(t). Let Fy(t) be the empirical distribution function based on the sample X, Xy, - - - , X,
and let By(t), B2(t),- - be a sequence of independent Brownian bridges. There is a version

of the sequence By, (t) such that

[nr]

P | sup sup |[nr]( F[M}(t) — F(t)) — Z Bi(t)| > (Crlogn + ) logn | < Cyexp(—Csz),
0<r<1 teR par

(4.8)
for all > 0, where C1, Cy and (3 are positive constants.
Hence if m; = m, then for each jth measurement of all subjects, we have by applying

(4.8) forj=1,---,m,

[nr] [nr]
P sup sup|nr](Y_I(Xi; < t)/[nr] — F(t)) = > Bij(t)| > (Cilogn + z) logn
0<r<1 teR — —
<y eXp(—CgfL‘) (4.9)
where By;(t), B2j(t), -+ be a sequence of independent Brownian bridges, for j =1,--- ,m.

For the supremum item, we have

sup sup (M, Fm B;
o 0 0 20) = 355
1 [nr] m [nr] m
= sup sup (m|nr I(X;; <t)—F(t)) — B;i(t
s (nlorl Es O 52X €0 = () = 33 5y 0)

[n7]

[nr]
= sup supz nr Z (Xij St)/[nr]—F(t))_ZBij(t))
i=1 i

0<r<1 tGR

[nr] [nr]
<Z sup sup ([nr] (Y I(Xy <t)/[nr] — F() = Y Bij(t)). (4.10)
—; 0<r<1 teR P P
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For the positive part, we have that

m;

P{ sup sup (M[mn} (F[m Z Z Bij(t)) > (Cilogn+ z)logn}
0<r<1 teR P
[nr] m;
=P{ sup sup (M[mn} (Fry (1) Z Z Bi;(t)) > (Cilogn + z)logn},
0<r<1 teR ==

then by (4.10) we know that

P{s S M, Fm Biji( (Crlogn+z)lo

5 Ot~ 00 - 38,00 > b

[nr] [nr]

<P{Z sup sup ([nr](Y | I(Xy; < t)/[nr] — F(t)) = > Bij(t)) > (Cylogn + z) logn}

=1 0<r<1 teR i1 P

[nr] [nr] c, .

=P I(X;; <t —F(t) =) Bi(t)) > (—logn + —)logn}.

{— Zoiggligﬂg([nr](;( j < t)/[nr] = F(1)) z; i(t) > (——logn + —)logn}

Since if the average of m values is greater than a constant, it implies that at least one of

the m values should be greater than the constant. Hence, the probability

[nr] [nr]

P{— Z sup sup ([nr](Y_ T(Xy < 8)/[nr] — F(t)) = > By(t)) > (ﬁ logn + ) logn}
1 0<r<1 teR i1 i1 m m
[nr] [nr] C .
<P{U sup sup ([nr](Y I(Xy; < t)/[nr] — F(t) = > Bij(t)) > (— logn + —)logn}
j=1 0<r<1 teR i—1 im1 m m
[n7] [n7] c .
< Z P{ sup sup ([nr](>_I(Xy; < t)/[nr] — F(t)) = > Bij(t)) > (— logn + —)logn}
=1 0<r<lieR i—1 i—1 m m
[r] [nr] e .
< Z P{Oiuplsu%&) ‘ nr] ZI(XU <t)/[nr] = F(t)) — ZBij(t)‘ > (—logn+ —)logn}.
r<1 te i—1 i1 m m
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Applying (4.9), we know the sum of the probabilities

[nr] [nr]

Cq
P{ sup sup |[nr] I{X;; <t)/[nr] — F(t)) — Bii(t)| > (— logn +
321 {sop, s er) 3 108 < 0)/for] = F0) = 30 Bio)] > (1 og
T
<m - Coexp(—C5—)
m

=Cy exp(—Csx).

Similarly, for the negative part we have

mg

X
1
m) ogn}

P{ sup sup (M[mn} (F[m Z Z Bij(t)) > (Cilogn+ xz)logn}
0<r<1 teR =i
=P{ sup sup Z Z Bij(t) — My (F[m] (t) — F(t))) > (Cilogn + z)logn}
0<r<iteR i i

<Cyexp(—Csz).

Hence combining both positive and negative parts,

P{ sup sup ‘MW ﬁ'[m — Z Z Bi;(t)| > (Cilogn + z)logn}
0<r<1 teR P
[nr] m;
=P{ sup sup (M[m} (£ (1) Z Z Bi;i(t)) " > (Cilogn + z)logn}
0<r<1 teR = io
[nr] m;
+ P{ sup sup (M[m] (Flnr) (1) Z Z B;j(t)) > (Cilogn + x)logn}
0<r<1 teR P

<Cy exp(—Csz).

This proved the lemma. [
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By Lemma 4.7 and Borel-Cantelli lemma gives that with any € > 0,

nl/2

lim su sup sup |[M~ 1/QM,W Fm H—F(t))—M /2 Bii(t)| <c+e a.s.
n%oop (log n)? 0<r1<)1teﬂg‘ nr) (for) ()= £ (1)) ;; ”()‘_

(4.11)

Theorem 4.1. With the same clustered setting as in Lemma 4.2, as n — 00, we have

Mﬁl/QM[nr]( [nr] (t) - F(t)) —d K(t,’f‘),

where K process {f((t,r);t € R,0 < r < 1} is a separable 2-time parameter real-valued

Gaussian process with K (t,0) = 0, EK(t,r) = 0. And for all (t;,r;) € R x [0,1], i = 1,2,

Ef((tl, 7“1)[%(152, 7‘2)

=(r1 Arg) ZC’OU \/>Z{I (Xij < t1) — F(t1)}, \/>Z{I (Xij <o) = F(t2)} |,

n — Q.

Proof: Because of the equation (4.11), also because that B;;(¢) in (4.11) are Brownian
Bridges, and Bj;(t) and By y (t) are independent for any i # 4’, we have M~1/? ZEZI} > i Bij(t)

converges in distribution to a Gaussian process K indexed by (t,r), which behaves like a
Brownian motion in r. O

From Theorem 4.1 we can derived the following properties of some special cases. If we
assume each subject has the same number of observations, i.e. m; = m, and observations
of every subject follow the same joint distribution with identical correlation coefficient p

between observations, then the covariance formula stated in the theorem will be simplified
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as

(’)”1 A ’I“Q)' (F(tl) A F(tg) - F(tl)F(tQ)

T (m— Dpy/F) (1 = F)) v/ Fli) (1 - F<t2>>).

Furthermore, if m =1 or p = 0 it has Kiefer process variance-covariance structure
(7“1 A 7‘2) . (F(tl) A F(tg) — F(tl)F(tg)) .

With previously proved lemmas and theorem, now we look at one clustered ROC se-
quential empirical process as n — co. We have the following by adding and subtracting an

intermediate term,

NV2NL(R, (1) - R(1)) (4.12)

For the one ROC sequential empirical expression in (4.12), first we know from Theorem
4.1 that
N=V2N,(Sp,(x) — Sp(z)) —a Ws, (z,7).

where Wy, is a 2-time parameter real-valued Gaussian process indexed by (z,r) as K
process defined in Theorem 4.1.

By letting z = S[f)l(t), we have:

NN (S (S5 (1) = Sn(S5 (1)) =a Wy (S (1).7).
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This equation along with Lemma 4.6 and the uniform continuity of the Gaussian process,

we have:

NN (8pr (S5 (1) = T(S5L (D)) =a W (S5 (2).7), (4.13)

which is the first term of (4.12). The second term of (4.12) can be transformed in the

following

Applying Mean Value Theorem and the fact that

d(Sp(S5'(z)))  Sp(S5'())
a8y,

~

we know there exists a value SD(S’Blr(t)) between S ( lf)lr(t)) and t that meets the following

condition. Note that S D(S’Blr(t)) can be deemed as the ¢ in the Mean Value Theorem stated

89



in Chapter 2.

L))
e (4.14)

Hence, SD(~_1r(t)) —a.s. t, uniformly for ¢ € [a,b], rp € [c,1]. Then using the uniform

D7
P Sh(S5 ()
continuity of AT we have
Sp(S5 (S5 (S5, (D)) Sh(S51(#)
sup Sup | ——— —— =7 Sl | —as. 0,
e<r<ta<i<y | S5 (S5 (Sp(S5,. (1)) S5(S5 (1)
by (4.14) it implies,
(Sp(S5 (Sp(SpL ) = Sn(Sp' () 81,(S51 (1))
iugl sup — - = S5-I —a.5. 0 (4.15)
e<r<1a<t<b Sp(5p, (1) —t p(Sp (1)
By definition of S’Dﬂn, S’Blr, we have for all r € [, 1],
sup |55, (S5 (1) =t <as. ~——,
s 180, (55,0 ] <o 37
Therefore,
N A 1
M7Y2M 85 (S7L () — ] <as. ———,
202, 1 M8, 55,00 = o s
Hence
sup sup M~'2M,|Sp Spn (1) =t =as. 0. (4.16)

c<r<1 a<t<b
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And from Lemma 4.6 and the uniform continuity of Gaussian process, we have

MM (Sp(Sp! (6) = S5, (55 (1)) =a W, (S5 (1)), 7). (4.17)

By (4.15),(4.16),(4.17), it is easy to see that

NN (Sp(Sp, () = Sn(S5!0)) = (M- G2bren

D, D
_ Sp(S5H(1) -
SWs, (S5 (1):7) + ()12 Sg &) Wi, (S} (1), 7), (4.19)

where Wg,, and Wy are Gaussian processes.

From (4.19) we have the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. If Sy and Sp are absolutely continuous survival function (with respect to

Lebesgue measure) with a strictly negative derivative functions S%) and Sy, on the real line.
For t1,te,--- ,t; € (0,1), ri,ro,--- 75 € (0,1], and a vector of arbitrary points on the

sequential empirical clustered ROC curve, (Ry, (1), Ry (t2), -+, Ry, (t))" is approzimately

multivariate normal

which has the variance-covariance structure as shown in (4.20), and has the property of

Cov(Ry, (i), Rr, (t))) = Cov(Ry, (t;), Rr, (t7)) for ri < 1.
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For simplicity, we define the following notations

Cov(X,t1, X, t2)
_nlggon 12001} e Z{I Xij > 1) — Sp(t)} 4/~ Z{I Xij > t2) — Sp(t2)} |,

which is the limit of within subject covariance between healthy unit measurements.

Cov(Y,t1,Y, 1)
_nh%rglon 1200’1) A\ Z{I YU >t1 SD tl } A\ Z{I YU >t2 SD(tQ)} ,

which is the limit of within subject covariance between diseased unit measurements.

CO’L)(X,t17Y7t2)
£ lim n~ Zcou = Z{I Xij > 1) — Sp(t)}, 4/ — Z{I Yij > ta) — Sp(t2)} |,

which is the limit of within subject covariance between diseased unit measurements and
healthy unit measurements.
Based on the assumption that study subjects are independent, we get the covariance

equation,

COU(RM (t:), RT‘]’ (tj)) (4.20)

= 1 (ri A7j) (CO’U(Y, Sgl(ti)a Y, Sgl(tj))

n'ymrj
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-1

Sp(S5 (1)) (Sp(S5' (t)) ey e et
( ) (S'D(SZ (tj))> Cou(X, S5 (), X, 55 (t)))

) Cov(X, S5 (1), Y, Sgl(tj)))

1)1/2 . (SID(Sl_)l(tl))
(S (t:))

For a special case with ¢; = ¢; = ¢ as we are often interested in a particular point ¢ on
the sequential empirical ROC curvers, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 4.1. For t € (0,1], and a vector of points on the sequential empirical clustered

ROC curve, (R, (t), Ry, (t),- -+, Ry, (1)) is approzimately multivariate normal

R, (t) ~ N(R(t), Var(R,(t), j=1,---,7,

and has the variance-covariance structure as shown in (4.21).

(4.21)

~

Cov(Ry, (), Ry, (1)) = Var(Ry,(t))

1 1 ~1
= (Contrsy v 0)

, - 2
(W(t») Cou(X, 85! (1), X, 55(1)

+2- (5 S, (5.1(0)

/ -1
RAYER <w> Cov(X, S5'(1),Y, Sgl(t))),
D

for r; <rj.

Proof: Immediate from Theorem 4.2. OJ

Corollary 4.2. For a special clustered dataset where m; = n; = 1, then for t1,ta,--- ,t5 €
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(0,1), ri,7re,---,r5 € (0,1], and a vector of arbitrary points on the sequential empirical

clustered ROC curve, (Ry,(t1), Ry, (ta), -+, Ry, (t;))T is approzimately multivariate normal

Ry, (t5) ~ N(R(tj),Var(RTj ), g=1,---,J,

J

which has the variance-covariance structure as shown in (4.22), and also has the property

of Cov(R,,(t;), Rrj(tj)) = COU(RTJ. (ti), Rrj(tj)) for ri <rj.

COU(RM (t:), RT‘]’ (tj)) (4.22)

where Sp p is the joint survival function on healthy and diseased unit measurements.

Proof: Immediate from Theorem 4.2. (I

4.2.2 Comparison of Clustered ROCs

In a comparison study of clustered ROCs, we have a total of n subjects in the study. Within

(v) (v)

each subject i, we observe Xz-j ,j=1,---,m; ", which are the measurements of vth marker
from mgv) healthy units within subject i. And we observe Yigp), j=1,-- ,ngv), which are
the measurements of vth marker from ngv) diseased units within subject i, : = 1,--- ,n
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and v = 1,2 representing different biomarkers. We further assume that the observations

Xz(j)7 j =1, ( ) follow the survival function S( ), and the observations Yg ), j =

Lo ().

,n, ~ follow the survival function S,

And we assume that measurements from different subjects are independent and mea-
sures within the same subject are possibly correlated. These will generate clustered ROC
data. In this setting, we allows for both between-biomarker and within-biomarker within-
subject correlations. Different markers might have different numbers of measurements per

disease/non-disease group per subject.

For simplicity, we define M,EU) = ZEZTE m(-v), M0 = > mz@), Nﬁv) = Ziml] n(v)

7 ?

N® = S ngv), where r represents the percentage of subjects accrued so far at this
analysis point. And assume that as n — oo, n=* Yoy mz(-v) — AW and nt Yo, SN

+() for some positive constants A(*) and ("), for v = 1,2. The following theory is needed

—_—

to establish the limiting distribution of (R(Y)(¢), R(2)(¢)) at finite number of interim analysis

points.

