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August 4, 1998

Dockets Management Branch (HFA-305)
Food and Drug Administration
Room 1061
5600 Fishers Lane
Rockville, MD 20857

Docket No. 98N-0339

Dear Sir/Madame:

Pursuant to the letter dated July 23, 1998, from Dr. Zoon, CBER,
requesting further public comments and dialogue on the implementation of
the FDAMA, the Massachusetts Biotechnology Council (MBC) would like
to submit the following for your review.

Enclosed is a copy of the final draft of the MBC’S “Food and Drug
Administration Modernization Act (FDAMA) of 1997, Recommendations
for Implementation and Regulation” dated July 18, 1998, along with the
MBC’s “Comments for ‘Dissemination of Information on
Unapproved/New Uses for Marketed Drugs, Biologics, and Devices,’
Proposed Rule, 63 Fed. Reg. 31143 (June 8, 1998)”, dated July 23,
1998.

We look forward to discussing these points at the August 14th public
forum as well as directly. Thank you for your efforts regarding this
matter.
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xecutive Director
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July 18, 1998

Jane Axelrad
Associate Director for Policy$114 ●98 JUL30 A9:27Food and Drug Administratlo
Office of Policy
5600 Fishers Lane, HFD-5
Rockville, MD 20857

Dear Ms. Axelrad:

The Massachusetts Biotechnology Council, Inc. (MBC) and its Member
Companies have been meeting since February to define and analyze how the
Food and Drug Administration Modernization Act of 1997 can be implemented in
the most meaningful way.

The result of our deliberations is a White Paper, enclosed for your consideration,
which has been also forwarded to the individuals listed below. Our Member
Companies have worked diligently to draw from their experiences and to define
what they need to accomplish the intent of FDAMA.

We hope that our recommendations, the product of thorough discussions, will be
given serious consideration. We would appreciate the opportunity to meet with
you to discuss the points addressed in the White Paper.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Yours truly,
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J nice Bourque
xecutive Director

tissachusetts Instituk of Techndcgy cc: Michael Friedman, Acting Commissioner
William Schultz. Office of Policv

Una S. Ryan

T Cell Sciences, I“C.
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Dr. Janet Woodcock, CDER “
Dr. Kathryn Zoon, CBER
John Marzelli, FDA Boston Office
Murray Lumpkin, CDER
Doug Sporn, CDER
Rebecca Devine, CBER
William Mamane, CVM
Robert Temple, CDER
Peggy Dotzel, Office of Policy
Minnie Baylor-Henry, CDER
Laurie Burke, CDER
Suzanne O’Shea, Ombudsmen Office
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Memorandum

DATE: July 18, 1998

TO: Dr. Michael A. Friedman, Acting Commissioner, FDA
William B. Schultz, Director, Office of Policy

cc: Jane Axelrad, Associate Director for Policy, Office of Policy
Dr. Janet Woodcock, Director, CDER
Dr. Kathryn Zoon, Director, CBER
John Marzelli, District Director, FDA Boston Office
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Sections to be reviewed by the following additional FDA appointed individuals:
Tab 1-FDAMA $119 - Meetings & Performance Goals

Murray Lumpkin, CDER
Doug Sporn, CDER
Rebecca Devine, CBER

Tab 2-FDAMA $116 - Manufacturing Issues
Rebecca Devine, CBER
William Marnane, CVM

Tab 3-FDAMA $112 - Fast Track
Dr. Janet Woodcock, CDER
Rebecca Devine, CBER

Tab 4-FDAMA $$551 (b)(3) & 551(a) - Off Label
Robert Temple, CDER
Peggy Dotzel, Office of Policy

Tab 5-FDAMA 3114 - Pharmacoeconomics
Minnie Baylor-Henry, CDER
Laurie Burke, CDER

Tab A-FDAMA - Harmonization
Rebecca Devine, CBER

Tab B-FDAMA - Accountability
All Recipients

Tab C-FDAMA 3404 - Ombudsmen’s Role
Suzanne O’Shea, Office of Chief
Mediator and Ombudsman

FROM: Massachusetts Biotechnology Council (MBC)

RE: Implementation of the Food and Drug Administration
Modernization Act (FDAMA)
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I. Statement of Intent

The Massachusetts Biotechnology Council, Inc. (MBC) submits this document

to the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) with three objectives: (1) to identify issues

that we believe are important and high priorities, (2) to commence a dialogue pursuant to

the FDA’s new mission of cooperation, and (3) to provide feedback to the FDA from

industry to help the Agency as it formulates guidance documents and regulations pursuant

to the enactment of the Food and Drug Administration Modernization Act (FDAMA). See

FDAMA, $ 406(b)(4), Pub. L. 105-115, 111 Stat. 2296 (Nov. 21, 1997). The MBC

recognizes that this submission, while specific in its treatment of several issues, is general

in places. Nevertheless, the MBC hopes that the document will begin a dialogue between

our industry and the FDA, and that it will serve as the basis for ongoing discussion.



.
II. Background

The Massachusetts biotechnology industry consists of a community of

approximately 200 mostly small companies. The research and development (R&D)

initiatives of many of our Members are reaching the clinic, and several companies already

have introduced breakthrough products into national and international health care markets.

The MBC recognizes that FDAMA is the embodiment of overwhelming

bipartisan support for the safe and expeditious commercialization of innovative health care

products. We are eager to assist the FDA in its FDAMA mission--to realize the “prompt

approval of safe and effective new drugs and other therapies , . . so that patients may enjoy

the benefits provided by these therapies to treat and prevent illness and disease.” 111 Stat.

at 2298. As recognized by Congress, cooperation between the FDA and industry is

essential to build the regulatory infrastructure necessary to achieve this mission. See

FDAMA, $ 406(b)(4).

III. Specific Issues

In the spirit of cooperation, representatives from several of the MBC’s Member

Companies formed a Working Group to collectively identify concerns with the FDA review

and approval process and to propose improvements during FDAMA implementation. The

Working Group has met over the past several months and identified specific priority issue

areas: (1) performance goals, user fees, and meetings; (2) manufacturing issues; (3) fast

track; (4) off-label uses; and (5) pharmacoeconomics. These areas became the focus for the

work of subgroups, and their work product then was reviewed by the full Working Group

and, ultimately, by other Member Companies and the MBC Board of Directors. The

attached MBC work product is summarized in Figure 1.

—=

—
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Figure 1

FDAMA Implementation: MBC “Points to Consider” Submissions

Tab 1 Meetings and Performance Goals, FDAMA, ~ 119:

Points to consider for the development of policies, procedures, and guidelines for
meetings between sponsors and the FDA under section 119 of the FDA
Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA).

Tab 2 Manufacturing Issues, FDAMA, $ 116:

Points to consider for the development of policies, procedures and mukicenter
guidance documents related to manufacturing changes for drugs in the
implementation of the FDA Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA).

Proposed Regulation/Guidance: Changes to an Approved Application--Biological
Products, Veterinary Drugs, and Human Drugs.

Tab 3 Fast Track, FDAMA, $112:

Points to consider for the development of policies, procedures and multicenter
guidance documents related to the implementation of the “Fast Track Provisions”
as described within the FDA Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA).

Tab 4 Off-label, FDAMA, $$ 551(b)(3), 553(a):

Points to consider for the development of policies, procedures and multicenter
guidance documents related to off-label information under the F’DA
Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA).

Tab 5 Pharmacoeconomics, FDAMA, ~ 114:

Points to consider for the development of policies, procedures and mukicenter
guidance documents related to health care economic information under the FDA
Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA).

