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Abstract

We consider a modified Ci3+3 (MCi3+3) design for dual-agent dose-finding trials in which both agents are

tested on multiple doses. This usually happens when the agents are novel therapies. The MCi3+3 design offers

a two-stage or three-stage version, depending on the practical need. The first stage begins with single-agent

dose escalation, the second stage launches a model-free combination dose finding for both agents, and optionally,

the third stage follows with a model-based design. MCi3+3 aims to maintain a relatively simple framework

to facilitate practical application, while also address challenges that are unique to novel-novel combination dose

finding. Through simulations, we demonstrate that the MCi3+3 design adeptly manages various toxicity scenarios.

It exhibits operational characteristics on par with other combination designs, while offering an enhanced safety

profile. The design is motivated and tested for a real-life clinical trial.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

In the evolving landscape of oncology therapeutics, the introduction of combination therapies, particularly with

PD-1 inhibitors like pembrolizumab (Long et al., 2017; Baldini et al., 2022; Berinstein et al., 2019), has marked a

significant advancement. These therapies often involve administering a novel drug alongside an established one at a

fixed dosage, which has been validated for its efficacy and safety. The main aim is to explore the enhanced efficacy

of the new drug in combination with a standard treatment regimen. While such trials offer valuable insights, the

approach, due to the fixed dosage of the existing drug, mirrors that of single-agent dose-finding studies, thereby

simplifying the trial design.

As novel targets and mechanisms continue to emerge like cancer therapeutic vaccines and antibody-drug conjugate,

there’s an emerging need to simultaneously develop and test multiple new drugs, adding complexity to clinical trials.

This shift has led to the exploration of dose combinations, presenting challenges in determining the optimal dosing

strategies due to the intricate interplay between the drugs. Different dosing strategies can significantly impact both

drugs’ efficacy and toxicity profiles. Although some statistical methods for dual-agent trials are present in the

literature, more research is needed to address ongoing issues in combination dose-finding trial.

Hereafter, we use “combination dose finding”, “dual-agent dose finding”, and “combo dose finding” interchange-

ably. The Waterfall design (Zhang and Yuan, 2016) aimied to identify the maximum tolerated dose (MTD) contour by

dividing the process into sequential one-dimensional subtrials that leverage previous outcomes to inform subsequent

ones. Mander and Sweeting (2015) introduces a nonparametric dual-agent trial design (PIPE) that simplifies in-

corporating historical data through conjugate Bayesian inference, ensuring monotonicity in dose-escalation decisions

and facilitating varied experimentation along the maximum tolerated contour. In addition, there are methodologies

such as the BOIN Combo (Lin and Yin, 2017), which adapts the single-agent BOIN design (Liu and Yuan, 2015) for

combination therapies, and the Ci3+3 design (Yuan et al., 2021), an extension of the i3+3 design (Liu et al., 2020)

tailored for dual-agent trials.

While existing methodologies have largely advanced the field for combo dose finding, many challenges and im-

provements remain. For instance, prior information from single-agent dose finding is not formally modeled, and

most methods do not provide sufficiently flexible algorithms that allow thorough and quick exploration of the dose

combination space. Addressing the pressing needs of dual-agent Phase I trial designs, we introduce the Modified

Ci3+3 (MCi3+3) design specifically developed to tackle the issues of dual-agent dose-finding trials. MCi3+3 is a

three-stage design with the first two stages based on model-free rules and an optional third stage relying on model-
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based statistical inference. The first stage begins with single-agent dose finding using the i3+3 design (Liu et al.,

2020) for each agent in parallel. The trial proceeds to the second stage focusing on exploration of dose combinations

(DCs) of the two agents. Importantly, data from the first stage helps determine the starting DCs for the second

stage. The second stage extends the Ci3+3 design (Yuan et al., 2021) with a more intelligent and safer set of rules

allowing thorough and efficient exploration of the two-dimensional DC space. Lastly, an optional third stage utilizing

logistic regression models can be applied to refine and further explore the space of DCs. The third stage option gives

investigators flexibility to go further or stop the trial, which will be demonstrated using numerical examples. At the

end of the trail, the MCi3+3 select an MTD combination (MTDC) based on all the data in the three stages.