MO MEEE) (1) - 55 (1)
MO MESP) (1) - 55 ()

(4.23)

2 5SS ) > 0 - 5P
. )

a2 5[ S ) > 0 - 5P

N Lol 2 ?Eiizg{f<n§1’>t>—sg><t>}
n®

v 5 oS 0> 0 s



Let

m;

i 2 X > 1) - 550}
m?

i AL > 0 - s 0)

Vi(t) = o . i=lm,

s L AT > 1) - sp (1)
"

wor LU0 > 1) = 5(0)

which are independent random vectors for ¢ = 1,--- ,n. Applying the Cramer-Wold device

and the Lyapunov central limit theorem, and the result of Csorgd and Szyszkowicz (1998)

for sequential empirical distribution processes, it can be show that (4.23) 4 W(t,r) in

D(R x [0,1])4, where

w t,r
sw(tr)

W_ o (t,r
s (br2)

W (t,73)

W (t14)

(4.24)

is a mean-zero Gaussian process in D(R x [0, 1])%, whose variance-covariance function is as

following. The scalar part is

71 ri ATy T1I AT TIATY
9 AT 9 roArs 1o ATy
rs ATy 13 AT9 3 r3 ATy

raNTLT TaNT9 T4NAT3 T4

96



and the covariance part, a 4 x 4 matrix, is the limit of
1 n
= E Cov(V;(t),Vi(t)) asn — oo.
n “

Each component of the vector is a marginal mean-zero Gaussian process. Take WS(U (t,7)
D

as an example, at any two index (¢1,71) and (f2,7r2) of this process, its covariance is the

limit of

(1) (1)
7’1/\’1"2 ZCO’U Yeven Y0 Z{I > t1 S (1) tl } 1/ Y0 Z{I > tg S(Dl)(tQ)}
as n — oQ.

(M

If assume each subject has the same number of observations, i.e. m, ’ = m, and observa-

tions of every subject follow the same joint distribution with identical correlation coeflicient

p between observations, then the aforementioned formula will be simplified as

(11 A ) (s,(;’(m A SO (1) — SO (01)5D (1)

m= Doy/sP )1 = P50 - 5P ).

We further assume that for v = 1,2, Sg) and ng) have derivatives Sg), and Sg),

respectively which are negative and continuous on [Sg})_l(b) — €, Sg)_l(a) + ¢, for some
.24

0<a<b<1lande>0. Then as n — oo, by (4.24), the compact differentiability of
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the inverse function and the functional delta method Theorem 3.9.4 of van der Vaart and

Wellner (1996),

1

W (Sp (@)r)
MO O ED ) - 50 1) o
MO MPE @) - 527 | | e O
NOENDED 0 - S50) e o
NN (SR (1)~ 52 1) W (b7)

Wy (t,r)

in D([a, {]x[0, 1])x D([a, ] x[0, 1)) x D[P (5), SO (@)]x[0, 1) x D[S (b), 5P (a)]x

[0,1]) as n — oo. Furthermore,

W_ay (85 (1))
12 (1) ) 1) (2. S "
NOTENT(SL (1) =S5 (1) AT SO (59 ()
_ o~ 7— — (2)—1
N® 1/2N7g2) SD?)T l(t) _ 5@ l(t)) ; (7(2))1/ WSy (1))
(W)-1/2 N (1) @) 1) AR S (sD )
N Ny (Sp (1) = Sp (1)) e
o~ t,r
NOTNIED) (1) - 55 (1) S’
W (L)
D

Combining this result and Lemma 3.9.27 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) and the func-

tional delta method implies that,

—1/2 -

N

— R —

GG

-~

D
NETENBED (D 1) - 52D 1)
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’ —1
O W19 S5V (@) O
WS(Dl)(SD (t),?“) + (1(1)) /2. S;;),(Sgl)_l(t))wsg)(SD (t),?")
d
- (2 NOINT I G N 0) @
WS(D2)(SD (t)7’l“) + ()\(2)) ’ S(D?),(Sg)_l(t))WS(DZ)(SD (t),’l")

in D([a,b] x [0,1])2. By expanding the vector to include two analysis points, r and 7', we

have

_1/2 —~ —~ -1
NOTENIEED (S0 (1) - 8555 (1)

_ ~ ~ -1 -1
NOENPEELSE, 1) =85S (1) 0
NOTENDED B0 (1) - 50 (1)

N NDED (ED T (1) - 525 (1))
W (S (0),0) + (2172 5878 Oy (607
Sy’ \“D ’ A Sgy(sgri(t)) S5’ \°D ’
-1 @) s (s 1y -1
| W5 O+ Gan'? - By B W (S5 (@)
= -1 (1),(51(31)71(15)) ( )—1
W S(—l) . yMv1/2 Sp” (Sp W gt H.r'
Sg)( D ()’T)_‘_()\(l)) S(D}):(S(Dl)ii(t)) S(Dl)( D ()’T)
(2)~! )19 5(2) (S(—Z)_ ) (2)~!
Weo (S (t),7) (Y)Y 'Sgg),(s’é)_l(t))wsg(sg (t),r')

The proof of the marginal univariate process convergence is presented in Section 4.2.1.
To prove the convergence of the random vector, we will also need to prove the tightness of the
left-hand side of (4.25). By the Lemma 2.1 in Chapter 2, we can prove that the multivariate
stochastic process is tight from the fact that each marginal univariate stochastic process is

tight.
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Through some modification, we have

—1/9 -~ o~ -1 -1
NOTNIEE (S5 (1) - 8555 (1)
—1/9 -~ ~ -1 -1
NOTENDEELEE @) - sy ) | a
—1/ -~ ~ -1 —1 -
NOTEND(ED85) ) - S5 s (1)
N NIDED (SO (1)) - 525D (1))
W (S(_l)_l(t) r) + (ﬂ)l/Q . S<D1>,(Sg)_1(t)) (S(-l)_l(t) r)
S(Dl) D ’ A Sgy(s(é)l_lggz sWPpH )
1) -1 ) Syl (857 (1) -t
L |G 0+ Gt e W (s 0.1)
— , D 71D
— (1) (1) —1
17,74 S(—l) ! .7 YMy1/2 5 ,(SD _ ®)) S(—l) . !
51(31)( D ()’T)_‘_(A(l)) s (S(g)), 18)_1 Sg)( D (1), 7)
€)) -1 &) SN IO, -1
(o)W (55 (0:r") + G)' /- Sl S W (S5 (9:7)

Now we want to prove that Cov(A,(t), A (1)) = Var(Ap(t)), for r < . We define

NOENUA (1) = A (1)

The random vector V is asymptotically multivariate normal with covariance Cov(V),
or X = {aij}i:17...74;j:1,...,4. Hence the random vector Y is asymptotically normal with

covariance matrix derived approximately in the following.

1 0

1 =1 0 O -1 0
by

0 0 1 -1 0 1

0 -1



a1l + aze — 2a12 a13 + ag4 — aiq4 — a3

a13 + a24 — a14 — a23 a3z + a44 — 2034

Then we have,

~ 1
COU(Ar(t), Ay (t)) = N(UW o (a13 + aoq4 — a4 — a23), (4.26)
and
A 1 1
VCW'( rl(t)) = N(I)Tﬁ(a?ﬁ + a4q4 — 2@34). (427)
Nr’ Nr’

For simplicity, we define the following notations for v1,ve = 1, 2. For the limit of within
subject covariance between healthy unit measurements, whether of the same marker or not,

we define

_nlggon ZCOU( 0D Z {I(X’L(]vl) > 1) — Sgl)(tl)},
i=1 7j=1
m(vz)
n \ v Vg
iy o G > 1) = S (12)))
7j=1

For the limit of within subject covariance between diseased unit measurements, whether

of the same marker or not, we define

COU(Y(Ul), tl, Y(U2), t2)

D)

énlirgonfl ZCO’UQ / ﬁ Z {I(Y;gvl) > 1) — Sg’l)(tl)},
i—1 =1
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nl?2)

n . Vg v
Ve 2o ) > 1) = 557 (1))
7=1

For the limit of within subject covariance between diseased unit measurements and

healthy unit measurements, whether of the same marker or not, we define

C’O'U(‘X(’Ul),tl7 Y(v:)),tg)

£ 11_{1(;1071 ZC’ov( 2700 Z {I(Xz(fl) >ty) — Sg’l)(tl)}7
i=1 j=1
nl?2)
n : Ve v
Ny 2 T > 1) = 57 (12)))
7=1

Expanding the (4.26), for each item in the equation we can derive the following based

on the assumption that study subjects are independent.

Il
I
—~
=
>
=
\.:
N
Q
Q
<
—~
=~
=
wn
=
=
-
—~
o~
N—
~
=
wn
=
=
-
—~
o~
N—
SNa—
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And similarly for (4.27), we expand for each item in the equation in the following:




Summing up the above expanded items, we then get (4.26) and prove that it equals

(4.27) as following.

Cov(A(t), Ay (t)) (4.28)
_ym 1 (a g —
= N N 13 + a24 — a1q4 — ags)
- { (COU(Y“% S5 0,0, S5 ()
nriy

7(1) S(l),(s(—l)_l(t ’ -1 1)-1
NRNAHRSY (o i) Cov(X®, W7 (1), xV, 517 1))

A 1) (g D

Sy’ (Sp7 (1)



Hence, Cov(A,(t), Ay () = Var(A(t)), for r < /. The variance / covariance formula
consists of ten components with each represents the correlation within diseased or non-
diseased group within the same marker, the correlation within diseased or non-diseased
group between markers, the correlation between diseased and non-diseased group within
the same marker, and the correlation between diseased and non-diseased group between
markers. All the above correlations are within the same subject, and data between subjects

are independent according the assumption.
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4.3 Simulation Studies

4.3.1 Consistency of Covariance Matrix Estimator

We conduct a simulation study to assess the finite sample properties of the results in The-

orem 4.28. We generated the clustered measurements using a setting similar to Emir et al.

(2000). First, we generate X(1) = Y{vA+Yoy/1T — X and X&) =Y v/ A+Y3y/1 — X, where

Y= (Y, - ,Yi,zm)T, i =1,2,3, are i.i.d. multivariate normal random vectors with mean
0 and cov(Yj;, Yir) = pl=kl for j k =1,---,2m. Here we assume ml@) = ngv) = m, for
1=1,---,nand v = 1,2. For the covariance matrix simulation study, we let mm = 4, and

randomly assign m values to be from diseased tissues, and the other m values to be from

nondiseased tissues. The values for subject i form marker v at location j is XZ-(;’) if the

location is “nondiseased”, and is Xz(jv ) + 1 if it is “diseased”. Here, the A and p measure the

between-marker and within-marker correlations.

We conduct 5000 simulation with n = 400, and for the simulated data, we calculate
the variance-covariance of the A(¢) at various proportions of r with t=0.5. Here, the
ROC curves are estimated with the empirical functions. Then we compare the simulated
covariance matrix to the theoretical covariance matrix derived using the results of Theorem
(4.28). The results are presented in Table 4.1, which illustrates that the observed variance-
covariance values are very close to the theoretical values when sample size is sufficiently

large.

4.3.2 Simulated Type I Error Rate in GSDs

To investigate finite sample performance of the GSD procedure, we conduct a simulation
study in a two-group sequential test (J=2), and a five-group sequential test (J=5). The
data generating procedure is similar to the setting for the covariance simulation in Sec-
tion 4.3. The null hypothesis of equal ROC(t) is set to be true and the nominal type I

error rate was set to be a = 0.05 for two-sided tests. Two set of diagnostic test data
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Table 4.1: The values of elements (x10™*) in observed and theoretical clustered covariance
matrix

Observed covariance matrix Theoretical covariance matrix

n = 400
Ap2(0.5) 9.475 4.628 3.668 1.821 9.302 4.651 3.721 1.860
Ap.4(0.5) 4.894 3.794 1.839 4.651 3.721  1.860
Ap.5(0.5) 3.874 1.831 3.721 1.860
A1(0.5) 1.897 1.860

are simulated from the aforementioned model, and the ROC curves are identical. Various
combination of p, A and subject number n are considered in our simulation study, where
n = (50,100, 250, 500), p = (0,0.25,0.5,0.75), A = (0,0.5,0.75). The FPR points investi-
gated are t = (0.2,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.8).

For each simulation setting, 5000 random data sets are generated and the GSD method
applied to the simulated data. The Z statistics at each interim analysis point are then
calculated based on the empirical ROC difference and estimated variances. The GSD test
procedure compares the 7 statistics with corresponding test boundaries of design, and the
decision of rejection or failing to rejection is obtained for each simulated dataset. Then
we can calculate the overall rejection rates for all simulated datasets. Table 4.2 gives the
rejection rates for all parameter and sample size combinations with a nominal « level 0.05
under the O’Brien and Fleming’s criterion. And Table 4.3 is the results for the Pocock’s
criterion. Furthermore, simulation results for lognormal data are presented in Table 4.4
and 4.5. Lognormal data has similar results as normal data due to invariance to monotone
transformation. All these tables show that the simulated Type I error rates are close to the
nominal rate and tend to be closer as the overall sample sizes increase. Note that this is
true for all p and A combinations and for all FPR points we analyze. The type I error rates
are also plotted in Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2. In these figures, the type I error rates are
plotted as bars showing their deviations from the nominal rate of 0.05 which is the vertical

line.
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0.05,

Table 4.2: Type I error rates (x1072) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with a =
normal data
p=0 p=0.25 p=0.5 p=0.75
n i A=0 05 075 AX=0 05 075 A=0 0.5 0.7 A=0 0.5 0.75
Two-group sequential design (J=2)

50 0.2 532 498 3.80 5.36 446 4.06 528 4.50 3.30 4.54 4.16 3.60
0.4 458 4.68 3.66 4.90 458 3.92 494 446 3.34 5.06 4.04 3.96

0.5 490 4.62 4.00 5.18 3.80 3.54 4.54 4.54 296 4.62 3.72 2.96

0.6 504 414 336 4.72 416 3.36 434 3.40 3.04 4.08 3.64 3.24

0.8 3.72 284 226 394 276 254 4.00 3.26 236 392 3.76 2.64

100 0.2 4.60 490 434 474 436 450 514 434 436 526 4.42 3.82
0.4 536 4.08 4.18 5.16 4.84 3.70 4.68 440 3.72 496 4.12 3.88

0.5 5.02 424 412 4.68 470 432 462 494 3.62 452 4.80 3.32

0.6 438 436 3.44 470 4.16 4.34 4.08 4.42 3.72 410 4.08 3.90

0.8 390 3.72 3.72 428 398 344 4.06 3.64 3.02 440 4.14 3.36

200 0.2 486 4.96 4.58 5.10 4.50 4.46 4.42 490 4.62 5.00 4.62 3.78
04 514 4.64 426 544 444 470 490 4.52 410 4.50 4.62 3.94

0.5 506 4.62 3.80 4.82 430 454 448 424 450 444 4.38 3.96

0.6 420 424 358 5.18 430 3.96 4.32 4.20 4.10 4.78 440 3.76

0.8 434 432 356 418 424 3.66 4.34 3.78 3.72 468 4.12 3.96

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

50 0.2 642 5.26 4.60 6.10 5.56 4.08 594 5.02 3.50 494 4.62 3.34
0.4 554 492 3.70 5.18 4.62 4.08 496 4.60 3.18 446 4.14 3.24

0.5 478 472 386 534 420 3.62 494 498 362 516 4.18 3.68

0.6 560 444 3.28 4.72 406 3.24 4.64 422 298 462 448 3.12

0.8 346 3.56 2.12 3.68 288 2.26 3.58 3.10 254 344 3.94 2.22

100 0.2 528 5.24 454 594 448 4.12 5.12 5.10 430 4.36 4.64 4.00
0.4 464 4.72 5.10 5.02 4.80 3.98 472 468 4.10 4.64 4.52 3.50

0.5 504 558 3.84 5.68 482 390 496 4.58 3.80 4.52 3.84 3.62

0.6 502 444 4.12 468 458 3.80 5.36 3.92 412 442 436 3.36

0.8 398 3.58 3.02 398 356 296 3.82 3.70 3.26 4.56 4.26 2.94

200 0.2 486 5.38 4.38 486 4.64 424 483 474 394 520 5.06 3.96
0.4 498 4.60 4.60 4.70 4.84 4.80 5.64 520 4.52 454 4.22 3.94