IV. Overarching General Concerns

In addition to the specific proposals listed in Figure 1, the MBC Working

Group identified three overarching concerns: (A) the importance of realizing consistency in

handling specific applications both horizontally between the Center for Biologics

Evaluation & Research (CBER) and Center for Drug Evaluation& Research (CDER), and

vertically through the ranks of each Center, (B) the need for the FDA to operate in a

transparent manner to increase its predictability and accountability, and (C) the importance

of expanding and empowering the role of Chief Mediator and Ombudsman and the role of

Ombudsman in each Center. The MBC’S treatment of these issues are attached as listed in

Figure 2.
—

—
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Figure 2
—

I FDAMA Implementation: MBC “General Concern” Submissions

Tab A I Harmonization and Consistency in the Handling of Drugs and Biologics.

.

‘Iab B Increased Transparency and Accountability

Tab C Cooperation between the FDA and Industry and Enhancement of the Roles of.
Industry Ombudsmen

—

V. PhRMA Submissions

The MBC has reviewed working drafts of several potential submissions by the

Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA) to the FDA. The MBC—

generally supports the proposals it has reviewed. However, the MBC is submitting its

own proposals to provide more detail in specific areas identified as priority areas by our

Working Group.

W. Request for FDA Action

The MBC recognizes that, through collaboration, the general public, FDA, and

industry may realize the most fundamental objective of FDAMA-- the “prompt approval of

safe and effective new drugs and other therapies . . . so that patients may enjoy the benefits

provided by these therapies to treat and prevent illness and disease.” 111 Stat. at 2298.

Our Working Group will continue to meet throughout the foreseeable future. The M13C

urges the FDA to consider the concerns and suggestions identified herein and, as the

FDAMA implementation process advances, to utilize the Working Group as a resource to

respond to specific queries and to provide an industry perspective. In the spirit of

cooperation mandated under FDAMA, the MBC invites the FDA to join in an ongoing
—

dialogue to address the concerns raised above and those that will arise as the FDAMA

implementation process advances. We look forward to the FDA’s response.—

—
5
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POINTS TO CONSIDER

for

The development of policies, procedures, and guidelines for meetings
between sponsors and the FDA under section 119 of the

FDA Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA)

June, 1998

_—
Prepared by:

Massachusetts Biotechnology Council (MBC)

—

--



Massachusetts Biotechnology Council (MBC) Meetings

—

.

.

.

-

—

FDA Modernization Act (FDAMA)
3119: Meetings

Points to Consider

Introduction

FDAMA has provided a guideline for the management of meetings between sponsors and
FDA. The purpose of these meetings should be to reach agreements on the design and size of
clinical trials and preclinical studies, and to resolve any issues regarding product
manufacturing and testing. Guidance should be provided to FDA reviewers to maintain an
appropriate level of consistency between FDA reviewing divisions.

The Massachusetts Biotechnology Council (MBC) is aware that industry and FDA engaged in
extensive discussions about meetings during the Prescription Drug User Fee Act (PDUFA)
and PDUFA-2 (together “PDUFA”) negotiations, and that agreements were reached.
Nevertheless, we propose these additions/clarifications to the provisions of FDAMA.
Although our suggestions may exceed PDUFA agreements in some instances, we believe that
this Points to Consider document reflects the resource commitment from the FDA that our
industry needs to make breakthrough products available to patients in a time-sensitive manner
and to otherwise fulfill FDAMA objectives.

I. Setting up Meetings:

The MBC proposes that, in accordance with the provisions of PDUFA, FDAMA and related
negotiations and agreements, meetings be set up in the following manner:

A. Regardless of whether the proposed meeting is a conference call or an in-person
meeting, the sponsor shall request a formal meeting in writing. These written requests
shall include specified objectives, requested FDA attendees, a tentative agenda, and a
suggested length for the meeting.

B. FDA shall agree to the objectives/agenda in writing within 14 days of the request,

and FDA shall determine the meeting type (A,* B**or C***),the length of the meeting,
and the required FDA attendees, and FDA shall schedule the meeting to take place
within 30, 60, or 75 days (for meeting types A, B, and C, respectively) from receipt of
the sponsor’s request.

C. The sponsor shall provide the meeting package and final agenda to FDA within 2
weeks (for type A or C meetings) or 4 weeks (for type B meetings) of the scheduled
meeting.

In addition, the MBC proposes that meetings for products designated fast track products
always take place within 30 days from receipt of the sponsor’s request. Within 14 days of the
sponsor’s request, FDA shall schedule these meetings accordingly. This time-frame is

— ●

Type A meeting: A meeting which is necessary for an otherwise stalled drug development program
to proceed (a “critical path” meeting).

**
Type B meeting: A (1) pre-IND, (2) end of Phase 2, (3) end of Phase 1 for Fast Track (Subpart E,

Subpart H, or similar products), or (4) a pre-NDA/BLA/PLA meeting,

*** Type C meeting: Any other type of meeting.

1
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consistent with other efforts to accelerate the approval of fast track products and recognition of
the importance of this objective under FDAMA.

II. Holding Meetings:

The M13C suggests that, in accordance with the provisions of PDUFA and related negotiations
and agreements, meetings be held in the following manner:

A. The sponsor shall manage the timing of meetings requested by the sponsor in a
manner that will address the sponsor’s objectives.

B, The sponsor and FDA shall summarize agreements at the end of the meeting.

III. Meeting Minutes:

The MBC proposes that the following procedures govern meeting minutes:

A. As required pursuant to the PDUFA letter agreement (from Donna E, Shalala,
Secretary of Health and Human Services, to Hon. Thomas J. Bliley, Jr., Committee
on Commerce, House of Representatives, dated November 12, 1997), FDA shall
prepare meeting minutes and provide them to the sponsor within 30 days of the
meeting.

B. If FDA fails to prepare meeting minutes or fails to provide them to the sponsor
within 30 days, the sponsor shall have the option to submit its own meeting minutes to
the FDA. Absent objection from the FDA within 10 days of receipt of such a
submission, the sponsor’s submission shall become the official meeting minutes.

C. The sponsor shall be given an opportunity to provide corrections to the minutes.
The sponsor shall provide such corrections within 15 days of receiving the minutes
from the FDA. The FDA then shall respond to the corrections submitted by the
sponsor within 15 days. If this process results in disagreements, the sponsor may
appeal any dispute, and the FDA shall render a decision within 30 calendar days.

IV. Type of Meetings:

To realize the objectives of FDAMA and PDUFA-2, the MBC believes that:

A. More than 1 type B meeting for each pre-IND, end-phase 2, end-phase 1 for fast-
track, and pre-BLA/PLA/NDA meeting shall be allowed in the case of major changes to
clinical design, or other major changes in clinical, preclinical, or product development.

B, Interactions with FDA shall not be strictly formal, and informal communications
shall not be limited as a result of formal meeting opportunities and requirements.

v. Performance Goals:

FDAMA has provided performance goals for review times of initial marketing applications and
efficacy and manufacturing supplements. For example, 9090 of all standard NDA/PLA/BLAs
and efficacy supplements will be acted on, i.e. an action letter will be issued within 12 months
of receipt in fiscal year 1998, and 90~o of these will be acted on within 10 months by fiscal
year 2002.

—
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. The MBC proposes that, for the same reasons that fast-track products are prioritized generally,
fast-track products must be designated categorically to meet the highest performance goals
during the period of phase-in.

—
In addition, for all product applications, it is critical for the sponsor to know if FDA has
questions/concerns during the review process to allow time to respond to these questions prior
to the due date of the action letter. MBC would like to have a mechanism in place for—
companies to get a status of the review from FDA well in advance of the action date.

Accordingly, MBC proposes the following:

A. The reviewer shall provide a status of the review to the sponsor during early stages
of review of the original application for a resubmitted application, and provide monthly
updates, as applicable.

B. For the review time exceeding the target action time****(falling outside of 90% for
FY 1998, 90% for FY 1999, and 50% for FY 2000), the best effort shall be put forth
by the Agency to keep the review time close to the target time. This can include any
additional communication and meetings between the Agency and the sponsor to discuss
issues causing the delay of the review.