1.2 Motivating Example

The development of the MCi3+3 design is motivated by a real-world example concerning the development of two

novel drugs designed to target a previously unexploited molecular pathway in cancer cells. Drug A is a backbone

therapy, a small molecule inhibitor that directly interferes with a critical signaling protein within the cancer cells.

Drug B, on the other hand, is a supportive monoclonal antibody that targets a surface receptor involved in the same

pathway. While Drug A alone has shown promising results in preclinical settings, preclinical data suggests that the

addition of Drug B enhances this effect, leading to a synergized effect on tumor reduction. The related first-in-human

clinical trial is ready to take place and must determine appropriate dosages for the combination therapy. Since neither

drug has been tested in human subjects alone, the trial must consider multiple ascending doses for both drugs and

an appropriate dose-escalation design is needed to explore the two-dimensional dose response space.

Another challenge is that the two drugs may enter the clinical stage at different times, depending on when the

preclinical studies can be completed. Due to the priority of the backbone therapy Drug A, it may be ready for

clinical testing earlier than Drug B. If the activity progresses smoothly, both drugs may become available for testing

around the same time. Therefore, it is desirable that the dose escalation algorithm can handle either situation. In

the former case, it is preferable to start the mono dose escalation of Drug A as soon as it is ready for testing. Early

results of the MTD for Drug A may inform the exploration of the dose range space around its MTD, potentially

helping to approach the true optimal dose combination faster. Additionally, it is also desirable to add Drug B as

soon as it is ready for testing.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces the methodology, followed by Section 3 presenting the

simulation results of the MCi3+3 design. Section 4 demonstrates the major rules of the design using a hypothetical

trial sample. Finally, Section 5 ends with conclusions and directions for future research.

3



2 The MCi3+3 Design

2.1 Notation

For convenience, we use “drug” and “agent” interchangeably. Suppose I dose levels of drug A and J levels of drug B

are tested. Let (i, j) denote the DC with dose level i for drug A and j for drug B, with the special cases of (i, 0) and

(0, j) representing dose i of drug A alone and dose j of drug B alone, respectively. Let xij = (x1i, x2j) be the actual

dosages of DC (i, j), i = 0, · · · , I and j = 0,· · · , J . For example, x1i = 1 µg/kg. Assume a binary dose-limiting

toxicity (DLT) outcome. Phase I oncology trials enroll patients in cohorts, say a group of three patients per cohort.

After a cohort is enrolled and assigned to a dose level for treatment, the patients are followed for three to four weeks

to evaluate drug safety and record any DLT outcomes. Let nij denote the number of patients assigned to DC (i, j)

and yij the number of patients out of nij experienced DLT. Let pij denotes the DLT probability of DC (i, j), we

assume

yij | nij , pij ∼ Bin(nij , pij).

In the MCi3+3 design, we consider the up-and-down decision rules and utilize an equivalence interval (EI) for

dose escalation. Let pT be the target toxicity probability of a maximum tolerated DC (MTDC) and assume the EI,

taking the form of [pT − ϵ1, pT + ϵ2], defines an interval so that a DC with toxicity probability falling into the EI

is considered an acceptable MTDC. The first and second stages of MCi3+3 are anchored based on the rules in the

i3+3 design, summarized in Table 1. Decisions E, S, and D represent escalation to the next higher dose, stay at the

current dose, and de-escalation to the next lower dose, respectively.

Table 1: The decision rules in the i3+3 design for a single-agent dose finding. Notation: d represents the current

dose being investigated in the trial; nd and yd denote the number of patients enrolled and those with DLT at dose

d, respectively.

Condition Decision Dose for next cohort

yd

nd
below EI Escalation (E) d+ 1

yd

nd
inside EI Stay (S) d

yd

nd
above EI and yd−1

nd
below EI Stay (S) d

yd

nd
above EI and yd−1

nd
inside EI De-escalation (D) d− 1

yd

nd
above EI and yd−1

nd
above EI De-escalation (D) d− 1

The MCi3+3 design comprises three stages with Stage III optional. We present the three stages next.
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2.2 Stage I - Single-Agent Dose Finding

Motivated by the trial example, we assume both agents are tested for the first time in humans. Therefore, the first

stage of the MCi3+3 design is related to single-agent dose finding for each agent. The objective of this stage is to

explore the toxicity profiles of various doses of each agent when it is administered alone, and therefore inform an

appropriate starting DC based on single-agent data. We consider using the i3+3 design (Liu et al., 2020) for this

stage following the algorithm below. The algorithm is applied to each agent independently as there are no DCs in

this stage.