0.5 468 5.02 4.18 5.32 440 4.34 488 5.00 3.74 446 4.84 4.74

0.6 518 4.24 4.08 454 448 420 490 526 4.20 5.08 4.86 4.00

0.8 450 450 4.14 418 434 442 452 458 342 496 4.00 3.76
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Figure 4.1: Type I error rates plot using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with a = 0.05,J = 2,
normal data
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Figure 4.2: Type I error rates plot using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with « = 0.05,J = 5,
normal data
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Table 4.3: Type I error rates (x10~?) using the Pocock GSD with « = 0.05, normal data.
p=0 p =025 p=05>5 p=0.75
n t A=0 0.5 0.7 AX=0 05 075 A=0 0.5 075 X=0 0.5 0.75
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 0.2 5.46 5.14 3.78 5.18 4.50 3.64 5.38 4.86 3.46 4.56 4.14 2.92
0.4 5.38 4.68 4.02 5.50 4.66 3.38 4.82 4.00 3.22 4.64 3.62 3.10
0.5 5.30 4.52 3.54 4.80 4.76 3.44 4.68 3.74 3.14 4.82 3.92 3.06
0.6 4.82 4.70 3.32 5.20 4.24 3.10 4.48 4.28 3.00 4.08 4.50 3.08
0.8 2.82 242 1.68 3.22 2.32 1.58 2.96 2.84 1.76 3.42 2.60 1.98
100 0.2 5.42 4.58 3.64 5.40 4.24 4.14 5.20 4.52 4.22 4.34 4.00 3.18
0.4 5.08 4.20 4.36 5.02 4.72 4.02 4.70 3.92 3.52 4.14 4.14 3.70
0.5 5.08 4.18 3.90 4.80 3.94 3.26 5.14 4.22 3.32 4.56 4.24 3.56
0.6 476 4.42 3.74 4.56 3.96 3.20 4.06 4.60 3.62 5.20 4.42 3.64
0.8 326 3.28 2,50 3.96 3.54 254 370 3.72 2.84 3.94 3.38 2.92
200 0.2 522 4.70 3.88 536 4.80 396 5.02 4.44 398 426 492 3.76
0.4 5.16 4.84 3.92 5.20 5.20 3.88 4.64 4.52 3.94 490 4.02 4.22
0.5 528 4.96 3.84 5.04 4.84 3.82 4.64 4.22 3.64 5.10 4.40 3.88
0.6 480 4.74 3.96 5.10 4.32 4.04 4.62 4.56 4.06 4.70 3.70 3.90
0.8 4.36 3.82 3.72 4.16 3.72 3.50 4.34 3.18 3.40 4.10 4.88 3.40
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 0.2 790 6.02 458 740 6.14 396 694 526 3.92 564 4.38 2.90
04 7.00 5.60 3.90 6.62 4.90 3.40 5.58 4.56 298 5.64 3.96 2.98
0.5 5.56 4.68 3.28 6.38 4.92 3.08 6.00 4.32 242 522 4.72 2.72
0.6 5.34 4.30 3.14 4.92 3.84 2.90 5.20 3.58 2.44 5.64 3.86 2.50
0.8 2.26 1.26 1.14 2.38 1.70 0.76 2.64 2.10 1.26 3.10 2.58 1.32
100 0.2 6.44 5.68 4.18 5.90 4.66 3.86 5.22 4.58 3.62 492 4.00 2.84
0.4 570 5.58 4.06 598 556 4.06 566 4.82 3.62 4.98 3.60 2.98
0.5 5.40 4.28 4.04 5.20 4.42 3.68 4.48 4.44 3.02 4.76 4.00 2.94
0.6 480 4.32 3.08 5.20 4.10 3.58 4.88 3.84 266 4.78 4.26 3.54
0.8 3.16 2.56 1.64 3.04 2.64 1.74 3.18 2.60 1.78 3.76 2.54 2.10
200 0.2 5.88 5.56 5.00 5.88 486 4.20 592 4.78 4.06 4.78 4.82 3.64
0.4 540 498 452 530 5.12 3.76 508 4.36 3.74 4.78 4.18 3.50
0.5 5.50 4.50 4.08 4.50 4.44 390 5.10 4.62 3.80 4.26 4.46 3.34
0.6 5.34 4.38 3.78 4.78 4.24 3.52 5.10 4.24 3.88 4.20 4.18 3.26
0.8 3.60 3.08 2.80 4.14 3.20 3.02 4.22 3.52 2.36 3.76 3.26 2.50
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Table 4.4: Type I error rates (x1072) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05,
lognormal data

p=0 p =025 p=05>5 p=0.75
n i A=0 05 075 X=0 05 075 A=0 0.5 075 A=0 0.5 0.75
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 0.2 5.76 5.10 3.66 5.62 488 3.84 536 4.68 3.92 472 3.78 3.34
04 502 446 3.62 572 438 3.60 5.18 434 3.50 410 4.20 3.46
0.5 568 4.12 354 4.66 4.04 3.60 470 3.88 3.38 4.74 4.60 3.48
0.6 506 4.08 3.12 4.74 422 2.8 468 3.76 2.70 4.28 4.14 3.00
0.8 3.88 348 242 3.70 3.04 2.12 3.82 268 262 3.76 3.52 2.38
100 0.2 574 484 430 5.00 4.82 3.86 432 476 4.02 4.82 4.64 4.08
04 456 442 4.04 490 434 398 490 456 3.86 4.30 4.26 3.82
0.5 482 4.66 3.84 454 474 430 516 4.70 3.92 442 3.82 3.58
0.6 4.74 4.08 424 448 410 424 430 442 390 440 4.48 3.46
0.8 4.10 3.36 3.50 4.00 3.12 3.66 4.04 3.36 3.02 3.84 3.74 3.46
200 0.2 5.20 5.04 4.34 4.78 5.00 3.76 4.84 450 3.88 4.36 4.40 3.84
04 496 524 422 490 490 422 4.64 494 3.78 446 4.26 4.26
0.5 536 4.68 4.88 488 478 426 510 4.16 3.86 440 3.92 4.12
0.6 492 4.68 4.38 4.44 4.08 4.18 484 4.06 4.26 5.00 4.48 4.36
0.8 4.06 3.78 4.18 4.00 4.10 4.10 438 3.84 3.06 4.68 4.34 3.78
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 0.2 566 5.16 3.76 532 506 3.70 524 466 3.78 4.86 4.28 3.76
04 580 4.64 4.10 5.68 4.10 348 496 4.86 3.74 486 4.62 3.18
0.5 520 5.22 3.72 5.14 468 3.70 542 436 3.56 4.82 4.14 3.62
0.6 5.08 4.82 4.00 4.50 450 3.46 422 4.16 3.32 4.66 3.98 3.08
0.8 3.76 3.24 218 4.00 2.72 228 3.22 272 270 3.86 3.42 1.94
100 0.2 526 492 396 5.40 4.92 390 532 468 3.96 534 4.12 3.82
04 580 488 4.14 508 446 3.80 4.74 420 394 440 482 2.92
0.5 482 4.72 436 5.38 5.12 3.72 452 444 3.72 488 3.98 3.60
0.6 452 4.88 3.88 5.06 4.58 4.28 446 448 3.72 462 4.14 3.36
0.8 398 346 3.14 3.68 3.72 3.34 3.80 3.38 348 4.72 3.50 3.60
200 0.2 5.32 5.64 4.58 4.70 4.60 3.94 466 434 4.06 4.70 4.88 3.86
04 534 4.02 488 514 446 474 440 466 440 438 456 4.24
0.5 548 4.28 4.14 526 502 470 4.8 4.16 402 480 4.54 4.00
0.6 4.74 5.00 4.66 5.26 4.22 444 462 430 3.84 512 4.28 4.02
0.8 482 444 354 390 3.70 342 470 4.26 3.32 4.28 4.74 3.82

112



Table 4.5: Type I error rates (x10~2) using the Pocock GSD with a = 0.05, lognormal data
p=0 p =025 p=05>5 p=0.75
n t A=0 0.5 0.75 A=0 0.5 0.75 A=0 0.5 0.75 A=0 0.5 0.75
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
50 0.2 594 4.90 3.48 6.94 4.64 4.00 498 4.32 3.56 5.22 3.78 3.00
0.4 6.14 4.76 3.48 5.68 4.66 3.38 4.74 4.08 3.32 4.64 3.92 3.54
0.5 5.08 4.68 3.74 4.72 4.18 3.76 494 4.18 2.86 4.86 3.56 2.90
0.6 4.68 3.92 2.94 4.42 4.30 2.78 4.88 3.86 3.00 440 3.52 2.54
0.8 2.84 2.22 1.38 3.04 2.64 1.68 266 242 1.44 3.50 2.54 1.48
100 0.2 5.42 4.58 3.56 5.88 4.92 4.22 4.84 4.58 3.56 4.56 3.74 3.34
0.4 5.10 4.72 3.78 4.98 4.14 4.08 5.04 4.34 3.80 4.86 4.62 3.42
0.5 4.92 3.94 3.76 4.42 4.40 3.90 4.20 4.40 3.68 4.38 4.48 3.18
0.6 4.80 4.00 3.78 4.32 4.38 3.22 4.50 3.68 3.30 4.46 4.20 2.98
0.8 4.30 3.08 2.26 4.06 3.26 2.78 3.72 3.30 2.86 4.26 3.16 2.58
200 0.2 4.74 5.18 4.20 5.00 5.00 3.86 4.30 5.08 4.34 4.40 4.40 3.74
0.4 4.78 4.68 3.88 4.64 4.16 4.26 5.56 4.58 4.32 4.48 4.56 3.64
0.5 4.84 4.36 4.86 4.72 4.68 4.22 4.84 4.30 3.68 4.18 4.78 3.36
0.6 5.32 4.06 3.50 5.02 4.98 3.64 4.62 4.40 3.76 4.70 4.32 3.74
0.8 4.08 3.96 3.18 3.78 3.88 3.26 3.84 4.08 2.78 4.52 3.88 3.54
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
50 0.2 838 6.22 4.50 790 5.84 3.76 6.74 5.04 3.56 548 4.44 3.00
0.4 7.06 5.68 3.92 6.86 4.98 3.04 6.02 4.42 2.86 5.76 4.08 2.82
0.5 6.08 4.78 3.44 5.46 4.44 2.84 518 4.06 2.82 5.02 4.16 2.44
0.6 5.24 4.20 2.84 5.98 3.80 2.58 4.78 3.66 2.24 496 3.48 2.56
0.8 242 2.18 0.94 2.16 1.64 1.02 2.46 2.12 0.86 3.02 2.08 1.50
100 0.2 6.88 5.76 4.46 5.60 5.34 3.96 548 4.32 3.26 5.20 4.84 3.28
0.4 6.20 5.36 3.78 5.68 4.80 4.00 540 4.46 3.66 4.60 4.78 2.96
0.5 5.68 4.78 3.94 5.74 4.80 3.14 5.04 3.82 3.06 4.60 4.36 3.02
0.6 4.76 4.50 3.48 4.38 4.38 2.94 4.76 3.82 3.36 4.56 3.66 2.94
0.8 3.52 2.50 2.20 3.14 2.26 2.22 3.50 2.92 1.70 3.28 2.92 2.28
200 0.2 5.60 5.16 4.32 5.16 4.36 4.56 5.08 4.30 4.00 4.56 4.24 3.44
0.4 594 5.00 4.62 5.10 4.76 4.24 5.00 4.72 3.52 5.36 4.42 3.66
0.5 5.36 4.72 4.40 5.04 4.06 4.12 516 4.08 4.18 4.82 4.32 3.60
0.6 5.18 3.90 4.02 5.28 4.00 3.46 4.94 4.28 3.30 4.98 4.22 3.00
0.8 3.94 3.08 2.64 3.76 3.34 2.94 4.02 3.48 2.98 4.26 3.40 2.62
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4.3.3 Expected Sample Size in GSDs

Furthermore, we conduct simulation studies on two clustered ROC curves that are not
equal at certain FPR under investigation. While maintain the « level and specific power
requirement, we show that the expected sample size with GSD is less than the one with
fixed sample size design. Given two clustered ROC curves, with pre-specified o and specific
power requirement, using the following formula, we can determine the sample size for a

fixed sample study, for a two-sided test:

202

n> (@71 -0/2) + 27N (1= P) 5.

where § is the difference of two ROC curves at FPR tg and o2 can be estimated using
the simulation method. Let o = 0.05, power (1 — 8) = 90% or 80%, using similar data
generating setting as previous, we try three different scenarios where the value increase for
diseased units varies. In the following result tables, we use abbreviation “OF” for O’Brien-
Fleming method and “LogN” for lognormal datasets.

We apply the method on three cases in comparing two clustered ROC curves. As show
in Figure 4.3-4.5, case I has the biggest difference between two investigational ROC curves,
while case III has the smallest difference.

The simulation results in Tables 4.6 - 4.20 illustrate several points. The simulated pow-
ers are close to the expected values, 80% or 90%, where the sample sizes are determined
to achieve the pre-specified power requirement. In each case we find that the power goals
are closely met for both O’Brien-Fleming and Pocock methods with different number of
interim looks and also for different p, A combinations and at different FPR. Lognormal and
normal data yield similar result as we know that ROC is invariant to monotone transfor-
mation. Inspection of Tables 4.18 4.20 reveals that the fixed sample design sample sizes for
different FPR vary substantially due to the difference in variance and § at different FPR.

Consequently, the GSD design sizes and GSD expected sample sizes vary substantially at
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different FPR. This is the case for both OBrien-Fleming and Pocock GSD methods. Fur-
thermore, Pocock method tend to have larger GSD design size and smaller expected sample
size compared to OBrien-Fleming method.

We give detailed steps for a GSD study using an example in the following, which explains
GSD design maximum sample size determination with specific power requirement, as well
as the calculations of the expected GSD sample size and actual achieved power through
simulation. Case I given the setting with p = 0.5, A = 0.5, FPR = 0.5 and 90% power
requirement for the predefined value increase for diseased units. In this case where § =
0.0614, we determine that sample size need to be 227.84 for a fixed sample study. All fixed
sample design sample size requirements for this case are shown in Table 4.18. Then with the
ratios provided in Jennison and Turnbull (2000), where with O’Brien-Fleming method, for
J=2 the ratio is 1.007; for J=>5 the ratio is 1.026. With Pocock method, for J=2 the ratio is
1.1; for J=5 the ratio is 1.207. Multiply the fixed sample size with the corresponding ratio,
we know to maintain the o and power level, for a group sequential study assuming equal
group sizes, the maximum sample sizes needed are: with O’Brien-Fleming method, for J=2
the sample size is 230; for J=>b the sample size is 234. With Pocock method, for J=2 the
sample size is 251; for J=5 the sample size is 276. The following simulation results (Table
4.6, 4.7, 4.12, 4.15), shows that the expected sample sizes of GSDs are less than the fixed
sample size (228), while still meet the «(0.05) and power requirements.