C. For fast-track reviews, a sponsor may submit portions of an application for the
approval of the product before the sponsor submits a complete application. FDAMA,
111 Stat. 2310 (to be codijied at 21 USC $356 (c)(l)). Deficiencies in these
submissions shall be made clear to sponsors on an ongoing basis and in as timely a
manner as possible to promote the policy of accelerating the review of fast track
products.

—

****
Action time is defined as the time from receipt of the submission to the time an action letter is

issued by FDA. Target action time is the current year’s target for action time.

3
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POINTS TO CONSIDER

for

The development of policies, procedures and multicenter guidance documents
related to manufacturing changes under the FDA Modernization Act of 1997

(FDAMA)

June 1998

—

Prepared by
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FDA Modernization Act (FDAMA)
S116: Manufacturing Changes

—

Introduction

—.

The MBC’S Working Group has engaged in extensive discussions of the manufacturing
changes associated with FDAMA. This document, a summary of many of the concerns
and issues identified by the Group, is accompanied by another MBC submission, entitled
“Proposed Guidance: Changes to an Approved Application: Biological Products,
Veterimuy Drugs, and Human Drugs. ”

The MBC’S Proposed Guidance embodies existing FDA guidance, but with modifications
inspired by FDAMA and the shared experience of our industry. The MBC used the FDA’s
Guidance for Industry, Changes to an Approved Application: Biological Products (Center
for Biologics Evaluation and Research, CBER) (July 1997) and Guidance for Industry,
Changes to an Approved Application for Specified Biotechnology and Specified Synthetic
Biological Products (CBER and Center for Drug Evaluation and Research, CDER) (July
1997) as models for its Proposed Guidance. Therefore, for the purposes of interpretation,
the MBC’S Proposed Guidance should be construed to be consistent with these FDA
guidances.

Background Information

Historically, manufacturing changes for drugs (CDER regulated) have been subjected to a
three-tier approach. These changes have been deemed: (1) to need pre-approval from
FDA; (2) to be permissible prior to FDA approval; or (3) to be acceptable contingent upon a
sufficient description in the annual report. More recent guidance documents--Scale-Up and
Post Approval Changes (SUPAC)--have addressed levels of change that maybe made in
the components or composition of the drug, site of manufacture, scale-up/scale-down of
manufacture and manufacturing process and equipment for certain specified types of
products. It is expected that the practice of issuing guidance documents that address post-
approval change procedures for specific classes of Drugs, Biologics, and Veterinary
Drugs, Bulk Chemicals, and so forth will continue.

—

FDA’s practice has been to require proapproval for all manufacturing changes for biologics
(CBER regulated). However, CBER has published a Final Rule (62 Fed. Reg. 39890),
and, with CDER, a Final Guidance document (62 Fed. Reg. 39904) that require applicants
to report changes by one of three mechanisms. The potential for the manufacturing change
to have an adverse effect on the “identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the
product as they may related to the safety or effectiveness of the product” controls which

— mechanism is appropriate.

The new law (which adds section 506A to the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act) applies to
manufacturing changes made with regard to a drug (section 501), an animal drug (section
512), or a biological (section351 of the Public Health and Service Act). When no specific
Guidance Document already exists (e.g., SUPAC), this procedure provides guidance to
allow a change to be made and a product made with the change to be distributed.

—- However, before distributing the product, the holder of the approved application or license
must validate the effects of the change on the identity, strength, quality, purity, and potency
as they relate to the safety or effectiveness of the drug. In addition to such validation, the

2
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— provision requires additional action depending on whether the change constitutes a major

manufacturing change.

— Major manufacturing changes must be submitted to FDA in a supplemental application, and
they require FDA proapproval prior to distribution. Changes qualifying as major changes
are those that have substantial potential to adversely affect the “identity, strength, quality,
purity or potency of the product as they may relate to the safety or effectiveness of the
product.” Examples include:

—

● a change in the qualitative or quantitative formulation of the drug, or

● a change determined by regulation or guidance to require completion of an
appropriate clinical study demonstrating equivalence, or

● a change determined by regulation or guidance to have a substantial potential to
adversely affect the safety or effectiveness of the drug.

Changes that are NOT major manufacturing changes (“other manufacturing changes”)
shall, as determined by the Secretary, be classified by one of the two following ways:

. Changes that maybe made at any time without submission of a supplement and
then reported annually, along with supporting data, or

. Changes that are required to be reported in a supplement.

If a supplement is required, the drug maybe distributed 30 days after the application is
received unless, within the 30-day period, the applicant is notified that prior approval is
required. In the event that a supplemental application is not approved by the FDA, the FDA
is authorized to order that distribution of any product made with the change cease.

Overall, the new law essentially codifies FDA’s earlier guidance to distinguish between
major and minor manufacturing changes and, with respect to biological, is consistent with
the decision to eliminate the separate establishment license application.

.
Issues related to Implementation of this Section

1) Implementation by Guidance or Regulation?
—

As currently stated, the law gives the FDA the option to categorize different types of
manufacturing changes either by regulation or guidance. This new provision will be

— implemented by regulations within 24 months of the date of the Act (but may or may not
categorize types of manufacturing changes depending on whether FDA utilizes the guidance
option for that process).

.
There is concern in the life science sector that this process will take up to two years, and the
process to classify changes has not been specified. The MBC recognizes that FDA needs
to maintain some flexibility in categorization of manufacturing changes. Nevertheless, we

- —=_ recommend that FDA propose a harmonized guideline implementing manufacturing
changes which include categorization of most manufacturing changes. We recommend that
these guidelines be based upon the most recent guidance documents that encompass the
spirit of FDAMA, and that they embody recognition that manufacturing processes and

—
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—
— facilities used to produce a product will continue to undergo refinement or scale-up which,

in many cases, will result in innovations beneficial to consumers. Failure to specifically
address the process of categorization in detail could significantly restrict consumer benefit.

—

2) Uniformity of Change Classifications

Currently, due to the evolution of the manufacturing change classifications in CBER,
CDER, and CVM, guidance documents, draft guidance documents, or regulations differ in
their classification and notification schemes. The experience of several MBC members is
that the FDA staff do not consistently use the most up-to-date documents. Given a two-—
year limit for the FDA to implement new guidance documents or regulations, there is a
significant concern about how changes will be addressed by the Centers and Field Offices
during this period of implementation.

—

Especially in light of the intent of FDAMA to standardize these classifications and to
implement changes in a timely manner, we in the life science industry recommend that all
FDA Centers and Field Offices follow the most recent guidance documents during the e 2-
year period prior to implementation of the new guidance, This approach should implement
a standard program of change control that encompasses the spirit of FDAMA and that
recognizes that manufacturing processes and facilities used to produce the product will
continue to undergo refinement or scale-up, which in many cases will result in innovations
beneficial to consumers. Applicants should remain responsible for validating these changes
and providing sufficient notice to the FDA.

—

—

—
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The life science sector has proposed that changes to all approved or licensed
products (biological, veterinmy and human drugs) be regulated uniformly, meaning that
the Agency adopt homogeneous criteria for reporting changes to the FDA regarding the
product, production process, quality controls, equipment, and facilities. This Proposed
Guidance constitutes a preliminary statement and collection of recommendations, which the
MBC is submitting to commence what we hope will become an ongoing dialogue between
our industry and the FDA.