1. Enroll the initial two cohorts, one for each drug, at their starting doses, (1, 0) and (0, 1).

2. After each cohort completes the DLT evaluation period, use the decisions of the i3+3 design in Table 1 to

determine escalation (E) to the next higher dose, de-escalation (D) to the next lower dose, or staying at the

current dose (S).

3. Enroll a new cohort of patients for each drug at the corresponding dose in step 2.

4. Repeat steps 2-3 until for the first time, a dose is assigned a decision S or D for each drug. Denote the two

doses (i0 + 1, 0) and (0, j0 + 1) for both drugs. If all the doses, including the highest dose of each drug, are

assigned decision E, then (i0 + 1) = (I + 1) and (j0 + 1) = (J + 1).

5. Enter the second stage for DC finding. The starting DCs are (i0, 1) and (1, j0), if i0, j0 ≥ 1. Otherwise, there

is only one starting DC for the second stage, DC (1, 1).

The algorithm applies the i3+3 rules for each agent until for the first time the decision is not escalation (E). The

starting DC for the subsequent combination dose finding will be determined to be the next lower dose of that agent

and the first (lowest dose) of the other agent. If no doses for either agent receive an E, the starting DC will be DC

(1,1), to be safe.

2.3 Stage II - Rule-Based DC Finding

DC-Finding Algorithm In the second stage, the trial shifts to DC finding in which up to two DCs can be tested

at a time. Let’s denote these DCs the “current DCs”. We will use a generalized up-and-down decision rule (GUD)

to determine the DCs based on the observed data from the current DCs. The GUD is developed to accommodate

the possibility of having multiple candidate DCs for each decision of E, S, or D. For example, a decision E at DC

(i, j) means escalation to a higher DC, which could be (i+1, j) or (i, j+1) as candidate DCs for the next cohort. To
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resolve the issue and select up to two candidate DCs for the next cohorts, we extend the rules in the Ci3+3 design

(Yuan et al., 2021).

First, we do not allow simultaneous change of both doses of a DC when escalation. For example, escalation from

(i, j) to (i + 1, j + 1) is not allowed. Second, when multiple candidate DCs are available based on the decisions of

the current DCs, we select up to two DCs with the highest utility, which will be defined later.

We present Stage II of the MCi3+3 design next. For convenience, denote σ = {(i, j), 0 ≤ i ≤ I, 0 ≤ j ≤ J}\(0, 0),

i.e., the set of all (I + 1) ∗ (J + 1) DCs excluding (0, 0). Denote n = (nij , (i, j) ∈ σ) and y = (yij , (i, j) ∈ σ).

1. The starting DCs are {(i0, 1), (1, j0)} or (1, 1) according to stage I step 5.

2. MCi3+3 allows up to two current DCs to be tested at each step. Consider a current DC (i, j). Calculate the

dosing decision E, S, or D for DC (i, j) based on data (nij , yij) and the rules of the i3+3 design in Table 1.

Denote the corresponding decision Sij , where Sij ∈ {D,S,E}.

3. [Add DCs to Ω] Let Ω denote the candidate DCs for the next cohorts.

a. If Sij = E, i.e., the i3+3 decision of DC (i, j) is E, DCs (i+ 1, j) and (i, j + 1) are added to Ω.

b. Else if Sij = S, i.e., the i3+3 decision of DC (i, j) is S,

– Add DCs (i, j), (i+ 1, j − 1), and (i− 1, j + 1) to Ω;

– If ni+1,j−1 ̸= 0, ni+2,j−2 = 0, and Si+1,j−1 = E or S, DC (i+ 2, j − 2) is added to Ω.