With the same setting except the power requirement set to 80%, we determine that
sample size need to be 170.19 for a fixed sample study (Table 4.18). Then with the ratios
provided in Jennison and Turnbull (2000), where with O’Brien-Fleming method, for J=2
the ratio is 1.008; for J=5 the ratio is 1.028. With Pocock method, for J=2 the ratio is
1.11; for J=5 the ratio is 1.229. Similarly, we calculated the sample sizes needed for group
sequential studies assuming equal interim group sizes. With O’Brien-Fleming method, for
J=2 the sample size is 172; for J=5 the sample size is 175. With Pocock method, for J=2
the sample size is 189; for J=5 the sample size is 210. The simulation results (Table 4.6,

4.7, 4.12, 4.15) shows that the expected sample sizes of GSDs are less than the fixed sample
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size (171), while still meet the «(0.05) and power (80%) requirements.

Similarly, the sample size determination and simulation results for Case II can be found
in Tables 4.8, 4.9, 4.13, 4.16 and 4.19. And Case III in Tables 4.10, 4.11, 4.14, 4.17 and
4.20.

True positive rate
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Figure 4.3: Empirical ROC curves of clustered data, case 1
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Figure 4.4: Empirical ROC curves of clustered data, case II
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Figure 4.5: Empirical ROC curves of clustered data, case III
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Table 4.6: Power(%) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05, case I

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 76.7 77.6 7.2 77.3 77.6 78.0 88.4 88.3 87.9 87.2 88.3 89.0
0.4 78.1 78.7 77.8 79.0 75.4 78.0 89.3 89.1 88.8 88.3 88.6 88.1
0 05 782 77.8 79.0 78.4 78.3 78.6 89.5 89.6 89.2 90.2 88.2 89.6
0.6 T77.7 7.2 79.2 79.6 80.5 80.0 88.6 89.0 90.0 90.2 90.8 90.5
0.8 78.8 79.2 81.2 80.8 79.7 79.6 89.2 89.3 90.6 91.3 91.3 90.7

0.2 79.2 78.1 77.6 78.8 75.7 76.6 88.3 87.9 88.1 88.2 88.1 88.8
0.4 779 78.4 77.6 78.6 77.6 77.4 89.6 88.8 88.0 88.3 89.6 88.8
0.25 0.5 783 79.3 79.3 78.9 77.3 77.1 89.2 88.9 89.5 89.6 89.3 88.3
0.6 T79.7 78.7 80.2 80.5 80.2 79.4 89.4 89.7 89.6 91.0 90.7 90.9
0.8 785 78.9 79.4 78.9 80.7 80.7 89.5 88.5 90.1 90.3 90.8 90.8

0.2 78.0 77T 76.5 76.8 75.7 74.9 88.7 89.0 86.7 87.0 86.9 86.9
0.4 773 79.2 78.5 77.4 78.5 77.9 88.7 88.2 89.7 89.4 88.8 89.0
0.5 0.5 789 78.5 78.9 78.6 78.2 78.2 89.1 89.2 89.5 89.2 88.6 89.2
0.6 78.5 80.0 78.9 78.3 79.8 78.9 88.8 89.4 90.2 89.9 89.2 89.3
0.8 80.2 80.8 79.1 7.7 79.1 78.7 90.1 90.9 89.4 89.9 89.6 90.0

0.2 773 78.0 76.1 76.6 76.2 77.2 88.4 88.6 87.1 87.8 87.0 87.8
0.4 772 77.9 77.5 7.7 7.1 77.2 88.3 88.5 88.0 87.5 88.1 87.4
0.75 0.5 78.9 79.2 77.3 77.6 77.2 78.3 89.4 88.0 89.5 88.6 88.7 88.4
0.6 78.2 7.6 78.9 77.5 78.5 79.0 88.7 87.9 89.7 90.0 89.5 88.9
0.8 78.1 79.1 80.7 80.2 77.3 78.5 89.7 89.3 91.1 90.1 88.9 88.7

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 78.6 77.9 77.1 78.2 78.7 78.1 87.9 87.9 88.3 87.9 89.5 89.6
0.4 T77.6 78.3 77.8 78.7 78.9 78.9 88.2 88.5 89.2 89.0 87.8 88.6
0 05 783 78.0 78.9 78.3 79.5 79.7 88.6 88.8 89.9 88.8 90.1 89.7
0.6 78.5 77.9 79.9 80.5 81.0 80.0 87.7 88.6 89.9 90.2 91.2 91.0
0.8 79.0 77.9 81.6 80.4 80.6 80.2 88.9 89.4 91.0 91.1 90.6 91.1

0.2 T77.6 77.8 77.6 77.2 7.1 77.3 87.9 88.0 88.7 88.0 88.0 89.2
0.4 T77.5 78.1 77.0 76.7 78.6 78.2 88.3 88.8 89.1 88.5 88.6 89.1
0.25 0.5 78.1 79.9 79.2 78.6 78.7 77.9 88.5 89.1 89.7 90.0 89.4 88.5
0.6 79.4 79.1 80.6 80.8 80.0 80.3 89.5 89.9 91.1 90.4 90.5 91.3
0.8 78.2 78.9 79.4 79.8 80.4 80.5 89.3 89.5 90.5 89.7 91.6 91.6

0.2 78.0 78.0 77.4 7.2 76.7 77.0 89.5 90.4 87.0 88.1 88.2 87.9
0.4 78.0 77.5 79.7 78.3 78.3 78.7 88.8 88.3 88.7 89.6 88.5 89.5
0.5 05 794 79.9 79.2 79.8 78.3 78.8 90.3 89.3 89.4 89.4 88.6 89.7
0.6 80.3 80.7 79.0 79.7 78.8 79.4 89.4 89.3 89.5 89.8 90.3 90.0
0.8 80.2 80.3 79.4 78.7 78.6 79.3 90.9 89.7 89.4 90.2 89.9 89.7

0.2 785 78.5 76.6 77.3 7.1 77.6 88.8 88.9 87.5 87.4 88.4 88.1
0.4 79.1 7T 77.8 77.6 76.5 76.3 88.9 88.7 89.5 89.0 87.9 88.4
0.75 0.5 78.6 76.3 76.5 76.4 78.7 77.8 88.3 88.8 87.8 88.2 89.4 90.0
0.6 78.5 78.2 78.7 79.3 78.9 e 89.4 89.7 88.7 89.5 89.1 89.5
0.8 78.9 79.1 80.5 81.1 78.8 78.2 89.5 90.3 90.4 90.4 89.3 88.3
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Table 4.7: Power(%) using the Pocock GSD with « = 0.05, case I

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 774 78.5 77.3 7.4 78.3 77.5 87.5 87.8 89.0 87.8 89.0 89.0
0.4 79.1 78.1 78.5 78.3 77.4 76.9 88.7 88.4 89.4 89.3 88.1 89.0
0 05 T77.0 79.0 77.8 80.0 78.7 79.5 89.1 89.0 88.9 89.3 90.2 90.4
0.6 78.4 78.8 79.1 80.1 79.4 80.7 88.5 88.1 90.1 89.8 91.2 90.8
0.8 78.6 78.9 80.1 79.5 79.8 80.5 89.6 89.0 91.5 90.6 91.2 91.1

02 772 78.4 77.0 78.0 76.3 76.8 88.4 87.5 88.6 88.0 87.8 88.0
0.4 78.4 78.5 7.7 78.2 77.8 77.4 88.4 88.4 88.6 89.1 88.8 88.7
0.25 0.5 77.5 78.8 79.1 77.3 77.0 76.5 88.7 88.5 89.5 89.4 89.9 88.9
0.6 79.5 78.6 79.6 80.3 80.5 81.2 89.4 89.2 90.0 90.7 91.2 91.4
0.8 775 78.9 79.7 79.8 80.9 80.2 89.1 89.3 89.8 89.7 91.5 90.9

0.2 78.6 78.2 75.6 75.9 75.9 76.9 89.4 89.1 87.1 87.6 87.4 88.1
0.4 T7.7 7.7 78.6 79.2 79.2 76.7 88.4 88.3 89.2 88.4 88.8 88.7
0.5 05 784 78.8 79.2 78.3 76.5 76.6 89.9 89.6 89.9 90.4 89.4 88.8
0.6 79.5 78.1 78.2 79.1 79.2 78.9 90.2 89.1 90.0 89.6 89.6 89.2
0.8 81.4 80.5 78.2 79.6 78.2 78.8 90.7 89.8 89.8 89.4 89.9 89.6

0.2 79.2 79.2 75.6 77.2 77.1 76.1 88.3 88.9 87.6 87.1 87.3 88.4
0.4 78.2 77.6 77.3 77.1 76.4 77.0 88.4 89.3 89.2 88.6 87.4 88.3
0.75 0.5 78.0 78.9 77.5 77.8 78.4 78.1 88.5 87.6 88.5 88.7 89.5 89.1
0.6 79.5 78.1 78.8 78.4 78.7 77.4 88.7 88.6 89.2 88.9 89.4 89.7
0.8 79.5 78.8 80.7 80.4 77.9 78.2 89.4 89.8 91.0 90.7 89.3 89.9

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 T77.8 78.7 78.8 7.7 79.1 78.8 88.5 88.8 89.3 88.8 90.0 89.6
0.4 78.2 78.8 78.0 78.4 79.4 78.2 88.5 89.3 88.6 90.0 89.2 88.1
0 05 786 7.7 79.3 78.7 79.3 78.9 88.9 89.0 89.0 88.8 89.5 89.7
0.6 78.0 78.8 79.1 79.7 81.7 80.0 88.6 88.4 91.1 90.2 90.6 90.7
0.8 78.9 79.6 79.7 80.0 80.5 79.5 89.3 89.3 91.2 91.2 90.8 91.1

02 77.1 78.5 78.5 7.7 78.1 78.0 89.1 89.5 88.4 88.1 88.4 88.6
0.4 78.8 78.6 79.9 77.2 78.8 .7 88.8 89.5 89.1 89.2 89.9 90.0
0.25 0.5 79.6 78.4 79.1 79.1 79.2 77.3 89.8 89.0 89.5 89.8 89.5 89.1
0.6 79.1 79.1 80.4 80.0 80.9 79.7 89.7 89.8 91.0 89.9 91.6 90.8
0.8 78.9 7.4 79.2 79.9 82.0 80.7 89.3 88.9 90.2 89.7 91.2 91.5

0.2 79.5 80.1 76.1 77.3 77.4 77.3 88.6 88.9 88.0 87.8 88.3 88.2
0.4 79.4 78.5 78.0 79.6 78.9 78.9 88.8 88.9 89.3 89.1 88.9 90.1
0.5 0.5 789 79.5 80.4 79.0 78.1 79.0 89.5 89.7 89.3 89.9 89.4 90.1
0.6 79.4 79.5 80.1 79.7 78.8 79.0 89.5 88.4 90.1 89.8 89.1 89.2
0.8 80.2 80.8 79.1 7.7 79.1 79.6 90.7 90.6 89.8 89.5 89.9 90.1

0.2 78.4 79.1 76.6 76.3 77.9 78.4 89.3 89.2 88.1 87.9 89.0 88.9
0.4 78.8 78.5 76.6 78.2 e 78.7 89.0 89.4 89.1 88.0 88.2 88.9
0.75 0.5 77.7 78.9 76.9 78.8 78.7 78.8 89.4 88.7 88.9 88.2 89.4 89.4
0.6 77.5 79.1 79.4 79.4 78.8 78.7 89.3 89.9 89.1 90.0 89.5 89.1
0.8 799 79.7 81.6 82.1 78.4 78.1 89.8 89.2 90.8 90.7 89.0 89.0
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Table 4.8: Power(%) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05, case II

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 773 77.3 77.6 78.9 77.8 78.2 89.1 87.6 89.4 88.9 89.9 87.9
0.4 79.2 79.2 77.6 79.2 e 76.3 89.2 89.1 89.2 89.4 88.4 88.1
0 05 785 77.6 78.3 78.7 78.3 79.0 88.2 88.4 88.9 89.5 88.7 90.1
0.6 77.5 76.6 78.4 79.2 79.8 79.7 89.4 88.5 89.9 90.0 90.8 91.0
0.8 77.8 78.2 79.7 79.2 79.7 79.3 89.5 88.5 89.8 89.9 88.7 90.1

0.2 T78.7 78.6 78.1 77.9 77.0 76.7 89.0 88.8 88.6 88.4 88.6 87.8
0.4 78.8 77.8 7.7 79.3 78.4 78.4 89.0 89.2 88.6 88.2 88.6 89.7
0.25 0.5 796 79.5 78.6 78.9 78.1 77.5 89.5 88.9 90.7 89.3 88.7 88.5
0.6 79.0 79.1 80.8 80.3 80.8 80.7 89.9 89.2 91.4 90.4 91.6 90.5
0.8 77.8 78.5 79.6 79.9 79.6 80.9 88.8 88.4 90.8 90.5 90.1 90.7

0.2 80.2 79.6 76.6 77.6 76.2 77.0 89.6 89.4 87.8 87.6 87.1 87.1
0.4 T7.7 78.7 78.2 79.0 77.4 77.8 88.8 89.2 88.4 88.8 88.9 89.7
0.5 0.5 798 78.8 78.6 79.0 78.4 77.2 89.9 89.4 90.6 89.7 89.2 88.5
0.6 79.5 79.3 78.0 77.9 78.9 79.0 90.0 89.6 88.9 88.9 90.0 90.0
0.8 81.2 79.8 79.3 79.0 80.7 79.8 90.0 90.7 89.6 89.4 90.5 90.9

0.2 78.8 78.1 77.6 77.4 76.3 76.3 90.1 89.5 87.7 87.9 87.8 87.6
0.4 778 77.8 78.5 77.9 75.8 76.5 88.4 88.2 89.1 88.0 86.8 87.4
0.75 0.5 T77.8 77.8 76.6 78.2 77.8 78.2 88.9 88.5 88.5 88.1 88.4 88.3
0.6 78.0 78.8 78.3 78.3 77.6 77.4 89.0 89.1 88.9 89.3 88.3 88.4
0.8 79.2 79.6 79.6 80.6 79.9 78.9 89.6 90.0 90.8 90.2 89.5 88.7

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 772 7.2 79.1 79.1 78.0 78.1 88.1 87.6 89.2 89.2 88.4 88.6
0.4 777 78.2 78.1 78.3 76.9 76.9 89.0 88.9 88.7 89.6 88.2 89.0
0 05 79.0 77.8 78.6 79.1 78.7 79.3 89.1 89.5 89.1 89.4 89.6 89.1
0.6 78.5 78.4 80.4 79.8 79.5 80.7 88.9 88.8 90.5 89.7 90.3 90.1
0.8 78.2 78.1 79.3 79.6 80.0 79.1 88.2 88.3 89.9 89.3 89.3 90.0

0.2 783 80.0 78.5 77.4 78.4 77.5 88.3 89.4 88.5 89.0 88.5 89.5
0.4 79.1 79.4 78.7 79.8 76.7 77.9 88.8 88.8 89.5 89.2 88.9 89.8
0.25 0.5 78.2 79.1 79.3 80.1 77.2 76.8 88.7 88.1 89.7 89.5 88.7 89.2
0.6 T79.5 79.5 80.7 80.8 81.7 81.1 89.2 90.0 91.1 89.8 90.8 91.3
0.8 78.1 78.9 79.8 79.6 79.3 80.3 89.0 89.5 90.8 90.4 91.1 89.9