The MBC’s Proposed Guidance embodies existing FDA regulations and guidances,
but with modifications, including the elimination of some requirements, inspired by
FDAMA and the shared experience of our industry. For the purpose of interpretation, the
MBC intends, therefore, that its Proposed Guidance be construed as a document modeled
upon the FDA’s Guidance for Industry, Changes to an Approved Application: Biological
Products (Center for Biologics Evacuation and Research, CBER) (July 1997), and
Guidance for Industry, Changes to an Approved Application for Specified Biotechnology
and Specified Synthetic Biological Products (CBER and Center for Drug Evaluation and
Research, CDER) (July 1997),

ProDosed Guidance
I. Introduction

Frequently, a sponsor determines that it is appropriate to make a change in the
product, labeling, production process, quality controls, equipment, facilities, or
responsible personnel established for that product pursuant to its approved license
application. The current requirements for reporting such changes to the FDA for licensed
biological products, veterinary drugs, and human drugs are set forth under sections
601.12, 514.8, and 314.70 of Title 21 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

This Guidance is intended to assist manufacturers in determining which reporting
mechanism is appropriate for a change to an approved license, new drug, or new veterinary
drug application, Some existing Guidance Documents (e.g. Scale-Up and Post-Approval
Changes, SUPAC) provide specific guidance for changes of certain classes of products.
In addition to the applicable regulations regarding any change to a licensed product or
biological, an applicant making a change must conform to other applicable law and
regulations including the current good manufacturing practice (cGMP) requirements of the
Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. $351 (a) (2)(B)) and applicable
regulations in 21 CFR parts 210, 211, 600-680, and 820. For example, manufacturers
must comply with record keeping requirements and ensure that relevant records are readily
available for examination by authorized FDA personnel during an inspection

— Under each subsection of this guidance, FDA describes a category of changes to be
reported. FDA also provides a list of various changes that the Agency believes currently
fall under each category. A separate section on labeling describes the labeling changes that

— must be submitted as supplements that require prior approval, supplements that must be
submitted at the time that a change is made, and supplements that maybe submitted in an
annual report

—..
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IL Reporting Requirements

—
Changes must be reported to FDA via: (1) a supplement that requires approval

prior to distribution, (2) a supplement that must be submitted to FDA at least 30 days prior
to distribution of the product made using the change, or (3) an annual report. The method

— of reporting required depends upon the potential for the change to have an adverse effect on
the identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as these factors relate to the
safety and effectiveness of the product. The three reporting categories for changes to an

— approved application, which correlate with the requirements identified in 1-3, are:

1.

—

2,
—

3.

—

.

—

—

—

Proapproval Supplement: Changes that carry substantial potential to have an
adverse effect on the identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as
they may relate to the safety or effectiveness of the product;

Supplement with Notice:: Changes that carry moderate potential to adversely effect
the identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as they may relate to
the safety or effectiveness of the product;

Notice in Annual Report: Changes that carry minimal potential to have an adverse
effect on the identity, strength, quality, puri~, or poten~y of the product as they
may relate to the safety or effectiveness of the product.

In all cases, before distributing a product made using a change, the
applicant/sponsor must demonstrate through appropriate validation and/or other clinical and
non-clinical laboratory studies the lack of adverse effect of the change on the identity,
strength, quality, purity, or potency as these factors may impact the safety or effectiveness
of the product.

Changes to a product package label, container label, and package insert require
either: (1) submission of a supplement with FDA approval needed prior to product
distribution; (2) submission of a supplement with product distribution allowed at the time
of submission of the supplement; or (3) submission of the final printed label in an annual
report. Changes to advertising and promotional labeling must be made in accordance with
the provisions of21 CFR 314.81 or21 CFR 510,300. These regulations require the
submission to FDA of specimens of mailing pieces and any other labeling or advertising
devised for promotion of a drug product/veterinary drug product at the time of initial
dissemination of the labeling, and at the time of initial publication of the advertisement for a
prescription drug product. Mailing pieces and labeling that are designed to contain samples
of a drug product are required to be complete, except that the sample of the drug product
may be omitted from the container

A. Changes requiring submission and approval of a supplement
prior to distribution of the product made using the change
(major changes).

Changes to a product, production process, quality controls, equipment, facilities, or
responsible personnel that have a substantial potential to have an adverse effect on the
identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as they may relate to the safety
or effectiveness of the product require submission of a supplement and approval by FDA
before a product made using the change is distributed. For a change under this category,
an applicant is required to submit a supplement to the approved license application that
includes: (1) a detailed description of the proposed change; (2) the product(s) involved; (3)
the manufacturing site(s) or area(s) affected; (4) a description of the methods used and
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studies perfomed to evaluate the effect of the change on the product’s identity, strength,
quality, purity, and potency of the product as they may relate to its safety or effectiveness;
(5) a summary of the data derived from those studies; (6) relevant validation protocols and
summary data; and (7) a reference list of relevant standard operating procedures (SOPS).
As noted, the applicant must obtain approval of the supplement by FDA prior to
distribution of the product made using the change.

In FDA’s experience, the following changes to a product, production process,
quality controls, equipment, facilities, or responsible personnel have caused detrimental
effects on the identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of products as they related to
the safety or effectiveness of the product even where applicants performed validation or
other studies. FDA believes that these changes would generally have a substantial potential
to have an adverse effect on a product’s identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency as
they may relate to its safety or effectiveness and that the Agency’s continued premarket
review and approval of such changes is currently necessary to protect the public from
products whose identity, strength, quality, purity, potency, safety, or effectiveness maybe
compromised:

1. Process changes including, but not limited to:
—

—

—

—

● A new or revised purification process, including a change in a column;

. A change in the chemistry or formulation of solutions used in processing;

. A change in the sequence of processing steps or addition, deletion, or
substitution of a process step; or

. Reprocessing of a product without a previously approved reprocessing
protocol,

2. Any change in manufacturing processes or analytical methods that:

. Results in change(s) of specification limits or modification(s) in potency,
sensitivity, specificity, or purity;

. Establishes a new analytical method;

. Deletes a specification or an analytical method;

. Eliminates tests from the stability protocol; or

● Alters the acceptance criteria of the stability protocol.

3. Scale-up requiring larger processing or purification equipment (applies to
production up to the final purified bulk).

4. A change in the composition or dosage form of the product or ancillary components
(e.g., new or different excipients, carriers, or buffers).

5. A new lot of, new source for, or different, in-house reference standard or reference
panel (panel member) resulting in modification of reference specifications or an
alternative test method.

6. Extension of the expiration dating period andlor a change in storage temperature,
container/closure composition, or other conditions, other than changes based on
real time data in accordance with a stability protocol in the approved license
application.

-
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7.

8.

9.

B.

Change of the site(s) at which manufacturing, other than testing, is performed;
addition of a new location (including donor centers manufacturing platelets and/or
performing automated pheresis procedures); or contracting of a manufacturing step
in the approved license, to be performed at a separate facility.

Conversion of production and related area(s) from single to multiple product
manufacturing area(s). (The addition of products to a multiple product
manufacturing area could be submitted as an “Annual Report” if there are no
changes to the approved and validated cleaning and changeover procedures and no
additional containment requirements.)

Changes in the location (room, building, etc.) of steps in the production process
which could affect contamination or cross contamination precautions.

Changes requiring submission of a sumdement at least 30 days
prior ‘to dis~ributbn of the product m%le using the change, -

Changes to a product, production process, quality controls, equipment, facilities, or
responsible personnel that have a moderate potential to have an adverse effect on the
identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as they may relate to the safety
or effectiveness of the product require submission of a supplement to FDA at least 30 days
prior to distribution of a product made using the change. The requirements for the content
of these supplements are the same as for those requiring approval prior to distribution.

Some examples of changes to the product, production process, quality controls,
equipment, and facilities that FDA currently considers to have moderate potential to have an
adverse effect on the identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as they
may relate to the safety or effectiveness of the product are set forth in the following list,
which FDA has developed based on experience gained in reviewing submissions received
in the past.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Addition of duplicated process chain or unit process, such as a fermentation process
or duplicated purification columns, with no change in process parameters.

Addition or reduction in number of pieces of equipment (e.g., centrifuges, filtration
devices, blending vessels, columns, etc.) to achieve a change in purification scale
not associated with a process change.

Change in the site of testing from one facility to another (e.g., from a contract lab to
the license holder; from an existing contract lab to anew contract lab; from the
license holder to a new contract lab).