– If ni−1,j+1 ̸= 0, ni−2,j+2 = 0, and Si−1,j+1 = E or S, DC (i− 2, j + 2) is added to Ω.

c. Else if Sij = D, i.e., the i3+3 decision at DC (i, j) is D, DCs (i− 1, j) and (i, j − 1) are added to Ω.

d. A DC (i, j) is higher than (i
′
, j

′
) if

– i>i
′
and j>j

′
,

– or i>i
′
and j = j

′
,

– or i = i
′
and j>j

′
.

e. Similarly, a DC (i, j) is lower than (i
′
, j

′
) if

– i<i
′
and j<j

′
,

– or i<i
′
and j = j

′
,

– or i = i
′
and j<j

′
.

4. [Prune DCs in Ω] Denote the current available trial data (n,y) at all the DCs with nij ̸= 0. Compute the

dosing decisions on all the these DCs based on the i3+3 design (Table 1).
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a. For any DC (i, j), if Sij = E and nij > 0, all the DCs lower than the DC (i, j), denoted as set σE(n,y),

are removed from Ω.

b. For any DC (i, j), if Sij = D and nij > 0, all the DCs higher than the DC (i, j), denoted as set σD(n,y),

are removed from Ω.

5. [Finalize DCs in Ω] Denote the current DCs Ak, k = 1, or 2. Denote Ω the final set of candidate DCs from

Steps 3-4 above.

a. If Ω ̸= ∅, then check if any current DC Ak ∈ Ω. If there is an Ak ∈ Ω but its decision SAk
is not S, remove

Ak from Ω.

b. If Ω = ∅, let Ω = (σ − σD) ∩ (σ − σE), the set of admissible DCs.

6. [Select DCs for the next cohort] Select up to two DCs from Ω with the highest utilities Uij and treat

the next cohorts at the two DCs. If there are more than two DCs with the same highest utility, select two

randomly. The utility Uij is computed according to the following steps.

a. Compute U ′
ij = Pr{pij ∈ EI | (nij , yij)} with Beta(0.05, 0.05) as the prior of pij .

b. Let δij = (x1i + x2j) ∗ ϵ, where ϵ is a tiny fraction, say ϵ = 10−6.

c. If yij/nij ≤ pT , the utility of DC (i, j) is given by Uij = U ′
ij + δij . Else if yij/nij > pT , the utility of DC

(i, j) is given by Uij = U ′
ij − δij . This rule is used to break ties when two DCs have the same U ′ values.

Figure 1 illustrates the above Stage II rules with graphical displays. Each sub-figure is used to illustrate a specific

rule described as the sub-figure title. Specifically, later in Figure 4 Section 4, we provide a stylized example to fully

illustrate these rules using a trial example.

Continuous Monitoring We consider a change-point model to continuously monitor the progress of the trial.

According to the change-point model when Pr{pij ∈ EI | (n,y)} > η, for a moderate value η say 0.4, there is

reasonable evidence that at least one DC (i, j) (i > 0, j > 0) is within the target range for the MTDC. At this point,

an optional stage III may start. The change-point model is given by

logit(pij) = β0 + (β1x1i + β2x2j + β3x1ix2j)I(x1i ≤ x1max)I(x2j ≤ x2max) + (β4x1i

+β5x2j + β6x1ix2j)(1− I(x1i ≤ x1max)I(x2j ≤ x2max))

(1)

where x1max and x2max are the maximum dose levels tested so far for drugs A and B, respectively. The priors

for β1 to β3 are set as log-normal distributions, characterized by a mean of −2 and a large variance. We utilize a

normal prior with a mean of −4 for β0 to indicate the toxicity level when no dose combinations are administered.
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(a)-Rule 3.a

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1

2 E

3

4

(b)-Rule 3.b

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1

2 S

3

4 tentative

(c)-Rule 3.c

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1

2 D

3

4

(d)-Rule 4.a

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,2)

3

4

(e)-Rule 4.b

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,2)

3

4

(f)-Rule 5.a

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,1)

3

4

Figure 1: (a)-(c): Green, orange, and red boxes correspond to candidate DCs for decisions E, S, and D, respectively.