0.2 79.4 79.5 76.8 76.6 76.6 76.8 90.3 90.3 87.8 88.8 87.5 88.2
0.4 79.3 78.4 79.0 78.8 79.2 78.1 89.5 89.0 89.5 89.3 90.0 88.7
0.5 05 799 80.1 79.7 79.6 77.4 78.3 90.3 90.2 89.9 90.4 88.4 88.6
0.6 79.3 79.9 79.5 78.3 80.0 79.6 89.9 89.9 89.8 88.9 90.7 90.2
0.8 81.6 81.4 78.9 80.2 81.0 79.8 90.2 90.5 89.5 89.6 90.7 90.2

0.2 79.6 79.0 78.3 78.6 76.6 77.5 90.1 90.1 89.0 87.9 88.8 88.3
0.4  80.0 79.4 79.0 77.5 e 77.0 89.4 89.1 89.0 88.7 87.3 88.7
0.75 0.5 78.6 79.4 78.2 78.7 78.5 77.8 88.4 88.7 87.5 88.3 89.2 89.3
0.6 78.2 78.7 78.3 78.7 78.0 78.8 89.3 89.6 89.1 89.2 88.5 87.9
0.8 79.2 79.4 80.1 81.7 79.4 78.8 89.4 89.8 91.2 90.6 89.5 89.8
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Table 4.9: Power(%) using the Pocock GSD with « = 0.05, case II

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 76.6 77.3 78.2 79.1 7.1 78.7 88.4 87.6 89.9 89.8 88.7 88.7
0.4 78.6 79.0 77.3 78.5 78.0 77.2 88.2 88.9 89.7 89.0 88.1 88.4
0 05 787 77.8 78.5 78.7 78.9 78.4 88.7 89.3 89.1 88.4 88.9 89.2
0.6 78.0 77.0 79.2 78.8 79.9 80.8 88.4 88.8 89.3 90.1 90.6 90.9
0.8 T77.5 77.9 78.8 79.3 79.8 78.2 88.8 89.1 90.6 89.3 89.3 90.0

0.2 79.0 77.4 78.3 78.4 77.6 78.7 88.9 90.0 88.2 89.1 88.6 88.6
0.4 78.6 77T 78.8 78.6 7.1 77.9 89.6 89.3 89.3 88.5 89.1 88.6
0.25 0.5 793 79.2 79.4 79.3 77.9 77.2 90.2 88.4 89.6 89.6 88.8 88.5
0.6 78.4 80.3 80.0 79.8 81.0 81.6 90.0 89.1 90.7 90.9 90.6 90.4
0.8 78.0 78.2 79.3 79.6 80.5 80.9 89.4 89.1 90.8 91.2 90.1 90.1

0.2 787 79.8 76.9 76.1 77.2 76.4 89.2 89.8 88.8 87.4 87.3 87.4
0.4 79.0 78.7 78.3 79.3 78.1 78.6 89.1 89.9 89.4 89.2 89.5 88.7
0.5 0.5 81.2 79.4 79.9 79.4 78.1 77.8 89.7 89.5 89.4 89.8 89.2 88.5
0.6 78.8 78.6 78.7 78.7 79.0 79.7 89.7 89.6 88.9 89.8 89.7 89.3
0.8 80.1 80.2 79.1 7.7 79.8 80.0 90.5 90.6 88.6 90.3 90.4 90.4

0.2 80.1 78.0 77.8 78.2 77.0 77.1 89.8 89.4 87.6 88.7 88.2 88.7
0.4 78.5 78.0 77T 78.5 78.0 76.6 89.2 88.7 89.4 89.5 88.2 88.2
0.75 0.5 T77.1 7.7 77.6 77.3 78.3 77.6 89.0 89.0 89.1 88.5 89.8 89.5
0.6 78.7 77T 77.5 78.5 7.2 77.8 89.4 88.6 88.9 89.5 88.9 87.8
0.8 79.2 78.8 80.9 80.9 79.3 78.5 89.8 89.6 90.6 90.6 89.0 89.3

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 777 78.3 78.7 79.4 78.7 78.4 88.2 88.7 89.3 89.3 89.9 88.9
0.4 78.2 78.0 79.0 79.0 77.5 77.6 88.9 89.0 89.6 88.9 88.7 88.7
0 05 786 79.1 79.6 79.8 79.0 79.1 89.1 88.3 88.6 89.0 89.5 90.2
0.6 77.9 78.7 80.2 79.6 81.0 81.0 88.7 88.6 90.0 89.8 90.6 91.0
0.8 77.8 78.7 79.0 79.4 79.2 79.8 88.9 88.2 90.3 89.8 90.8 89.8

0.2 78.8 79.1 79.4 78.0 78.7 78.4 89.1 88.6 89.2 88.4 88.7 89.5
0.4 777 79.8 78.4 79.0 77.8 78.7 88.9 88.7 89.4 90.0 88.8 88.6
0.25 0.5 79.5 79.7 80.0 79.0 79.0 79.1 90.1 89.3 89.6 89.2 88.8 88.5
0.6 79.6 79.7 80.4 80.6 80.0 80.4 89.9 89.9 91.1 90.5 90.4 91.2
0.8 77.6 77T 80.0 81.6 80.6 80.4 89.2 89.0 90.2 90.2 90.5 90.6

0.2 79.1 79.8 76.4 77.3 76.4 77.0 90.4 89.9 88.1 88.7 87.1 87.6
0.4 78.6 79.4 78.6 7.7 T 78.8 88.4 88.8 88.4 89.3 89.8 90.0
0.5 05 793 80.6 79.7 80.2 78.0 77.6 90.2 89.9 89.6 89.0 89.4 89.7
0.6 78.6 80.2 79.3 78.7 79.8 79.3 89.6 89.4 89.2 89.1 89.7 89.7
0.8 81.2 80.3 79.7 78.3 79.8 80.5 89.8 90.5 90.3 88.8 91.1 90.4

0.2 79.4 80.3 76.8 78.0 77T 76.6 89.6 90.1 88.9 88.5 88.2 88.1
0.4 785 78.3 78.9 79.4 78.0 77.4 89.0 88.9 89.7 88.9 87.4 87.4
0.75 0.5 784 78.5 78.6 77.9 79.0 79.5 88.6 88.5 89.1 89.0 89.5 89.5
0.6 79.2 78.5 79.1 78.7 N 77.8 89.7 89.2 89.6 89.7 89.0 89.1
0.8 80.1 78.1 80.1 80.7 80.8 78.7 89.2 89.8 90.9 90.5 88.8 88.8
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Table 4.10: Power(%) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05, case 11

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 772 77.4 79.7 78.6 78.0 78.7 87.5 87.7 89.5 90.4 89.0 89.0
0.4 779 78.4 79.1 7.7 78.0 78.7 88.8 87.8 89.4 89.2 89.0 89.0
0 05 778 78.5 7.7 78.5 79.0 78.6 87.9 88.7 89.3 88.8 89.8 90.1
0.6 77.6 77.9 79.2 77.9 80.4 79.9 88.4 88.5 88.8 89.1 90.0 89.3
0.8 75.6 76.4 79.3 78.2 79.7 79.3 86.9 87.4 89.9 89.8 89.6 89.5

0.2 80.4 78.8 79.2 79.3 80.0 79.9 89.9 90.1 89.0 89.9 89.6 89.7
0.4 80.1 80.5 79.5 79.1 80.1 79.2 90.4 91.1 89.2 89.0 89.2 89.0
0.25 0.5 80.8 79.1 79.2 78.8 79.2 78.4 89.7 88.9 88.6 89.9 89.4 89.5
0.6 80.5 81.6 81.9 81.6 82.0 81.7 90.7 90.8 91.9 91.0 91.3 91.2
0.8 79.9 80.0 81.9 80.4 81.4 81.8 90.1 90.0 90.5 91.0 90.7 90.8

0.2 813 80.1 79.1 78.6 7.1 77.0 90.1 89.9 89.2 88.9 88.9 88.2
0.4 78.9 79.8 79.5 80.1 79.7 79.0 89.8 89.4 90.5 90.4 90.2 89.7
0.5 0.5 80.3 79.9 80.1 79.7 79.0 78.8 90.3 89.9 91.0 90.7 89.8 89.4
0.6 81.5 81.1 79.3 80.0 80.8 81.2 89.7 90.1 90.4 89.9 90.2 90.7
0.8 81.4 80.7 79.1 79.9 81.1 81.1 90.9 91.7 90.3 89.2 90.7 91.2

0.2 80.0 79.6 78.0 77.8 79.0 77.9 90.7 90.8 89.1 89.6 89.4 89.3
0.4 78.5 76.2 78.3 79.5 7.2 77.2 89.3 87.9 89.2 89.5 87.3 87.5
0.75 0.5 784 78.4 77.4 76.8 78.0 78.9 89.9 89.4 88.8 88.7 89.2 89.1
0.6 79.9 79.0 80.3 79.3 78.0 78.8 90.2 90.0 89.3 90.0 89.1 88.7
0.8 78.6 78.7 80.4 81.3 79.0 79.0 89.6 90.5 90.5 90.5 89.1 89.4

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 775 7.2 80.1 79.6 78.3 79.5 87.9 87.8 90.4 89.6 90.1 88.7
0.4 T77.4 77.0 78.2 79.4 78.9 78.2 88.7 88.3 89.2 89.9 88.6 89.2
0 05 76.8 77.3 78.7 78.4 78.9 79.2 88.2 87.5 88.1 88.4 89.5 89.9
0.6 77.3 7.4 78.1 77.5 80.8 80.0 88.1 88.2 89.5 89.6 90.2 90.4
0.8 T74.8 74.1 79.1 78.9 80.0 79.2 86.1 87.7 89.5 89.3 89.2 89.8

0.2 79.3 79.0 79.4 79.9 79.9 79.2 89.7 90.3 89.8 90.1 89.7 89.5
0.4 799 80.2 79.9 79.1 79.5 80.2 89.1 90.1 89.5 90.7 89.5 90.7
0.25 0.5 80.0 79.6 80.0 80.5 79.5 78.4 89.8 90.6 89.8 88.9 89.4 88.9
0.6 79.8 81.2 81.4 81.7 81.3 80.7 90.9 90.8 91.1 91.9 90.9 91.5
0.8 79.4 79.3 81.2 81.3 81.0 81.6 90.2 90.3 90.4 90.6 91.4 91.2

0.2 81.6 80.2 78.4 78.4 78.4 78.1 89.7 90.4 89.6 88.4 88.8 88.5
0.4 80.3 80.3 79.9 80.0 79.8 79.5 89.6 89.4 89.9 89.7 90.0 90.0
0.5 0.5 80.3 80.0 81.4 82.0 78.8 79.3 90.2 90.4 89.9 91.1 89.2 89.5
0.6 81.1 81.4 80.7 80.7 80.9 81.0 90.8 90.3 90.9 90.1 91.0 90.3
0.8 80.9 82.1 80.3 81.1 81.2 82.1 91.4 91.0 90.4 90.1 90.6 91.1

0.2 80.7 79.2 79.6 78.5 78.3 78.8 90.0 90.3 89.7 89.0 88.7 89.4
0.4 78.6 77.9 79.0 79.1 77.8 77.9 89.1 88.5 89.7 89.8 88.5 87.8
0.75 0.5 78.7 78.0 78.1 78.1 79.1 79.7 88.6 89.0 89.2 88.4 89.1 89.1
0.6 78.9 78.8 78.5 79.8 79.2 78.2 89.9 89.6 89.7 89.4 89.7 89.9
0.8 80.0 79.3 80.1 80.8 80.0 79.0 89.9 89.0 89.8 90.4 89.8 89.1
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Table 4.11: Power(%) using the Pocock GSD with a = 0.05, case 111

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 777 76.6 79.1 79.1 78.9 78.4 87.6 87.8 90.6 89.2 89.1 89.6
0.4 76.3 78.0 78.8 78.4 78.8 78.7 87.8 88.0 89.6 89.7 87.9 88.9
0 05 775 78.3 77.4 77.4 79.2 79.6 87.8 87.4 88.2 88.8 89.0 89.6
0.6 78.6 76.5 78.9 79.1 80.0 79.8 87.6 87.9 88.7 89.3 90.3 89.8
0.8 T4.7 76.3 78.8 79.4 79.0 79.5 87.6 86.0 89.3 89.2 89.6 89.5

0.2 79.2 80.2 79.4 79.3 79.6 80.0 89.8 90.3 89.5 89.5 90.2 89.8
0.4 80.2 80.4 79.0 79.0 79.6 78.6 89.4 90.1 89.8 89.1 89.9 90.5
0.25 0.5 79.2 79.5 80.4 79.4 78.5 78.7 90.2 90.5 90.2 90.4 89.9 88.7
0.6 81.3 80.2 81.7 82.4 80.9 80.8 90.2 90.7 92.0 91.5 90.8 91.1
0.8 79.2 79.7 81.3 80.7 80.5 81.6 89.8 90.1 90.6 90.1 90.8 90.9

0.2 80.8 81.0 77.9 78.9 7.1 77.2 90.0 90.7 88.6 89.7 87.5 88.2
0.4 79.0 78.8 79.0 80.0 79.1 80.1 89.8 90.2 89.4 91.4 90.5 90.4
0.5 05 799 80.0 80.5 80.3 79.2 78.8 90.4 90.7 90.4 90.7 90.4 89.9
0.6 81.8 80.8 80.2 81.2 80.1 81.9 90.0 91.5 89.6 90.1 91.6 90.9
0.8  82.0 81.1 79.6 80.0 80.3 80.2 90.9 90.8 89.8 90.0 90.6 90.7

0.2 80.4 79.6 78.8 77.1 79.0 78.7 89.1 90.2 88.8 89.0 89.1 89.5
0.4 78.0 78.1 78.9 79.4 76.2 77.0 88.1 87.4 89.9 89.5 87.9 88.5
0.75 0.5 78.2 78.2 77.4 77.9 79.0 79.1 89.2 89.2 88.4 88.0 89.6 89.7
0.6 79.6 80.3 79.2 78.4 78.2 78.4 89.4 89.5 89.6 89.5 89.6 88.7
0.8 80.5 79.0 80.3 81.0 e 79.0 89.2 90.3 90.8 90.8 88.8 88.9

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 772 77.9 80.0 80.1 79.1 79.9 88.3 88.1 90.7 89.3 89.1 89.6
0.4 78.6 7.1 79.9 78.4 77.8 78.8 89.3 89.1 88.5 88.9 88.9 89.5
0 05 789 77.4 79.2 78.1 79.7 78.3 88.1 88.4 88.8 88.7 91.0 89.8
0.6 78.3 7.6 79.9 80.0 81.1 79.8 88.2 87.7 89.1 89.1 90.6 89.7
0.8 76.1 75.7 78.3 79.0 79.0 79.2 86.0 87.1 89.2 89.0 90.3 89.5

0.2 80.5 79.6 80.2 81.4 79.7 80.2 90.1 89.8 90.3 90.1 89.3 89.7
0.4 80.4 80.5 80.5 79.8 80.1 79.8 90.3 90.0 90.2 89.2 90.0 90.1
0.25 0.5 79.1 79.8 79.5 80.4 78.7 79.8 89.3 90.5 89.4 90.2 89.5 89.5
0.6 80.3 81.4 82.2 82.1 81.1 81.6 90.7 90.0 91.8 91.7 90.6 90.6
0.8 79.4 78.7 80.5 80.6 81.0 81.4 89.9 90.0 91.3 90.9 91.4 90.9