Change in the structure of a legal entity that would require issuance of new
license(s), or change in the name of the legal entity or location that would require
reissuance of license(s).

Downgrade of a room or area environmental quality classification except for aseptic
processing areas.

In certain circumstances FDA may determine that, based on experience with a
particular type of change, the supplement for such change is usually complete and provides
the proper information. Likewise, there may be particular assurances that the proposed
change has been appropriately submitted, such as when the change has been validated in
accordance with a previously approved protocol. In these circumstances, FDA may
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determine that the product made using the change may be distributed at the time the FDA
receives the supplement. The following are changes that in FDAs experience have been
submitted properly with the appropriate information, and could be implemented at the time
of receipt of the supplement by FDA without a previously approved comparability protocol.

1, Addition of release tests and/or specifications or tightening of specifications for
intermediates.

2. Minor changes in fermentation batch size using the same equipment and resulting in
no change in specifications of the bulk or final product.

In addition, applicants that use a comparability protocol to validate a proposed
change may request that a change usually subject to supplement submission and approval
prior to distribution be reported as a change subject to supplement submission at least 30
days prior to distribution of the product made using the change, or as a “Changes Being
Effected” supplement submission, in which event the product made using the change may
be distributed immediately upon receipt of the supplement by FDA.

c. “Changes to be described in an annual report (minor changes).

Changes to the product, production process, quality controls, equipment, facilities,
or responsible personnel that have minimal potential to have an adverse effect on the
identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as they may relate to the safety
or effectiveness of the product are required to be documented in an annual report submitted
each year within 60 days of the anniversary date of approval of the application. For
changes under this category, the applicant is required to submit a list of all products
involved in the annual report; and a full description of the manufacturing and controls
changes including: the manufacturing site(s) or area(s) involved, the date each change was
made, a cross-reference to relevant validation protocol(s) and/or SOPS, and relevant data
from studies and tests performed to evaluate the effect of the change on the identity,
strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product as these factors may relate to the safety
or effectiveness of the product.

Some examples of changes that FDA currently considers to have minimal potential
to have an adverse effect on the identity, strength, quality, purity, or potency of the product
as they may relate to the safety or effectiveness of the product are listed below. The list,
which is not all-inclusive, contains items that, in FDA’s experience reviewing supplements,
have caused few instances in which an adverse effect on the product’s identity, strength,
quality, purity, or potency as they may relate to its safety or effectiveness has been
observed.

1.

2.

3,

Modification of an approved manufacturing facility or room(s) that is not likely to
have an adverse effect on safety, sterility assurance, purity, or potency of product;

Manufacture of an additional product in a previously approved multiple product
manufacturing area using the same equipment and/or personnel, if there have been
no changes to the approved and validated cleaning and changeover procedures and
there are no additional containment requirements.

Increase in aseptic manufacturing scale for finished product without a change in
equipment (i.e. increased number of vials filled (< 10 X).

—
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4.

5,

6.

7.

8.

9.

10

11

Modifications in analytical procedures with no change in the basic test methodology
or existing release specifications, provided the change is supported by validation
data.

Change in hamesting and/or pooling procedures which does not affect the method
of manufacture, recovery, storage conditions, sensitivity of detection of
adventitious agents, or production scale.

Establishment of a new working cell bank derived from a previously approved
master cell bank according to a SOP on file in the approved application.

Replacement of an in-house reference standard or reference panel (or panel
member) according to SOPS and specifications in an approved license application.

Tightening of specifications for existing reference standards to provide greater
assurance of product purity, identity, and potency,

Establishment of an alternate test method for reference standards, release panels, or
product intermediates, except for release testing of intermediates licensed for further
manufacture.

Change in the storage conditions of in-process intermediates based on data from a
stability protocol in an approved application, which does not affect labeling, except
for changes in storage conditions which are specified by regulation.

Change in shipping conditions (e.g., temperature, packaging, or custody) based on
data derived from studies following a protocol in the approved license application
(except for changes in shipping conditions that are req~;red by regulatid~to be
submitted as a supplement.

12. Change in the stability test protocol to include more stringent parameters (e.g.,
additional assays or tightened specifications).

13. Addition of time points to the stability protocol.

III. Comparability Protocols

A comparability protocol is a supplement that establishes the tests to be done and
acceptable limits to be achieved to demonstrate the lack of adverse effect for specified types
of manufacturing changes on the safety and effectiveness of a product, A new
comparability protocol, or a change to an existing one, requires approval prior to
implementation because it may result in decreased reporting requirements for the changes
covered. In general, a decrease in the reporting requirement will be one reporting tier, e.g.,
from supplement with distribution of product in 30 days to an annual report, or from prior
approval supplement to supplement with distribution of product in 30 days. In some cases
the decrease may be greater. The reporting category will be established at the time that the
comparability protocol is approved. FDA will review and approve generic comparability
protocols for all relevant product classes to be used by any sponsor,

IV. Labeling Changes

Changes to labeling are required to be submitted to the FDA in one of the following
ways:

—
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1.

2.

3.

As a supplement requiring FDA approval prior to distribution of a product with the
labeling change;

As a supplement requiring FDA approval but permitting distribution of a product
bearing such change prior to FDA approval; or

In an annual report.

Some examples of changes to labeling that FDA currently considers to be
appropriate for submission in each of these three categories are listed below. These lists
are not intended to be comprehensive. Promotional labeling and advertising must be
submitted to FDA at the time of initial dissemination or publication.

A. Labeling changes requiring supplement submission - FDA approval
must be obtained before distribution of the product with the labeling
change.

Any proposed change in the package insert, package label, or container label,
except those described in the following sections is required to be submitted as a supplement
and receive FDA approval prior to distributing a product with the label change. In such a
supplement, the applicant is required to present clearly the proposed change in the label and
the information necessary to support the proposed change. The following list contains
some examples of changes that are currently considered by FDA to fall into this reporting
category.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

B.

Changes based on postmarketing study results, including, but not limited to,
labeling changes associated with new indications and usage.

Change in, or addition of, pharrnacoeconornic claims based on clinical studies.

Changes to the clinical pharmacology or the clinical study section reflecting new or
modified data.

Changes based on data from preclinical studies.

Revision (expansion or contraction) of population based on data.

Claims of superiority to another product.

Change in container labels for licensed blood.

Labeling changes reauirin~ sumdement submission - tmoduct with a
labeling” chang; may ‘be dhtri6&ed before FDA appr&al.

A supplement is required to be submitted for any change to a package insert,
package label, or container label that adds or strengthens a contraindication, warning,
precaution, or adverse reaction; adds or strengthens a statement about abuse, dependence,
psychological effect, or overdosage; adds or strengthens an instruction about dosage and
administration that is intended to increase the safety of the use of the product; or deletes
false, misleading, or unsupported indications for use or claims for effectiveness. The
applicant may distribute a product with a label bearing such a change at the time the
supplement is submitted, although the supplement is still subject to approval by FDA. The
following list includes some examples of changes that are currently considered by FDA to
fall into this reporting category.
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1. Addition ofmadverse event duetoinfomation repofled toapplicmtor~A.

2, Addition of a precaution arising out of a post-marketing study.

3. Clarification of the administration statement to ensure proper administration of the
product.

c. Labeling changes requiring submission in an annual report.

A package insert, package label, or container label with editorial or similar minor
changes or with a change in the information on how the drug is supplied that does not
involve a change in the dosage strength or dosage form must be described in an annual
report. Some examples that are currently considered by FDA to fall into this reporting
category include:

1. Changes in the layout of the package or container label without a change in content
of the labeling.

2. Editorial changes such as adding a distributor’s name.

3, Foreign language versions of the labeling if no change is made to the content of the
approved labeling and a certified translation is included.