(d)-(e): DCs (1,2) and (2,1) are the current DCs marked by yellow boxes. Grey boxes are the candidate DCs. All the

DCs with a / sign (red or green) cannot be a candidate DC due to being either too risky (red) or too conservative

(green); therefore only DC (1,3) is allowed for further testing. (f): DCs (1,2) and (2,1) are the current DCs marked

by yellow, and DCs (1,2), (1,3), (2,1) and (2,2) are initially considered as candidate DCs for further testing, marked

by grey. However, Rule 5.a eliminates DC (1,2) and Rule 6 selects two DCs (2,1) and (2,2) as the final candidates

for further testing.

To accommodate situations involving untried DCs, we specify a normal prior for β4 to β6 with a mean of −2 and a

notably larger variance of 50, in contrast to the smaller variances assigned to parameters β1 through β3. Essentially,

the change-point model aims to utilize the data from explored DCs only to inform the dose-toxicity relationship on

the explored DCs. This avoids the potential lack of model fitting due to a large proportion of unexplored doses in

the early stage of the trial.

2.4 Stage III - Model-Based DC Finding

In the optional stage III, we consider a fully model-based inference since sufficient data have been accumulated across

many DCs in the previous two stages. The model-based inference allows all the previous data to be used for decision

making. We consider a different logistic model dropping change point in (1) because we want to extrapolate to DCs

beyond x1max and x2max. Specifically,

logit(pij) = β0 + β1x1i + β2x2j + β3x1ix2j , (2)
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where the priors for β’s are the same as for (1). At each step of Stage III, the DC with the highest utility Uij =

Pr{pij ∈ EI | (n,y)} in the admissible set is considered the candidate DC for further testing.

2.5 Safety Rules and MTDC Selection

We consider two safety rules (SRs) to enhance the protection of patients.

SR 1: Following the i3+3 design (Liu et al., 2020), apart from E, S and D, DU is also defined by calculating the

posterior probability Pr{pij > pT | (nij , yij)} > η and the threshold η is close to 1, say 0.95. This probability is

calculated based on the prior Beta(α0, β0), α0 = β0 = 0.05 for pij . If the condition is met and nij ≥ 3, then the

current and all higher DCs are removed from the trial. If the lowest dose is removed from the trial, then the trial is

stopped.

SR 2: Define (σ−σD)∩ (σ−σE) a set of admissible DCs. If it is empty at any point of the trial, the trial is stopped.

MTDC Selection At the end of the study, if the trial stops early due to either of the two safety rule, no DC

is selected as the MTDC. Otherwise, an isotonic regression is applied to calculate the posterior means of the DCs

{(i, j), i > 0, j > 0}. The posterior mean for DC (i, j) is estimated to be (a0+yij)/(a0+b0+nij), with a0 = b0 = 0.005.

Let p̂ij be the isotonic-transformed posterior mean for DC (i, j). The DC with p̂ij the closest to the target toxicity

rate pT is selected as the MTDC, i.e.,

argmax
(i,j)

|p̂ij − pT |. (3)

Untested DCs (i.e., nij = 0) or DCs that are eliminated due to SR 1 are not eligible for MTDC consideration.

3 Simulation

We conduct a comparative simulation of the MCi3+3 and Ci3+3 designs to assess their operating characteristics

(OCs). Since the Ci3+3 design has already been compared to other popular methods and demonstrated comparable

results, we focus the comparison to the Ci3+3 design her rather than including many other designs. We consider

seven scenarios based on those proposed in the Ci3+3 design (Yuan et al., 2021) featuring multiple true MTDCs. See

Table 2 for scenario details. We set the maximum sample size as 96 and target pT =0.3. We reduce the maximum

sample size to 74 for the Ci3+3 design since it does not include single-agent dose finding. Instead, we assume Ci3+3

starts from DC (1, 1). For each design, 1, 000 trials are simulated and their OCs are summarized in Figures 2 and 3.

We explore popular OCs used in the literature that are pertinent to the MTDC selection and patient allocation of

the MCi3+3 and Ci3+3 designs. We define the Probability of Correct Selection (PCS) as the proportion of trials in
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Table 2: True toxicity probabilities of DCs in seven scenarios. The bold font indicates a true MTDC. Multiple true

MTDCs might be present in a scenario as long as their toxicity probabilities fall into the EI. Here, pT = 0.3 and

EI=(0.25, 0.35).