0.2 80.4 80.3 78.3 78.7 77.3 77.2 90.2 90.3 88.7 88.3 87.9 88.7
0.4 80.3 79.3 79.6 81.3 78.7 79.6 90.1 89.7 90.9 90.1 90.2 89.9
0.5 0.5 80.7 80.2 80.0 81.4 79.5 80.0 90.7 90.5 90.6 90.7 89.7 89.4
0.6 80.6 80.4 80.0 79.9 81.4 81.2 91.1 90.6 90.8 89.7 90.7 91.0
0.8 81.4 82.0 78.9 80.1 81.7 81.4 90.7 90.7 91.2 89.8 91.3 91.4

0.2 80.5 80.9 77.9 78.4 78.1 78.9 90.0 90.6 89.4 88.5 89.0 89.2
0.4 78.6 79.5 79.3 78.9 77.9 77.3 88.6 89.1 90.0 89.3 88.5 88.5
0.75 0.5 78.7 78.5 77.9 78.7 79.3 79.8 89.2 89.4 88.9 87.9 88.9 89.5
0.6 80.5 78.7 80.1 79.3 77.8 78.5 90.1 89.2 89.3 90.1 88.6 89.1
0.8 80.4 80.4 80.7 79.8 78.9 78.5 90.1 89.6 90.2 90.3 89.1 90.2
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Table 4.12: Expected sample sizes using GSD with oo = 0.05, case |

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=05 A=0.75
P t OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 187 178 132 127 98 93 238 217 168 154 124 114
0.4 195 184 140 132 102 97 248 227 175 162 128 118
0 05 219 209 161 155 121 115 277 255 205 186 154 139
0.6 260 248 205 192 160 149 328 301 258 237 199 180
0.8 523 496 453 425 357 335 662 604 573 514 451 401
0.2 178 172 129 123 94 91 228 209 164 151 119 109
04 187 177 136 128 100 95 236 215 172 158 128 115
0.25 0.5 212 202 158 150 117 111 270 245 201 184 148 135
0.6 259 243 203 194 156 147 328 299 256 231 197 178
0.8 505 482 437 412 357 333 644 584 550 501 452 402
0.2 174 166 125 119 94 90 222 201 159 146 119 110
04 176 168 134 128 101 96 225 207 169 155 127 116
0.5 0.5 206 194 156 148 117 111 259 235 198 181 149 135
06 248 236 195 185 150 142 316 287 249 225 191 172
0.8 518 482 429 402 345 324 656 599 541 490 434 391
0.2 174 165 133 129 102 97 221 202 169 156 130 118
0.4 176 166 140 133 106 101 222 204 178 163 135 123
075 0.5 199 190 161 153 126 119 254 232 204 187 160 144
0.6 247 234 206 194 158 149 312 285 260 237 200 181
0.8 520 492 471 445 357 337 659 597 594 534 452 407
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 170 167 120 118 89 87 210 193 147 135 109 100
04 177 174 127 125 91 91 218 201 156 145 114 106
0 0.5 200 198 147 145 110 109 246 226 179 169 136 127
06 236 236 186 185 142 140 203 270 228 209 174 161
0.8 475 468 408 410 322 321 586 545 500 458 393 365
0.2 163 160 118 116 86 85 201 187 144 132 106 98
0.4 169 166 124 119 91 91 209 191 151 140 112 103
0.25 0.5 194 188 144 142 106 105 237 216 177 164 130 122
0.6 235 231 183 180 141 140 287 264 224 204 172 159
0.8 459 457 397 392 323 319 565 527 486 452 392 363
0.2 159 154 113 113 85 84 195 182 141 130 106 98
0.4 160 158 122 122 91 91 197 183 149 138 113 104
0.5 0.5 187 183 141 141 107 107 229 211 176 162 132 123
06 226 225 177 175 137 136 277 256 219 200 166 155
0.8 471 465 387 386 312 312 573 527 479 444 382 354
0.2 158 156 121 121 92 92 196 178 150 138 114 107
0.4 159 157 127 127 96 97 197 181 156 144 118 111
0.75 0.5 182 181 147 146 114 113 225 206 180 167 139 130
06 224 224 187 182 143 142 274 254 230 214 175 164
0.8 474 466 425 420 324 326 582 534 522 482 399 375

124



Table 4.13: Expected sample sizes using GSD with a = 0.05, case 11

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=05 A=0.75 A=0 A=05 A=0.75
P t OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 417 400 299 282 214 204 5927 489 378 344 269 245
04 426 405 300 286 212 203 541 493 380 346 271 248
0 0.5 474 448 343 326 251 238 597 547 435 395 318 289
0.6 552 527 429 407 321 305 705 646 543 494 404 369
0.8 1049 1005 885 842 687 647 1333 1221 1122 1016 865 789
0.2 404 388 288 275 209 199 512 474 367 338 261 241
04 409 3890 293 279 213 202 521 475 368 339 270 246
0.25 0.5 456 433 338 319 244 231 579 529 427 386 306 282
0.6 553 525 425 401 319 300 696 635 535 485 403 366
0.8 1049 988 891 837 691 646 1322 1203 1117 1013 873 790
02 395 374 276 266 203 193 494 456 352 322 256 237
04 387 367 290 275 214 204 489 452 369 330 270 246
0.5 0.5 448 420 333 317 241 228 560 511 420 389 305 278
06 532 499 406 38 311 290 672 612 511 465 393 358
0.8 1061 990 861 818 692 652 1342 1206 1099 999 874 789
0.2 388 366 293 279 222 212 488 445 373 343 279 257
04 378 362 302 280 222 209 481 442 384 352 280 255
0.75 0.5 427 404 336 322 261 248 543 498 430 393 328 301
0.6 519 492 427 407 318 303 656 603 538 488 403 368
0.8 1057 1009 952 889 714 673 1339 1224 1194 1080 908 821
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 383 372 270 266 193 191 468 436 333 305 237 219
04 38 380 274 267 195 194 477 441 336 307 238 221
0 05 429 423 311 308 229 227 529 489 383 360 280 260
06 506 501 386 384 290 287 617 570 471 435 355 328
0.8 957 947 806 799 622 625 1178 1096 989 914 767 701
0.2 369 363 262 257 189 187 452 419 322 300 233 217
04 371 370 265 262 193 193 458 415 327 299 236 222
0.25 0.5 417 410 306 299 222 220 511 463 376 346 272 254
0.6 497 488 384 375 288 289 613 561 467 429 352 327
08 952 946 804 792 629 616 1161 1081 985 911 758 706
0.2 355 353 253 252 184 184 438 397 310 287 227 214
04 350 348 263 260 193 193 433 403 325 296 237 222
05 05 405 396 301 297 219 219 497 454 370 342 270 251
0.6 482 476 366 364 280 278 595 545 448 421 342 320
08 953 933 782 77T 621 621 1175 1094 967 887 760 704
0.2 353 344 267 267 201 199 430 397 329 305 247 229
04 341 341 274 270 200 200 423 391 337 308 249 231
075 0.5 38 384 307 304 238 234 479 445 378 350 291 269
0.6 474 462 387 383 288 286 580 534 476 440 357 333
0.8 966 942 857 846 647 638 1190 1093 1044 959 796 737
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Table 4.14: Expected sample sizes using GSD with o = 0.05, case 111

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
P t OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 1659 1563 1198 1151 838 800 2099 1918 1523 1374 1063 966
0.4 1628 1554 1163 1106 821 774 2073 1901 1468 1351 1035 953
0 0.5 1802 1724 1280 1223 932 884 2269 2082 1633 1483 1179 1076
0.6 2080 1976 1568 1495 1165 1097 2640 2439 1992 1811 1466 1333
0.8 3712 3559 3166 2983 2420 2287 4694 4307 3988 3658 3043 2799

0.2 1654 1574 1169 1105 836 794 2080 1903 1478 1348 1052 960
0.4 1644 1540 1138 1078 823 776 2079 1909 1426 1312 1048 946
0.25 0.5 1797 1682 1293 1217 917 867 2255 2051 1641 1485 1160 1056
0.6 2151 2027 1638 1530 1170 1102 2694 2481 2076 1868 1469 1346
0.8 3925 3742 3272 3073 2486 2353 4951 4505 4118 3721 3146 2863

0.2 1576 1493 1107 1057 791 756 2004 1825 1412 1288 1010 923
04 1526 1453 1132 1070 806 768 1915 1752 1428 1303 1023 929
0.5 0.5 1705 1613 1284 1207 916 867 2166 1963 1621 1474 1148 1051
0.6 2067 1941 1537 1451 1156 1099 2605 2367 1931 1762 1458 1323
0.8 3943 3653 3178 3004 2498 2335 4982 4533 3995 3635 3122 2848

0.2 1526 1440 1146 1084 8538 820 1904 1757 1458 1335 1092 1005
0.4 1442 1368 1153 1094 827 783 1810 1677 1454 1325 1049 962
0.75 0.5 1618 1525 1265 1213 968 918 2043 1840 1611 1463 1224 1123
0.6 1967 1863 1575 1490 1176 1122 2507 2277 1991 1831 1489 1368
0.8 3885 3687 3378 3156 2544 2418 4925 4515 4267 3872 3224 2940

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 1502 1482 1078 1060 765 749 1834 1716 1330 1217 942 871
0.4 1481 1454 1059 1035 744 742 1836 1700 1304 1206 918 843
0 0.5 1643 1611 1170 1153 848 837 2035 1881 1434 1327 1049 955
0.6 1898 1881 1428 1395 1052 1038 2347 2157 1757 1607 1293 1185
0.8 3412 3372 2877 2859 2189 2174 4215 3934 3533 3274 2705 2467

0.2 1502 1463 1057 1036 756 738 1846 1682 1304 1172 925 853
0.4 1488 1442 1036 1009 744 733 1832 1650 1271 1150 916 847
0.25 0.5 1624 1596 1166 1156 832 826 1986 1819 1440 1312 1020 941
0.6 1947 1908 1479 1432 1056 1041 2382 2151 1802 1628 1298 1190
0.8 3559 3511 2955 2912 2263 2198 4353 4002 3621 3283 2763 2513

0.2 1423 1394 1005 995 719 716 1746 1597 1242 1151 886 825
0.4 1375 1362 1024 1000 737 727 1696 1563 1252 1144 899 822
0.5 0.5 1547 1513 1157 1144 829 820 1904 1759 1428 1301 1016 931
0.6 1868 1829 1379 1362 1048 1023 2275 2079 1700 1572 1281 1173
0.8 3582 3465 2877 2842 2243 2198 4354 3938 3535 3208 2756 2509

0.2 1375 1340 1041 1041 781 779 1691 1557 1285 1181 966 886
0.4 1303 1294 1046 1035 750 747 1614 1495 1283 1170 925 863
0.75 0.5 1468 1447 1153 1138 880 870 1806 1649 1417 1318 1081 1001
0.6 1795 1734 1433 1412 1064 1064 2213 2006 1752 1612 1304 1223
0.8 3534 3427 3070 2999 2304 2301 4351 3999 3765 3449 2837 2603

126



Table 4.15: GSD design sample sizes (maximum) with o = 0.05, case I

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock
Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 208 229 146 161 108 118 278 303 195 213 144 157
04 216 238 153 169 110 121 289 316 205 224 147 161
0 05 242 267 178 196 132 146 324 354 238 260 177 193
0.6 286 315 225 248 172 189 382 417 301 329 229 251
0.8 574 632 496 546 385 424 767 838 663 725 514 562
0.2 200 220 143 157 103 114 267 291 191 209 138 150
0.4 206 227 149 164 109 120 276 301 199 217 146 159
0.25 0.5 234 258 174 192 127 139 313 342 233 255 169 185
0.6 285 314 223 246 170 187 381 416 298 326 227 248
0.8 555 611 477 526 387 426 742 810 638 697 518 565
02 194 214 137 150 102 112 259 283 183 199 136 149
0.4 195 215 148 163 110 121 261 285 198 216 146 160
0.5 05 227 250 172 189 127 140 303 331 230 251 170 186
0.6 275 303 214 236 163 179 367 401 287 313 217 237
0.8 573 631 466 513 371 408 766 837 623 681 496 542
02 193 212 146 161 111 122 258 282 195 213 149 162
0.4 194 213 154 169 115 126 259 283 205 224 153 167
0.75 0.5 221 243 176 193 136 150 205 322 235 256 182 199
0.6 272 299 226 249 172 189 363 397 303 330 230 251
0.8 575 633 519 572 387 426 768 839 694 758 518 565
Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 212 253 149 178 110 131 283 333 199 234 146 172
0.4 220 263 156 187 112 134 294 346 209 245 150 176
0 05 247 295 182 217 135 161 330 388 242 285 180 212
0.6 291 348 230 275 175 209 389 458 307 361 234 275
0.8 585 699 506 605 392 469 782 919 676 795 524 616
0.2 203 243 146 174 105 126 272 320 195 229 140 165
0.4 210 251 152 181 111 133 281 330 203 238 148 175
025 0.5 239 286 178 213 129 154 319 375 237 279 172 203
0.6 291 348 228 272 173 207 388 457 304 358 232 272
0.8 566 676 487 582 395 472 756 889 650 765 527 620
0.2 198 237 139 166 104 124 264 311 18 219 139 163
0.4 199 238 151 180 112 134 266 312 201 237 149 175
05 05 231 276 175 210 130 155 309 363 234 276 173 204
0.6 280 335 219 261 166 198 374 440 292 343 221 260
0.8 584 698 475 568 378 452 781 918 635 747 505 594
0.2 197 235 149 178 113 136 263 309 199 234 151 178
0.4 197 236 157 187 117 140 264 310 209 246 156 183
0.75 0.5 225 269 179 214 139 166 301 353 239 281 186 218
0.6 277 331 231 276 175 210 370 435 308 363 234 275
0.8 586 701 529 633 395 472 783 921 707 832 527 620
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Table 4.16: GSD design sample sizes (maximum) with o = 0.05, case 11

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=05 A=0.75 A=0 A=05 A=0.75
p t OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 464 511 331 364 234 257 620 678 442 483 313 341
0.4 472 519 332 366 233 257 631 689 444 485 311 340
0 05 524 577 378 416 275 303 700 765 505 552 368 402
0.6 612 674 472 520 353 389 818 894 631 689 473 516
0.8 1158 1275 979 1078 753 829 1548 1691 1310 1431 1006 1099

0.2 451 497 319 351 228 251 603 659 427 466 305 333
0.4 454 500 323 355 233 256 607 663 432 471 311 340
0.25 0.5 508 560 373 411 266 292 680 742 499 545 355 388
0.6 609 671 471 919 352 387 815 890 630 688 470 913
0.8 1151 1267 982 1081 758 834 1539 1681 1313 1435 1013 1107

0.2 438 482 304 334 221 243 986 640 406 443 295 322
0.4 429 472 320 353 233 257 573 626 428 468 312 340
0.5 0.5 49 o945 369 406 263 290 662 723 493 539 352 384
0.6 588 647 445 490 339 373 786 858 995 650 453 495
0.8 1174 1292 950 1046 754 831 1570 1714 1271 1388 1009 1102