—

—

—
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Massachusetts Biotechnology Council (MBC) Fast Track Products

FDA Modernization Act (FDAMA)
$112: Fast Track Drugs and Biologics

Points to Consider

Introduction

Section 112 of the Food and Drug Administration Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA)
requires FDA to establish a new program, known as the “fast track program,” to expedite
the development and approval of important new drugs and biological products. This
provision codifies and expands upon FDA’s successful efforts in the mid- 1990s to speed
patient access to new AIDS drugs, so that patients with other serious diseases may also
receive early access to breakthrough products.

.

FDAMA requires FDA to grant “fast track designation” to sponsors whose products are
intended for the treatment of serious or life-threatening conditions and for which the
sponsor demonstrates a potential to address unmet medical needs, Designation maybe
sought when Phase I clinical trials are initiated, or any time thereafter.

.

—

—

—

Fast track designation is intended to “flag” products that represent potential therapeutic
breakthroughs early in the clinical development process, so that FDA staff can provide
appropriate priority to such products. In effect, for all important new products, fast track
designation codifies the special attention that AIDS drugs were accorded simply for being
AIDS drugs. It also provides a mechanism for the Agency to recognize the priority nature
of such drugs long before the NDA or BLA is filed.]

In this paper, the M13C has identified changes that our industry believes are necessary to
maximize our opportunity under FDAMA to serve patients through the development and
introduction of breakthrough products for serious or life-threatening conditions. We hope
and expect that close collaboration between fast track products sponsors and your Agency
will occur throughout product development and evaluation. While FDAMA formalizes
(and, in some cases, modifies) certain regulations and best practices, we believe that the
spirit of the fast track provision--as well as the general exhortation contained in subsection
(a)(I)--should be reflected in all interactions between sponsors and FDA.

Given the priority nature of fast track products, we urge you to ensure that fast track
products stand first-in-line with respect to new PDUFA-2 performance goals, which will
be phased in over the next few years. For example, the new performance goal for protocol
agreements, under which sponsors may seek and obtain concurrence on the adequacy of
proposed clinical trial protocols to meet proposed indication labeling, is scheduled to apply
to 60% of all NDAs/BLAs in FY99, and increasing percentages of applications in
subsequent years. We believe that the spirit of the fast track provision strongly suggests
that FDA should ensure that it has allocated sufficient resources for all fast track product
sponsors who wish to enter into such agreements before it allocates resources to non-fast
track product sponsors.

Indeed, we encourage you to adopt a general principle that all PDUFA-2 performance
goals should be applied to fast track products during the first year for which a
performance goal is established, even if that goal (i.e., 90% performance) is not fully
implemented for several years. Thus, implementation of a 60% performance goal in FY99
should consist of 90% performance for fast track products and the percentage of non-fast
track products necessary to meet the overall goal. We also encourage the Agency to

—

1 Under PDUFA- 1, products were not classified “priority” or “standard” until a NDA or BLA was filed.
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track products necessary to meet the overall goal. We also encourage the Agency to
document the implementation of this approach through the tracking and reporting
mechanism that you are developing for new performance goals.

We fiu-ther suggest that the nature of fast track products justifies exceeding performance
goals to the extent resources permit. For example, FDA should make reasonable attempts
to accommodate a fast track product sponsor’s request for a Type A meeting in less than
the 30-day deadline and a Type B meeting faster than the 60-day goal. We particularly
urge you to resolve procedural and scientific disputes that concern fast track products faster
than the performance goals established under PDUFA-2.

Generally, guidelines and/or procedures developed by your Agency that pertain to the
implementation of the fast track provisions of the Act should provide a framework that
defines the process, while allowing flexibility to enable FDA and the sponsor to work out a
drug development program on a case-by-case basis. The MBC recognizes and supports in
principle the prototype guidance document on fast track products developed by the
Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA).2

The MBC offers the following comments and suggestions to be considered and addressed
in the development of policies, procedures and guidance documents related to the
implementation of the “Fast Track Provisions” as described within the FDA Modernization
Act of 1997 (FDAMA).

Definitions and Scope

The following are our suggestions for defining certain terms that are used, but not defined,
in FDAMA:

● Serious and life-threatening conditions: The preamble contained in the Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking for accelerated approval (June 1992) discussed how FDA
intended the concept of “serious and life-threatening conditions” to apply under the
accelerated approval regulation. This discussion provided for a broad and flexible
application of this concept and cited a variety of examples of conditions which are
considered serious or life-threatening. Unfortunately, not all CDER/CBER divisions
have accepted or implemented this broad approach. Some companies have been
informed by certain divisions that only AIDS and cancer are “serious” enough to be
eligible for accelerated approval. For this reason, the House Report3 on FDAMA
reiterated the approach contained in FDA’s June 1992 Federal Register notice. (See
Appendix A.) We urge you to ensure that this approach is implemented in a consistent
manner be all reviewing divisions.

● Demonstrated uotentkd to address unmet medical needs: We believe a similarly broad
approach should be applied to the concept of “unmet medical needs.” If there is no
FDA-approved treatment for a disease, there is obviously an unmet medical need for
the first such treatment. But unmet medical needs also exist for the many diseases for
which imperfect treatments exist. In general, we believe that any product that
demonstrates the potential to introduce significantly greater safety and/or efficacy than
existing products should be recognized as meeting unmet medical needs. The

2 The PhRMA fast track guidance document was submitted to the Food and Drug Administration for
consideration on 31 March 1998.
3 H. Rep. No. 105-310, at 55-56 (1997).
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following examples are representative (but should not be considered a comprehensive
listing of all such cases):

● Existing fieatment(s) ineffective insome, butnotdl, patients, andthe new
treatment shows potential for efficacy in other patients;

c Existing treatment(s) offers temporary clinical benefits, and the new
treatment shows potential for longer-term benefit;

* Existing treatment(s) alleviates symptoms but does not address the
underlying pathology, and the new treatment shows potential to address the
underlying disease;

● Existing treatment(s) has significant risks or side effects, and the new
treatment is potentially safer or better tolerated;

● Existing treatment(s) consists of a product derived from human or animal
sources (for which viral transmission is an unavoidable risk), and the new
treatment consists of a recombinant version of the existing product; and

● Existing treatment(s) require injection, infusion, or surgery, and the new
treatment is less invasive.

Since a product cannot be proven to meet an unmet medical need until after the
completion of one or more pivotal clinical trials, the legislation provides that products
that merely demonstrate the “potential” to do so are eligible for fast track designation.
The requirement for demonstration of such potential should automatically be
considered to have been met whenever a product would constitute an entirely new
therapeutic approach to a disease or has a different mode of action than existing
therapies. Modest proof of concept (i.e., in vitro or animal studies) should be required
in such cases. On the other hand, new treatments which are chemically similar to
existing treatments should be subjected to greater proof-of-concept requirements to
prevent therapeutically equivalent products from receiving fast track designation.

● Surrotzate endr)oints - The fast track program codifies FDA’s policy of granting
accelerated approval to products that have been demonstrated to have an effect on an
invalidated surrogate endpoint that is reasonably likely to predict clinical benefit and
subjecting such approvals to certain postapproval requirements.4 The postapproval
requirements specified in subsection (b)(2) should similarly apply to fast track products
approved on this basis.

However, fast track products that are approved on the basis of their effect on either a
clinical endpoint or a validated clinical endpoint should continue to receive a regular
approval that is not subject to these postapproval requirements. Sponsors of such
products may wish to participate in the fast track program in order to obtain rolling
review or other fast track program benefits. We support the two-track program
proposed by PhRMA, which is designed to ensure that sponsors of clinical endpoint
products can obtain fast track program benefits without sacrificing the benefits of a
regular approval.

Finally, we note that FDAMA requires the Secretary to establish a program to
encourage the development of appropriate surrogate endpoints, We suggest that this
program consist of quarterly conferences at which industry-proposed surrogate
endpoints can be introduced and discussed. We believe that special attention should be
paid to two categories of surrogate endpoints: (1) those that could be used for any
chronic and degenerative disease for which demonstration of clinical benefit would

421 CFR ~ 312.80, ~ 314.500 and $601.40.
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otherwise require a significantly longer or larger clinical trial; and (2) those that could
have broad applicability to a class of technologies that is being studied in various
indications, such as gene or cell therapies.