Scenario 1

Drug B

Drug A 0 1 2 3 4 5

0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.09

1 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.16 0.18

2 0.05 0.10 0.14 0.18 0.22 0.26

3 0.08 0.16 0.20 0.24 0.28 0.30

4 0.11 0.22 0.26 0.30 0.34 0.36

Scenario 2

Drug B

Drug A 0 1 2 3 4 5

0 0.04 0.09 0.14 0.145 0.15

1 0.04 0.08 0.18 0.28 0.29 0.3

2 0.045 0.09 0.19 0.29 0.3 0.32

3 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.31 0.35

4 0.055 0.11 0.21 0.31 0.41 0.51

Scenario 3

Drug B

Drug A 0 1 2 3 4 5

0 0.02 0.045 0.075 0.15 0.165

1 0.02 0.04 0.09 0.15 0.3 0.33

2 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.3 0.45 0.5

3 0.055 0.11 0.3 0.45 0.51 0.55

4 0.15 0.3 0.46 0.5 0.55 0.6

Scenario 4

Drug B

Drug A 0 1 2 3 4 5

0 0.025 0.045 0.06 0.08 0.15

1 0.025 0.05 0.09 0.12 0.16 0.3

2 0.08 0.16 0.3 0.45 0.49 0.52

3 0.15 0.3 0.46 0.48 0.5 0.53

4 0.23 0.46 0.48 0.5 0.52 0.54

Scenario 5

Drug B

Drug A 0 1 2 3 4 5

0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.1 0.12

1 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.2 0.24

2 0.05 0.1 0.14 0.18 0.22 0.26

3 0.08 0.16 0.2 0.24 0.3 0.34

4 0.09 0.18 0.26 0.3 0.34 0.36

Scenario 6

Drug B

Drug A 0 1 2 3 4 5

0 0.02 0.065 0.125 0.165 0.195

1 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.25 0.33 0.39

2 0.04 0.08 0.15 0.3 0.45 0.5

3 0.055 0.11 0.21 0.45 0.51 0.55

4 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.55 0.65

Scenario 7

Drug B

Drug A 0 1 2 3 4 5

0 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.08

1 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.1 0.12 0.16

2 0.04 0.08 0.15 0.2 0.24 0.25

3 0.055 0.11 0.2 0.22 0.26 0.3

4 0.07 0.14 0.21 0.29 0.36 0.38

10



Figure 2: MTDC Selection of the Designs.
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which the selected dose combination is a true MTDC, and the Probability of Over or Under Selection (POS or PUS)

as the proportion in which the selected dose combination is higher or lower than all true MTDCs, respectively. The

criteria, Probability of Correct, Over, or Under Allocation (PCA, POA, or PUA) for patient allocation are defined in

a similar way. The OCs for both selection and allocation across the three designs (including two versions of MCi3+3)

are presented in Figures 2 and 3, respectively.

In scenarios 1, 2, 5, and 7, where the true MTDCs occupy the bottom right quadrant, the MCi3+3 designs

demonstrate slightly lower PCS and comparable PCA than the Ci3+3 design. In scenarios 1 & 2, the difference of

PCS of the three designs are within 3%. Nonetheless, in terms of POA, an important safety criterion, the MCi3+3

design consistently exhibits much smaller POA values than the Ci3+3 design in these scenarios, highlighting the

improved safety of the modified approach.

Scenarios 3, 4, and 6 present a unique case where the true MTDCs span diagonally from the lower left to the

upper right. The MCi3+3 design outperforms the Ci3+3 design in terms of PCS. For instance, in scenario 3, the

three-stage MCi3+3 design achieves a PCS of 80.3%, compared to Ci3+3’s 68.7%. MCi3+3 also features a higher

PCA and a lower POA, indicating safer patient allocation.

To summarize, the simulation results show that the MCi3+3 design, whether implemented in a two-stage or

three-stage format, is comparable to the Ci3+3 design in identifying the MTDC but with much improved safety. In

other words, the new design is able to finding the correct MTDCs with few patients assigned to highly toxic DCs.