0.2 430 474 323 356 242 266 575 628 432 472 323 353
04 419 462 334 368 241 265 561 613 447 488 321 351
0.75 0.5 471 519 371 409 284 313 630 689 496 042 380 415
0.6 573 631 469 o017 347 382 766 837 627 685 464 507
0.8 1177 1296 1047 1153 783 862 1574 1720 1400 1529 1047 1143

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 473 566 337 403 238 285 632 744 450 529 318 375
0.4 481 575 339 405 238 284 642 756 453 532 317 373
0 05 534 639 38 461 281 336 714 839 515 606 375 441
06 624 746 481 575 360 431 833 980 643 756 481 566
0.8 1181 1412 999 1194 768 918 1578 1856 1334 1570 1025 1206

0.2 460 550 325 389 233 278 615 723 435 011 311 365
0.4 463 953 329 393 237 284 618 727 440 017 317 373
025 0.5 518 620 381 455 271 324 693 815 508 998 362 425
0.6 622 743 481 574 359 429 830 977 642 755 479 963
0.8 1174 1403 1002 1197 773 924 1568 1844 1338 1574 1032 1214

0.2 447 5934 310 370 225 269 997 702 414 486 301 354
0.4 437 923 327 390 238 284 284 687 436 013 318 374
0.5 0.5 505 604 376 450 268 321 675 794 503 991 358 422
0.6 599 716 454 543 346 413 801 942 606 713 462 543
0.8 1197 1431 969 1158 769 920 1599 1881 1295 1523 1028 1209

0.2 439 524 330 394 246 294 586 689 440 518 329 387
0.4 428 511 341 407 245 293 o71 672 455 935 328 385
0.75 0.5 481 575 379 452 290 347 642 755 506 995 387 456
0.6 584 698 478 572 354 423 780 918 639 752 473 956
0.8 1201 1435 1068 1276 798 954 1604 1887 1426 1678 1067 1255
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Table 4.17: GSD design sample sizes (maximum) with « = 0.05, case III

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=05 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p t OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)
0.2 1826 2011 1335 1470 931 1025 2442 2667 1785 1950 1244 1359
0.4 1804 1986 1290 1420 904 995 2412 2635 1725 1884 1209 1320
0 0.5 1997 2199 1418 1562 1034 1138 2671 2917 1897 2072 1382 1510
0.6 2303 2536 1738 1914 1289 1419 3080 3365 2324 2539 1723 1882
0.8 4068 4480 3506 3860 2671 2941 5441 5943 4688 5121 3571 3901

0.2 1845 2032 1301 1433 924 1018 2467 2695 1740 1901 1236 1350
0.4 1835 2021 1261 1389 912 1004 2454 2681 1686 1842 1220 1332
0.25 0.5 2000 2203 1436 1581 1011 1113 2675 2922 1920 2098 1352 1477
0.6 2402 2645 1840 2026 1304 1436 3212 3509 2460 2688 1743 1904
0.8 4368 4810 3646 4015 2782 3064 0842 6382 4876 5326 3721 4064

0.2 1765 1943 1228 1352 871 959 2360 2578 1641 1793 1164 1272
0.4 1698 1870 1254 1381 897 988 2271 2481 1677 1832 1199 1310
0.5 0.5 1912 2105 1434 1579 1006 1108 2556 2792 1918 2095 1346 1470
0.6 2305 2538 1703 1876 1287 1418 3083 3367 2278 2488 1721 1880
0.8 4417 4863 3527 3884 2763 3043 9906 6452 4717 5153 3695 4036

0.2 1695 1867 1271 1400 947 1043 2267 2476 1700 1857 1267 1384
0.4 1592 1753 1274 1402 907 999 2129 2325 1703 1860 1213 1325
0.75 0.5 1785 1966 1399 1541 1069 1177 2388 2608 1871 2044 1430 1562
0.6 2192 2413 1747 1924 1293 1424 2931 3201 2336 2552 1729 1889
0.8 4327 4765 3777 4159 2809 3094 o787 6321 5051 5517 3757 4104

Five-group sequential design (J=5)
0.2 1862 2226 1361 1627 949 1134 2488 2927 1818 2139 1268 1491
0.4 1839 2199 1316 1573 922 1102 2458 2891 1758 2068 1231 1449
0 0.5 2037 2435 1447 1729 1054 1260 2721 3201 1933 2274 1408 1657
0.6 2349 2808 1772 2119 1314 1571 3138 3692 2368 2786 1756 2066
0.8 4149 4960 3575 4274 2724 3256 5543 6521 4777 5619 3639 4281

0.2 1881 2249 1327 1586 943 1127 2514 2957 1773 2086 1260 1482
0.4 1871 2237 1286 1537 930 1112 2500 2941 1718 2021 1243 1462
0.25 0.5 2040 2439 1465 1751 1031 1232 2726 3206 1957 2302 1377 1620
0.6 2450 2929 1876 2243 1330 1590 3273 3850 2507 2949 1776 2090
0.8 4455 5326 3718 4445 2837 3392 9952 7002 4968 5844 3791 4459

0.2 1800 2151 1252 1497 888 1062 2404 2828 1672 1967 1186 1396
0.4 1732 2071 1279 1529 915 1093 2314 2722 1708 2010 1222 1437
0.5 0.5 1950 2331 1463 1749 1026 1227 2605 3064 1954 2299 1371 1613
0.6 2351 2810 1737 2077 1313 1569 3141 3695 2321 2730 1754 2063
0.8 4504 5385 3597 4301 2818 3369 6018 7079 4806 5654 3765 4429

0.2 1729 2067 1296 1549 966 1155 2310 2717 1732 2037 1291 1518
0.4 1623 1941 1299 1553 925 1106 2169 2551 1735 2041 1236 1454
0.75 0.5 1821 2177 1427 1706 1090 1304 2433 2862 1906 2242 1457 1714
0.6 2235 2672 1782 2130 1319 1577 2986 3513 2380 2800 1762 2073
0.8 4413 5276 3852 4605 2865 3425 5896 6936 5146 6054 3828 4503
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Table 4.18: Fixed sample design sample sizes with oo = 0.05, case |
Power=80% Power=90%
p t A=0 A=05 A=075 A=0 A=05 A=0.75

0.2 206 145 107 276 194 143
04 214 152 109 287 203 146
0 0.5 240 177 131 322 236 175
0.6 283 224 170 379 299 228
0.8 569 492 382 762 659 011
0.2 198 142 102 265 190 137
04 205 148 108 274 198 145
025 0.5 232 173 126 311 231 168
0.6 283 221 169 379 296 226
0.8 550 474 384 737 634 514
0.2 193 136 101 258 181 135
04 194 147 109 259 196 145
0.5 0.5 225 171 126 301 228 169
0.6 273 213 161 365 285 216
0.8 568 462 368 761 619 492
0.2 191 145 110 256 194 148
04 192 153 114 257 204 152
0.75 0.5 219 174 135 293 233 181
0.6 270 225 171 361 300 228
0.8 570 915 384 763 689 514
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Table 4.19: Fixed sample design sample sizes with o = 0.05, case 11
Power=80% Power=90%
p t A=0 A=05 A=075 A=0 A=05 A=0.75

0.2 460 328 232 616 439 310
04 468 330 231 626 441 309
0 05 520 375 273 696 502 365
0.6 607 468 351 812 627 469
0.8 1149 972 747 1538 1301 999
0.2 448 317 226 999 424 303
04 450 320 231 603 429 309
0.25 0.5 504 370 263 675 495 353
0.6 605 468 349 809 626 467
0.8 1142 974 752 1528 1304 1006
0.2 434 301 219 981 403 293
04 425 318 231 969 425 310
0.5 0.5 491 366 261 658 490 349
0.6 583 442 337 780 991 450
0.8 1164 943 748 1559 1262 1002
0.2 427 321 240 571 429 321
04 416 331 239 557 443 319
0.75 0.5 468 368 282 626 493 378
0.6 568 465 344 761 623 461
0.8 1168 1039 Tt 1563 1390 1040

131



Table 4.20: Fixed sample design sample sizes with @ = 0.05, case 111
Power=80% Power=90%
p t A=0 A=05 A=075 A=0 A=05 A=0.75

0.2 1812 1324 923 2425 1772 1236
04 1789 1280 897 2395 1713 1200
0 0.5 1981 1407 1025 2652 1884 1373

0.6 2285 1724 1279 3059 2308 1711
0.8 4036 3478 2649 5403 4655 3547

0.2 1830 1291 917 2450 1728 1228
04 1821 1251 905 2437 1675 1211
0.25 0.5 1984 1425 1003 2656 1907 1342
0.6 2383 1825 1293 3190 2443 1731
0.8 4334 3617 2760 5801 4842 3695

0.2 1751 1218 864 2343 1630 1156
0.4 1685 1244 890 2256 1665 1191
0.5 0.5 1896 1423 998 2539 1905 1336
0.6 2287 1690 1277 3061 2262 1709
0.8 4382 3499 2741 5865 4684 3669
0.2 1682 1261 940 2251 1688 1258
0.4 1579 1264 900 2114 1691 1205
0.75 0.5 1771 1388 1061 2371 1858 1420

0.6 2174 1733 1283 2910 2320 1717
0.8 4293 3747 2787 5747 5016 3731
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Table 4.21: AUC, power(%) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with « = 0.05, case I

Power=80%

Power=90%

A=0

A=0.5

A=0.75

A=0

A=0.5

A=0.75

p Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN
Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 792 791 803 802 804 8.4 8.1 89.7 902 8.5 91.0 90.5
025 802 799 789 80.1 811 795 89.7 893 898 895 90.0 904
05 804 798 788 798 811 809 8.8 899 903 898 90.2 90.2
0.75 80.5 793 794 783 794 796 8.6 90.5 900 89.7 89.7 8938

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 799 794 790 795 804 814 896 899 8.9 901 902 904
025 80.0 794 803 80.1 79.5 80.7 8.7 892 895 894 899 90.2
05 789 796 794 804 808 804 8.1 90.1 89.2 889 90.3 899
0.75 8.0 812 795 795 803 80.0 90.0 905 896 8.4 903 90.1

For statistical studies comparing AUCs of two clustered ROC, we get the following
results using same approach. Instead of analyzing on particular FPR, here we study the
summary measurement, AUC, of the investigational ROC curves. We follow the same steps
as discussed earlier conducting the study, which includes sample size calculation, GSD size
determination, simulation for powers, and calculation of expected sample size.

The simulation results in Tables 4.21 - 4.35 shows that the simulated powers are close
to the expected values, 80% or 90%, with sample sizes calculated using power approach. In
each case we find that the power goals are closely met for both OBrien-Fleming and Pocock
methods with different number of interim looks and also for different p, A combinations.
Not surprisingly, we have similar results for lognormal and normal data. Furthermore,

Pocock method tend to have larger GSD design size and smaller expected sample size than

OBrien-Fleming method.

4.4 Example of Glaucomatous Deterioration Detection

In this section, we illustrate the GSD in a glaucomatous deterioration detection diagnostic
trial. Glaucoma is a progressive optic neuropathy. The related symptoms include loss of

retinal ganglion cells, and morphological changes to the optic nerve and retinal nerve fiber
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Table 4.22: AUC, power(%) using the Pocock GSD with o = 0.05, case T

Power=80%

Power=90%

A=0

A=0.5

A=0.75

A=0

A=0.5

A=0.75

p Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 79.3 80.4 79.8 80.6 80.8 80.7 89.7 89.2 89.6 89.7 90.8 91.2
025 79.5 80.1 799 798 80.5 80.8 89.8 89.4 889 89.3 89.8 90.7
0.5 792 79.8 81.7 811 80.5 79.2 89.9 90.7 89.6 89.2 90.0 89.2
0.75 794 80.0 809 799 79.7 799 90.0 90.5 89.5 89.6 893 89.2

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 794 81.0 81.1 80.1 809 80.7 89.4 904 91.0 905 909 91.5
025 794 794 794 789 80.3 80.1 89.9 88.8 90.1 893 90.2 888
0.5 80.1 799 813 80.1 815 80.6 89.8 90.0 &9.6 90.1 90.2 89.7
0.75 80.9 &81.1 80.2 80.3 80.5 80.0 89.8 89.9 90.0 90.2 90.5 90.5

Table 4.23: AUC, power(%) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with « = 0.05, case II

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 795 80.0 798 794 80.9 8L1 8.5 89.0 893 8.2 904 909
025 79.0 79.7 795 80.6 794 804 8.4 895 904 89.7 899 839
05 80.2 808 80.2 791 798 8.1 8.3 900 90.3 898 899 90.1
0.75 802 79.3 788 795 79.7 795 904 895 899 89.5 90.3 89.7

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 8.5 795 804 788 81.0 802 89.6 89.3 90.2 90.0 904 90.9
025 791 79.6 79.0 789 787 79.7 902 894 90.0 89.8 89.8 904
05 809 802 791 787 801 794 8.7 89.0 835 899 894 90.2
0.75 8.1 8.1 786 80.1 79.7 792 90.3 893 902 838 89.7 90.3
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Table 4.24: AUC, power(%) using the Pocock GSD with o = 0.05, case 11

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=05 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 79.7 787 799 798 80.7 80.1 88.3 89.8 89.7 898 90.0 90.2
025 79.2 79.7 79.2 795 793 79.6 89.9 89.3 89.5 894 89.7 90.0
05 &80.2 803 793 79.1 803 804 90.5 89.5 89.8 88.8 89.6 89.4
0.75 79.6 80.8 79.0 804 804 79.7 89.9 90.3 89.0 89.8 &9.3 90.0

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 785 79.8 80.0 80.2 80.5 80.4 90.1 88.6 90.0 90.2 89.3 90.3
025 79.7 79.6 801 794 80.3 79.0 89.8 89.5 894 89.7 89.5 899
0.5 &0.7 787 790 797 799 814 90.2 89.9 899 89.8 904 89.2
0.75 80.5 793 788 794 813 80.7 89.1 89.0 89.3 89.7 89.5 898

Table 4.25: AUC, power(%) using the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with o = 0.05, case III

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=05 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 790 794 799 791 80.0 799 8.0 89.3 896 894 896 885
025 802 813 795 79.1 796 793 90.2 90.0 89.5 89.6 89.5 89.2
05 80.8 798 80.2 79.0 80.5 814 909 90.1 89.5 898 90.5 90.0
0.75 80.5 80.2 797 786 792 79.7 90.6 90.1 89.0 90.0 898 89.6

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 787 788 793 781 792 801 892 89.0 895 894 90.7 90.0
025 80.6 8.8 799 793 79.1 80.2 90.3 904 90.1 90.1 899 89.6
05 80.3 805 80.0 803 79.7 81.1 893 902 899 898 90.2 90.6
0.75 80.3 79.2 787 789 8.0 79.8 8.8 903 893 892 903 89.5
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Table 4.26: AUC, power(%) using the Pocock GSD with « = 0.05, case 111

Power=80% Power=90%

A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75
p Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN Normal LogN

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 788 781 79.0 79.0 787 798 88.0 89.2 894 890 896 89.3
025 804 794 799 794 798 79.1 90.6 90.1 89.7 90.3 90.0 8&89.7
0.5 80.5 80.7 804 803 799 80.7 90.6 90.6 89.4 90.1 90.2 90.3
0.7 79.8 80.1 794 788 799 794 90.2 89.3 &89.1 899 89.8 §9.1