Fast Track Product Designation Process

As described in FDAMA, a request for the designation as a fast track product may be made
concurrently with, or at any time after, submission of an application for the investigation of
the drug (IND). Therefore, a fast track product designation could become effective as
early as the phase I clinical trial stage. The drug or biologic would be recognized and
treated as a fast track product throughout the remainder of the drug development and
approval process, Once the designation is granted, we believe that such designation
should only be withdrawn in two circumstances. First, FDA may withdraw designation at
any time after designation has been granted if the sponsor demonstrates, through its pivotal
clinical trial design, that it is no longer pursuing an indication for a serious or life-
threatening disease. Second, FDA may withdraw designation if, following both an
advisory panel meeting and a complete review of the NDA/BLA, it determines that the drug
does not meet an unmet medical need. In either case, we urge that designation be
withdrawn only after notice to the sponsor and the opportunity for an informal hearing.

We propose that fast track designations be issued by the Director of the reviewing
Division, but also in a manner that ensures consistency across divisions. Designation
requests should include adequate documentation that the drug meets the two criteria for fast
track designation (i.e., intended to treat a serious or life-threatening condition and
demonstrates potential to address unmet medical needs).

Sponsors should specify whether or not they expect to seek approval on the basis of
invalidated surrogate endpoints under the new statutory standard for approval (and with
the postapproval requirements) contained in subsection (b), either in their designation
request or as soon as is feasible thereafter, to facilitate early cooperation and collaboration
in the identification of appropriate surrogate endpoints. It is to the advantage of both the
sponsor and FDA to discuss the proposed clinical pathway as early as possible in the drug
development process, particularly when the sponsor anticipates using new and invalidated
surrogate endpoints. However, for the reasons described earlier, designation should not
be limited to products for which invalidated surrogate endpoint studies are intended.

If an IND has not been submitted for the product, the sponsor may request the fast track
designation when submitting the IND. In a case where an IND has already been
submitted, the sponsor may submit a request for the fast track designation that incorporates
the IND submission (and, if appropriate, any orphan drug designation request) by
reference, with supplemental information only as necessary to explain why the sponsor
believes that the product meets the statutory criteria. Reviewing divisions should grant or
deny designation, in writing, within 60 days of receipt of the sponsor’s request, and FDA
should include divisional statistics about the number of requests received, granted, and
denied, as well as whether the 60-day deadline is being consistently met, in the annual
reports to Congress that are required elsewhere in FDAMA.

In the absence of a sponsor’s petition, the reviewing division Director may on his/her own
initiative, make the determination, after the NDA is submitted that a new drug or biological
product is eligible for inclusion in the fast track system.

.

—
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Once the decision has been made to grant fast track designation, the mutual objective of
FDA and the sponsor should be to demonstrate, as rapidly as possible, whether the
product is safe and effective and the adequacy of manufacturing controls.

IrI addition to the standard meetings (i.e., pre-IND, end of phase 2, and pre-NDA
meetings), sponsors of fast track products should be strongly encouraged to meet with the
FDA within 60 days of receiving designation to initiate discussion, collaboration, and
definition of the pathway for successful completion of the review and approval process.
Through ongoing communications between FDA and the sponsor, agreement should be
reached early in the development process as to the design and conduct of a clinical study
adequate to support approval for the sponsor’s proposed indication.

The IND process for fast track drugs should be highly interactive and facilitate speedy
development and review. Sponsors should be encouraged to define and seek agreement on
the milestones in the clinical development and review process, and they should provide a
general schedule to FDA. FDA should prepare to receive deliverable documents in
accordance with this schedule and initiate appropriate review very quickly thereafter. FDA
should perform a preliminary analysis of submitted safety and efficacy data that is
sufficient to detect, and fix, problems early.

A general schedule containing major action dates should be agreed upon as early as
possible. Sponsors who anticipate that they will be unable to submit documents in
accordance with the schedule agreements should be required to noti~ FDA at least 30 days
before major milestones and 14 days before minor milestones (consistent with submission
deadlines for Type A, B, and C meetings established as a part of PDUFA-2 performance
goals) in order to re-negotiate the schedule, as well as to ensure sufficient advance notice to
FDA for staff time to be reprogrammed.

Sponsors of fast track products should be strongly encouraged to seek protocol
agreements, as provided under PDUFA-2 performance goals, both for pivotal trials and
Phase IV studies (as appropriate), as early in the clinical trial process as possible. FDA
should exercise reasonable flexibility in its review of the adequacy of fast track product
protocols and should make best efforts to reach speedy agreement with the sponsor,
beating the 45-day PDUFA-2 performance goal whenever possible.

If it is necessary to change protocols or experimental procedures during the course of a
study or experiment, it is expected that the sponsor will propose, and the FDA will review
and respond to, such changes in a timely fashion.

NDA/BLA Submission Process

An important feature of the fast track system is to facilitate early review and decisions
about a product prior to the submission of a complete application package. With this
approach, final action on the application should require only a minimum amount of time
and primarily involve administrative matters and final label review.

This “roiling review” mechanism is triggered upon by FDA’s preliminary review of
portions of an application and conclusion that the product is likely to be approvable.
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The Agency should establish an information system to enable new drug sponsors to
determine the status of their NDA/BLA at any time after the preliminary review and
acceptance of one or more portions of their application. The reviewing division should
give priority to the handling of the fast track submissions over non-fast track submissions.
This means that the Primary reviewer should be required to review the sponsor’s
documentation either immediately upon receipt or upon completion of review of earlier-
received documents for other fast track products.

Standards for Marketing Approval and Post-Approval Issues

Standards for Marketing Approval

As discussed in the earlier section on surrogate endpoints, fast track products that are
approved on the basis of their effect on a clinical endpoint or validated surrogate endpoint
should receive a conventional approval and not be subjected to the postapproval
requirements contained in subsection (b)(2).

Subsection (b) represents an alternative basis for approval that is applicable to products
approved on the basis of a “clinical endpoint or on a surrogate endpoint that is reasonably
likely to predict clinical benefit.” We believe that Congress intended this reference to apply
to invalidated data that is reasonably likely to predict clinical benefit, regardless of whether
such data consist of a surrogate or clinical endpoint.

-

For example, consider a fast track product for which the pivotal trial studied a clinical
endpoint and produced a confidence interval of 93 %. Under current policy, such products
are non-approvable because, in the absence of demonstrating a 95% probability that the
clinical benefit was due to the drug and not chance, efficacy is considered unproved.

We believe that, in cases like this one, subsection (b) approval is appropriate. A study
with a 93910confidence interval is “reasonably likely to predict clinical benefit,” even
though it does not prove such benefit in accordance with accepted scientific standards. A
subsection (b) approval, combined with a postapproval study requirement to validate
efficacy in a properly powered study, is appropriate in this situation.

As this example suggests, we encourage FDA to carefully consider whether, given the
limitations of alternative therapies, evidence of safety and efficacy is sufficient to apply
subsection (b). A similar standard, though beautifully articulated in FDA’s Subpart E
regulation, is more often ignored than applied. A product that has a 9070 chance of being
effective is always better than no product at all.

—

Postaum-oval Requirements

We urge you to note minor difference between the postapproval requirements contained in
the accelerated approval regulation and those contained in subsection (b). Under
subsection (b), FDA may --but is not mandated to--require Phase IV studies and/or
proapproval of marketing literature. Furthermore, as discussed in the House Report on
this legislation, Congress anticipates that FDA will preapprove marketing literature for
such period of time as is necessary to establish that the sponsor understands the Agency’s
requirements with respect to such literature, and not until completion of any required Phase

— IV study (as is typically the case for accelerated approwd products). We believe that, in the
absence of a pattern of inappropriate promotional activities, preapproved of promotional
literature should automatically terminate six months after product approval.