4 Trial Sample

We consider a hypothetical trial to demonstrate the decision rules of the MCi3+3 design outlined in Section 2. In

Figure 4 we map out a step-by-step illustration of the MCi3+3 rules based on generated data using the true toxicity

probabilities of DC in scenario 3 in Table 2. We set the target toxicity probability pT at 0.3 and EI to be between

0.25 and 0.35. We let the sample size equal 48 for the DC finding phase. We explain each step of Figure 4 next.

There are 12 sub-figures and we use their titles next to label and describe each of them.

Cohort 1 & Cohort 2: As delineated in Section 2.2, the starting DCs for the second stage of MCi3+3 are (3, 1)

and (1, 4), which leads to enrolling two cohorts at these DCs. Owing to the observed data (3, 0) at both DCs, the

decisions are E for both DCs. Therefore, according to Rule 3.a in Section 2.3, DCs (4, 1), (3, 2), (2, 4) and (1, 5) are

added to the candidate set first, corresponding to the grey boxes in the figure. And DCs (2, 4) and (1, 5) are selected

for the next cohort based on Rule 6.

Cohort 3 & Cohort 4: Two cohorts of patients are treated at DCs (2, 4) and (1, 5). Given the observed data
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Figure 3: Patient Allocation of the Designs.
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(3, 2) at DC (2, 4) and (3, 0) at DC (1, 5), the corresponding decisions are D and E respectively. Therefore, DCs

(1, 4), (2, 3) and (2, 5) are added to the admissible set first. According to the rule 4.a, DC (1, 4) is lower than DC

(1, 5) with a decision E, thus DC (1, 4) is eliminated from the candidate set since it is too low. Similarly, DC (2, 5)

is higher than DC (2, 4) with a decision D, and therefore DC (2, 5) is eliminated due to Rule 4.b since it is deemed

too risky. Consequently, only DC (2, 3) remains eligible for future testing.

Cohort 5: One cohort of patients is enrolled at DC (2, 3) and the observed outcome is (3, 2). The decision for

DC (2, 3) is D, thus DCs (2, 2) and (1, 3) are included in the candidate set first. DC (1, 3) is eliminated since it is

lower than DC (1, 4) with a decision E, according to Rule 4.a, and therefore DC (2, 2) is used for further testing.

Cohort 6: The outcome from the new cohort at DC (2, 2) is (3, 0), and the decision is E. Therefore, DCs (3, 2)

and (2, 3) are included in the candidate set. No rules are applied and both DCs are used for further testing.

Cohort 7 & Cohort 8: According to the new outcomes, the decisions for DCs (2, 3) and (3, 2) are D and E,

respectively. Therefore, DCs (1, 3), (2, 2), (3, 3) and (4, 2) are included in the candidate set first. However, applying

Rule 4.a, DC (1, 3) is eliminated since it is lower than DC (1, 4) with a decision E and DC (2, 2) is eliminated as it is

lower than DC (3, 2) at which the decision is E. DC (3, 3) is eliminated as it is higher than DC (2, 3) with a decision

D due to Rule 4.b. Therefore, only DC (4, 2) is available for next cohort.

Cohort 9: Based on the outcome at DC (4, 2), the decision is S. Therefore, DCs (4, 2) and (3, 3) are included

in the candidate set. DC (3, 3) is eliminated due to Rule 4.b. Only DC (4, 2) is available for next cohort.

Cohort 10: The decision for DC (4, 2) is S. DC (4, 2) and (3, 3) are added. DC (3, 3) is eliminated again due to

Rule 4.b. Only DC (4, 2) is available for next cohort.

Cohort 11: Based on the new outcome, the decision for DC (4, 2) is E. Therefore, DC (4, 3) is included in the

candidate set first. However, DC (4, 3) is higher than DC (2, 3) with a decision D. According to Rule 4.b, DC (4, 3)

is eliminated, and there are no DCs in the candidate set. We then resort to Rule 5.b to identify admissible DCs,

which are highlighted in the next sub-figure.

Admissible Set: From Cohort 11, after applying Rule 5.b, the admissible set includes DCs (1, 5), (2, 3) and

(4, 2), among which DCs (2, 3) and (4, 2) are selected based on their utilities. Therefore, two new cohorts are assigned

to the two DCs.