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 79.1 785 T79.0 799 783 79.0 89.7 89.7 89.8 90.0 893 894
0.25 80.7 815 796 79.5 80.2 79.9 90.3 90.6 90.4 90.5 90.0 90.4
0.5 &80.7 814 80.2 80.6 &81.0 81.0 904 90.3 90.2 904 89.2 90.1
0.75 80.0 80.5 795 794 797 T79.7 90.0 89.5 89.8 89.7 90.2 90.5

Table 4.27: AUC, expected sample sizes using GSD with a = 0.05, case 1

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=05 A=0.75
P OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 123 118 69 65 37 35 157 142 87 79 47 43
0.25 114 108 63 60 35 33 145 132 80 74 44 41
0.5 104 100 60 57 34 32 131 121 76 70 43 39
0.75 95 91 61 58 34 33 121 111 77 71 44 40

Five-group sequential design (J=>5)

0 111 109 62 60 34 32 137 124 76 68 41 37
0.25 104 101 a7 56 32 30 127 116 71 64 38 35
0.5 94 91 54 92 31 29 117 107 67 61 37 33
0.75 87 83 o4 93 31 30 107 95 67 61 39 35
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Table 4.28: AUC, expected sample sizes using GSD with a = 0.05, case 11

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=05 A=0.75

p OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 273 256 150 141 81 76 346 317 190 173 102 92
025 255 243 140 133 75 71 322 293 175 161 95 87
05 232 221 132 125 73 69 204 267 167 154 91 83
0.75 209 196 132 124 74 70 263 241 164 153 93 87

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 247 242 135 134 72 70 304 278 167 153 89 82
025 231 225 127 124 68 66 284 258 156 143 83 7
0.5 210 205 120 117 65 64 260 235 148 133 80 72
0.75 189 182 119 116 67 65 233 211 145 132 82 74

Table 4.29: AUC, expected sample sizes using GSD with « = 0.05, case 111
Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=05 A=0.75 A=0 A=05 A=0.75

p OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 1075 1023 585 560 310 293 1356 1242 738 678 391 358
0.25 1022 962 556 528 292 276 1289 1182 698 637 368 336
0.5 925 874 520 489 279 263 1166 1072 661 598 352 324
0.75 806 763 499 476 282 266 1013 932 630 578 354 325

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 975 954 531 529 282 278 1200 1102 651 600 343 313
025 929 908 504 495 266 257 1136 1043 616 559 325 298
0.5 838 825 471 457 253 245 1027 941 578 530 310 287
0.75 725 712 454 440 254 248 894 830 558 512 313 283
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Table 4.30: AUC, GSD design sample sizes (maximum) with a = 0.05, case I

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=05 A=0.75

p OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 138 152 77 85 42 46 185 202 103 112 56 61
025 128 141 71 79 39 43 171 187 95 104 52 57
0.5 118 130 68 75 38 42 157 172 91 99 51 55
0.75 108 119 69 76 39 43 145 158 92 100 53 57

Five-group sequential design (J=>5)

0 141 168 78 94 43 51 188 221 105 123 57 67
025 131 156 73 87 40 47 174 205 97 114 53 62
0.5 120 144 69 83 39 46 160 189 92 109 51 60
075 111 132 70 84 40 48 148 173 93 110 54 63

Table 4.31: AUC, GSD design sample sizes (maximum) with a = 0.05, case 11

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75

p OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 305 336 168 185 90 99 408 446 225 245 120 131
0.25 28 314 157 172 84 92 381 417 209 228 112 122
0.5 261 287 148 163 81 89 348 381 198 216 108 118
0.75 235 258 147 162 83 92 313 342 196 214 111 122

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 311 372 171 205 91 109 416 489 229 269 122 143
0.25 291 348 160 191 86 102 380 457 213 251 114 134
05 266 318 151 181 83 99 355 418 202 237 110 129
0.75 239 286 150 179 85 102 319 376 200 235 113 133
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Table 4.32: AUC, GSD design sample sizes (maximum) with a = 0.05, case III

Power=80% Power=90%
A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75 A=0 A=0.5 A=0.75

p OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock OF Pocock

Two-group sequential design (J=2)

0 1192 1313 654 720 345 380 1595 1742 875 956 461 504
0.25 1147 1263 621 684 326 359 1534 1676 830 907 436 477
0.5 1040 1145 582 640 313 344 1391 1519 778 849 418 457
0.75 900 990 558 614 314 346 1203 1314 746 815 420 459

Five-group sequential design (J=5)

0 1216 1454 667 798 352 420 1625 1911 891 1049 470 553
0.25 1170 1399 633 757 333 398 1563 1839 846 995 445 523
0.5 1061 1268 593 709 319 381 1417 1667 792 932 426 501
0.75 917 1097 569 680 320 383 1226 1442 760 894 428 503

Table 4.33: AUC, fixed sample design sample sizes with o = 0.05, case I
Power=80% Power=90%
p A=0 A=05 A=075 AX=0 A=05 A=0.75
0 137 76 41 183 102 55
0.25 127 71 39 170 95 52
0.5 117 67 38 156 90 50
0.75 108 68 39 144 91 52

Table 4.34: AUC, fixed sample design sample sizes with o = 0.05, case II

Power=80% Power=90%
p A=0 A=05 AX=0.75 A=0 A=05 AX=0.75
0 303 167 89 405 223 119
0.25 283 155 83 379 208 111
0.5 259 147 80 346 197 107
0.75 233 146 83 311 195 111
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Table 4.35: AUC, fixed sample design sample sizes with o = 0.05, case II1
Power=80% Power=90%
p A=0 A=05 A=075 A=0 A=05 A=0.75

0 1183 649 342 1583 869 458
0.25 1138 616 324 1523 824 433
0.5 1032 77 310 1381 772 415
0.75 892 953 312 1194 741 417

layer. The global prevalence of glaucoma for population aged 40-80 years is 3.54%. The
number of people with glaucoma worldwide was estimated to be 64.3 million in 2013, which
will increase to 76.0 million in 2020 and 111.8 million in 2040 (Tham et al. 2014). If
glaucoma is not diagnosed and treated, damage can progress and cause a loss of peripheral
vision and may eventually lead to complete sight loss. In fact, glaucoma is one of the leading
causes of global preventable blindness. Glaucoma does not cause symptoms in early stages,
which makes it hard to be diagnosed, but an eye exam might detect the signs of glaucoma.
The visual field deterioration due to glaucoma can be tested using imaging techniques. But
it is challenging to accurately identify the progressive eyes in glaucoma patients since the
structure of the image data is complex and it is very difficult to detect the changes. Li
and Zhou (2008) studied the accuracy of probability scores generated from two Bayesian
hierarchical models on classifying the stable and progressive eyes. The study includes 171
patients and visual field tests were given to these patients over 8 years of follow-up study.
Some patients were measured on both eyes and others were measured only on one eye.
Because some data are from both eyes of the same patient, test scores from the hierarchical
models calculated from both eyes of the same patients are cluster-correlated. We applied
the previously mentioned method to the dataset to generate empirical ROC curves for both
models. Our study covers the GSD methods for the trial both on a point estimate of the
ROC curve and on the AUC differences. The empirical ROC curves of the two biomarkers

are shown in Figure 4.6.
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Figure 4.6: Empirical ROC curves of two models for glaucoma deterioration detection

Consider testing the null hypothesis of A(t) = 0 for t={0.2,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.8}. The Glau-
coma example is a possible case under the alternative hypothesis condition, with A(¢) =
{0.506,0.365,0.212,0.165,0.024} for t={0.2,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.8} respectively. With empirical
ROC estimates and Bootstrap method for the variance estimation, in Table 4.36 we show
the interim looks of one run with statistics and corresponding boundaries displayed at the
bottom for O’Brien-Fleming GSD method with J = 5. The sequential empirical ROCs at
the interim analysis point and the final step are calculated and displayed in Figure 4.8,
where the last graph is identical to Figure 4.6. Similarly, the sequential empirical ROCs for

J = 2 are shown in Figure 4.7.
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Table 4.36: Interim test statistics of the glaucomatous deterioration detection example
Interim Z-Statistic

FPR 1 2 3 4 5}
0.2 1.613 2.324 5.411

0.4 0.000 2.280 3.756

0.5 0.000 1.345 2.105 2.673

0.6 0.000 1.707 2.543 3.262

0.8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.461 0.741

Boundaries +4.56 +3.23 +2.63 +2.28 +2.04

True positive rate
True positive rate

T T T T T T T T T T T T
00 02 04 06 08 10 00 02 04 06 08 10

False positive rate False positive rate

Figure 4.7: Sequential empirical ROC curves at interim analyses for glaucoma deterioration
detection (J=2)
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Figure 4.8: Sequential empirical ROC curves at interim analyses for glaucoma deterioration
detection (J=5)
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Suppose FPR =0.2 and the number of looks for O’Brien-Fleming GSD is 5. At the
first endpoint, with 34 subjects’ test results become available, the Z-statistic is 1.613, which
lies within the rejection boundaries of the hypothesis testing. Thus we fail to reject the
null hypothesis, and continue to recruit 34 additional subjects. The difference between the
ROC curves at FPR=0.2 and its variance can be estimated using the accrued subjects’ data
up to this point which is 64 in total. The statistic is calculated to be 2.324 which again is
smaller than the boundary 3.23. Again, we fail to reject the null hypothesis, and continue to
recruit another 34 subjects. At the third interim analysis with overall 102 subjects’ data, we
calculate the Z-statistic to be 5.411, which is greater than the boundary 2.63. Therefor, we
reject the null hypothesis of A(0.2) = 0 at this step, and conclude that the two biomarkers
are significantly different in their accuracy at the false positive rate of 0.2.

For testing of AUCs’ difference, the AUCs are estimated to be 0.70 and 0.95 for model
1 and model 2 respectively, where AUCs are estimated using Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney
statistics (DeLong et al. 1988). We applied the O’Brien-Fleming GSD with J=2 or 5 to
the trial respectively. We found that we can reject the null hypothesis of equal AUCs of
the two ROCs at the first (J=2) and the third interim analysis (J=5), which used 85 and
102 subjects respectively. Using the same procedure but with Pocock GSD, we can reject
the null hypothesis of equal AUCs at the first (J=2) and the second interim analysis (J=5),

which will use 85 and 68 subjects respectively.

4.5 Discussion

The empirical distribution function defined in this chapter puts equal weight on each ob-
servation. In future, we can use the following definition which puts equal weight on each

subject instead of observations.

[nt] mi
. 1 1
- E _ § PP
F[nt} (iE) [’I’Lt] pt m; pt I(XZ] = (II),
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where t is the percentage of subjects accrued so far at this analysis point. F[nﬂ(x) can be

simplified as Fy(x).

The sequential empirical process is then defined as

n 2 [nt] (B () — F(2)).

With the new definition, it is also of interest to derive the asymptotic properties of the
clustered ROC curves and apply it in group sequential ROC comparison study. We can also
remove the requirement that the average of m; converges to a constant.

Furthermore, the group sequential method we propose can also be extended to comparing

multiple clustered-correlated ROC curves.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

5.1 Summary

This dissertation covers three issues in the group sequential diagnostic biomarkers’ com-
parison studies. We consider group sequential designs that allow early termination for
significant difference. Chapter 2 derived asymptotic theory for correlated ROC curves,
which is necessary to apply existing standard group sequential methodology to comparing
correlated ROCs. Chapter 3 extended this to the field of correlated PPV and NPV curves,
both indexed by the FPR and by the percentil value. Chapter 4 developed the asymptotic
theory for clustered ROC curves.

In Chapter 2 we first investigated the asymptotic properties of the sequential empirical
difference of two correlated ROC curves. We first extended the work of Koopmeiners and
Feng (2011) by showing that the sequential empirical difference of two correlated ROC
curves converges to a Gaussian process and show that the sequential empirical estimate
of A(t), a point on the ROCs’ difference curve, has an independent increments covariance
structure.

We then can conduct group sequential comparison studies on two correlated diagnostic
biomarkers. The proof of the independent increments allows us to apply existing standard
group sequential methodology to correlated diagnostic biomarker comparison studies. We
showed the weak convergence of the sequential empirical difference of ROC curves to a
Gaussian process, and based on this we derived asymptotic theory. Through integration,
this would also allow us to derive asymptotic theory for the sequential empirical summary
measure difference of correlated ROC curves. In the thesis we only present results for a
point difference on the ROC curves, however it is straight forward to derive distribution

theory for other summary measures used to evaluate the performance difference between
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diagnostic biomarkers. These results provide great flexibility for designing group sequential
diagnostic biomarkers comparison studies.

The covariance structure were verified by a simulation study. We also conducted group
sequential simulation studies on Type I error rates compared to the nominal value. Another
group sequential simulation studies show that actual sample size could be substantially
decreased due to early study termination while still maintain the power requirement and «
level. We also presented an example on a lung cancer trial with CT and PET comparison
study.

In Chapter 3, we studied the sequential difference of empirical correlated PPV and
NPV curves, either indexed by FPR or indexed by percentile value. We showed that the
sequential empirical difference of correlated PPV and NPV curves converge to a Gaussian
process with independent covariance structure.

In Chapter 4, we derived the distribution theory for the sequential empirical ROC
difference of two diagnostic biomarkers in a clustered data setting. We further studied
the group sequential design for ROCs comparison in this clustered data setting based on
the asymptotic properties. We also conducted simulation studies to verify the covariance
structure, and group sequential simulation studies on Type I error rates and expected sample

sizes.

5.2 Future Work

This dissertation studies the group sequential comparison methods for two correlated or
clustered diagnostic biomarkers. Based on the distribution theory we derived for the se-
quential empirical differences, we can apply the existing group sequential methodology to
the comparison study.

In correlated ROCs comparison study, we can use either the variance formula derived or
Bootstrap method to estimate the empirical difference’s variance, while Bootstrap method is
much more computationally intensive. However, using the empirical cumulative distribution

functions and Kernel density estimation to estimate the variance has some limitation due to
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the difficulty in Kernel density estimation. It is desirable if we can develop a non-parametric
estimation method for variance without involving density estimation. Currently, we mainly
deal with two correlated ROC curves with variance covariance formula developed. We can
also apply similar approach to compare multiple ROC curves.

For clustered ROCs comparison study, currently the empirical distribution function
defined in the thesis have equal weights on each observation. Another approach would be
to put equal weights on each subject instead of observation. The group sequential method
we propose can also be extended to PPV and NPV comparison as well as comparing multiple

cluster-correlated ROC curves.
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Appendix A: R Packages Used

1. library(gsDesign): gsDesign is a package that derives group sequential designs and
describes their properties. The library is used to calculate the boundaries at interim

analysis points for a group sequential design.

2. library(M ASS): We use the functions provided by the library to generate multi-
variate normal and lognormal random variables. We used the function mvrnorm() to

generate multivariate normal random variable for simulation studies.

3. library(mvtnorm): To calculate the theoretical values, we used function pmvnorm()
which computes the distribution function of the multivariate normal distribution for

arbitrary limits and correlation matrices in Chapter 2.

4. library(ROCR): We use the plot() function provided by the package for all ROC

curve graphs plotting.

Simulation and example programs are written in R, with some core functions imple-

mented with C.
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