Cohort 12 & Cohort 13: Based on the outcomes from the new cohorts, the decision assigned to DC (4, 2) is

D, while DC (2, 3) receives an S. Therefore, DCs (1, 4), (2, 3), (3, 2) and (4, 1) are included in the candidate set first.

DC (1, 4) is subsequently eliminated due to its inferiority to DC (1, 5), which was given a decision of E. Based on

their utilities, DCs (4, 1) and (2, 3) are then selected.

Cohort 14 & Cohort 15: Given the outcome of the new cohorts, the decisions for DCs (4, 1) and (2, 3) are
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both S. Therefore, DCs (1, 4), (2, 3), (3, 2) and (4, 1) are included in the candidate set. However, based on Rule

4.a, DC (1, 4) is removed from consideration as it is deemed inferior to DC (1, 5), which was previously assigned a E

decision. Consequently, DCs (4, 1) and (2, 3) are chosen based on their utilities.

Cohort 16 & Cohort 17: Two more cohorts are enrolled at DCs (4, 1) and (2, 3). And the final MTDC is

estimated to be (2, 3).

Figure 4: A hypothetical trial example demonstrating the MCi3+3 rules in Stage II. Yellow boxes are the current

DCs; grey ones are candidate DCs for further testing, and boxes with green or red crosses are the DCs not considered

for the next cohort of patients. Up to two DCs are tested at each step. The final MTDC is determined to be (2, 3).

Cohort 1 & Cohort 2

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0)

2

3 (3,0)

4

Cohort 3 & Cohort 4

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,2)

3 (3,0)

4

Cohort 5

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,2) (3,2)

3 (3,0)

4

Cohort 6

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (3,2) (3,2)

3 (3,0)

4

Cohort 7 & Cohort 8

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (6,3) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4

Cohort 9

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (6,3) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4 (3,1)

Cohort 10

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (6,3) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4 (6,2)

Cohort 11

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (6,3) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4 (9,2)

Admissible Set

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (6,3) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4 (9,2)

Cohort 12 & Cohort 13

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (9,3) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4 (12,5)

Cohort 14 & Cohort 15

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (12,4) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4 (3,1) (12,5)

Cohort 16 & Cohort 17

Drug B

Drug A 1 2 3 4 5

1 (3,0) (3,0)

2 (3,0) (15,5) (3,2)

3 (3,0) (3,0)

4 (6,2) (12,5)
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5 Discussion

Existing Phase I designs for dual-agent trials do not support parallel allocation and may under-utilize historical

single-phase data. In response, we introduce the MCi3+3 design, a versatile framework accommodating a two or

three-stage approach. It commences with single-agent dose finding to determine the starting dose for the combination

phase. The subsequent stage employs a rule-based design that facilitates parallel testing of up to two doses, and,

should the trial advance to the third stage, a model-based approach is adopted to steer patient allocation. Upon

trial completion, data from both the single-agent and combination phases are integrated to identify the MTDC.

Additionally, we offer the flexibility to select multiple MTDCs. For example, it is conceivable that various dose

combinations may fall within the Equivalence Interval (EI), which is also illustrated in Table 2. Therefore, if the

option for multiple MTDCs is employed, all the DCs with posterior toxicity values falling within the EIs will be

selected as MTDCs.

In our proposed MCi3+3 design, while the single-agent dose-finding stage is designed for parallel patient enroll-

ment, this is not a strict requirement. This means that the trial can commence at different time points. Historical

data can still be utilized, as the data from the single-agent phase are crucial for determining the starting dose of the

second stage and for modeling in the third stage. Additionally, while we maintain a consistent target toxicity level

across both the single-agent and combination phases, this parameter can be adjusted to enhance flexibility in the

trial design. Furthermore, although the starting doses for the second stage are typically derived from the first stage,

they can also be specified by practitioners. This decision might be based on prior knowledge of the drug’s toxicity

profile or lower doses, such as (1, 1), if required by regulatory authorities.

In the MCi3+3 design, the primary decision-making is guided by the i3+3 design. However, other Phase I designs

can also be considered. This flexibility allows for a more tailored approach to dose determination, accommodating

various clinical and regulatory considerations.
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