.
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—

General Guidance

In addition to the issues discussed above, we believe that FDA’s fast track guidance
document should discuss the following issues with respect to surrogate endpoints:

● Guidelines for the selection of surrogate endpoints in serious diseases (comparable
to the guidance document describing when a single clinical trial is adequate to

-, support approval);
● Guidelines as to the use of professional societies, scientific advisory boards, and

consultants in the development of surrogate endpoints;
● Guidelines on whether and when validated quality-of-life scales can be utilized as

primary clinical endpoints; and
● Dissemination of information concerning the acceptability of specific surrogate

endpoints (comparable to the recent guidance document on tumor shrinkage as a
surrogate endpoint for solid tumors).

—

.

..-

.

_—

.—

—
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Appendix A

Definition of “Serious and Life-Threatening Condition”
Source:H.Rep.No. 105-310,at 55-56 (1997)

“The seriousness of a disease is a matter of judgment, but generally is based on its impact
on such factors as survival, day-to-day functioning, or the likelihood that the disease, if
left untreated, will progress from a less severe condition to a more serious one. Thus,
acquired immunodeficiency deficiency syndrome (AIDS), all other stages of human
immunodeficiency virus (HIV) infection, Alzheimer’s dementia, angina pectoris, heart
failure, cancer, and many other diseases are clearly serious in their full manifestations.
Further, many chronic illnesses that are generally well-managed by available therapy can
have serious outcomes. For example, inflammatory bowel diseases, asthma, rheumatoid
arthritis, diabetes mellitus, systematic lupus erythematosus, depression, psychoses, and
many other diseases can be serious for certain populations in some or all of their phases.”
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FDA Modernization Act (FDAMA)
$401: Off-label Information

Points to Consider

Introduction

Section 401 of the FDA Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA) permits the dissemination of
information on unapproved uses (off-label uses) subject to a variety of limitations and
requirements. The FDA issued a Proposed Rule on June 8, 1998 (see 63 Fed. Reg.
31143), Section 401 becomes effective on November 21, 1998, or upon the issuance of a
final regulation, whichever is sooner.

The MBC has reviewed working drafts of PhRMA’s Recommended Approach to the
Implementation of the Treatment Information Dissemination Provisions of the FDA
Modernization Act ($ 401), which is being prepared by the Pharmaceutical Research and
Manufacturers of America (PhRMA). The MBC generally supports the proposals it has
reviewed. We anticipate reviewing the version actually submitted to FDA by PhRMA,
comparing PhRMA’s recommendations and the FDA’s Proposed Rule, and issuing
supplemental comments responsive to the specifics of both documents at that time,

Discussion Points

The MBC is in the process of reviewing the recently proposed regulations by the FDA
implementing section 401 of FDAMA.

The MBC anticipates submitting its comments on said regulations under separate cover in
the near future.

—

—

.

—
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Concerns with Enactment of the Food and Drug Administration
Modernization Act of 1997

Working Group Discussions
Regarding

Section 114. Health Care Economic Information

—

-

—

—

—

.

Congress has expressly recognized that the market realities of contemporary health

care make health care economic information essential for the commercialization of life

science. See Food and Drug Administration Modernization Act (FDAMA), $114, Pub. L.

105-115, 111 Stat. 2296 (Nov. 21, 1997). In an era of managed care, consolidation

among providers that increases their negotiation power with drug manufacturers, and

greater reliance upon formularies, costs do matter. Health care insurers are calling for

economic data and, increasingly, the life science sector must provide this data to obtain

reimbursement for its products.

The MBC has reviewed the Guidance for Industry: Promotional Use of Health Care

Economic Information Under Section 114 of the Food and Drug Modernization Act, which

was submitted by the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA) to

the FDA (see following document). The MBC supports PhRMA’s position on $114 of

FDAMA and urges the FDA to adopt PhRMA recommendations. We anticipate reviewing

the version actually submitted to you by PW and issuing supplemental comments at

that time.

—
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June 22, 1998

—. Ms. Minnie Baylor-Henry
Director, Drug Marketing, Advertising

and Communications Division
Office of Drug Evaluation !, CDER
Food and Drug Administration
5600 Fishers Lane

Rockville, Ma@and 20857

Re: Promotional Use of Health Care Economic Information -—
Recommended Approach far Implementing FDAMA ~114

Dear Ms. Baylor-Henry:

We are writing on behalf of the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of
—

America (PhRMA) to provide indust~ input on Section 114 of the FDA
Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA). PhRMA represents the country’s leading
research-based pharmaceutical and blotechrwlogy companies; this year alone,
our member companies are expected to invest over $20 billion in ciiscovefing
and developing new medicines.

-
As you know, FDAMA $114 amends Section 502(a) ~f the Food, Drug, arm
Cosmetic Act to allow heafth care economic. information (I-ICE]) that directly

- relates to an approved indication to be provided to formulary committees or

simiiar entities, so long as such information is based on “competent and reliable
scientific evidence, ” This provision,” which took effect February 19 of this year,
was intended by Congress to provide $Ighificant new authority for the provision
of HCEI to managed care or other similar heaith care providers w“th drug
selection responsibility.—

PhRMA’s Pharmacoeconomic Work Group, with the assistance of the PhRNIA
Health Outcomes Work Group (HOWG), prepared the attached recommended
Guidance Far Industry. Considerable professional experience h the HCEJ
outcomes discipline was broug”ht together in this effart to assist FDA in

— implementing this important new provision, and also to assist our members in
utilizing it. The Pharmacoeconom-ic Work Group is available at your
convenience to discuss this recommended approach. ‘We hope that you and

Plim7w2&zZRgwarch adfkfhnvftirers of Am4%2
1100 F%wnrhStr~ tw, WSM@O~cc zoos ● ~d 2024sS3400.



— others at FDA, and interested members of the public, find this input useful, and
that the Agency makes it Widely avaiiabie.

—

Sincerely yours,

“~ L* L+?’*

Timothy R, Franson, M.D.
Vice President, Clinical Research and

Regulatory Affairs - U. S., Eli Lilly and Company
Chair, PM?MA Pharrnacaeconomic Work Group
3 ‘17/277-1 324

—

Jean-Paul Gagnon, Ph.D
Diredor, Health Outcomes Research Policy
l-loechst Marion Roussel
Chair, PhRMA HOWG

R&sel A. Bantham
Senior Vice President and General Counsel
PhRMA

cc: Jane Axeirad, Associate Director for Policy, CDEWFDA

.-

—.

-
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GUIDANCE FOR INDUSTRY1

~romotional Use of Heahh Care Ecorlorn~C Information

IJnder Section 114 of the

Food and Drug Modernization Act

I. Introduction.

—

Under section 502(a) of the Federal Fooi Drug and Cosmetic Act (TFDCA”), a
—

chug k deemed to be misbranded “if its ,labeling is false or misleading in any particular.” (21

— U.S.C. ~ 352[a)). Section 114 of tbe Food and Drug Administration Modernization Act

(’7?DAA4A”) (?L 105-1 15) amends section 502(a) to speci~ “health care economic information

provided to a formukry committee, or other similar entity, m the course of the committee or the

—
entity carrying out its respo~ibiiities for the selection of drugs for managed care or other similar

organizations, shall not be considered to be false or .mMeading under this paragraph if the heakh

– lThis guidance has been prepared by FDA’s Division of Drug Macketig, Advertising and
Communication. This guidimce refieseds the agency’s current tbinbg on prorrmtionzd use of
health care economic Normation. It does not create m confer any rights for or on any person

—‘ -ud does not operate to bind FDA or the industry. h altermdive approach may be used if such
.~romh satisfies the requirernmts of the applicable statute, regulations, or boti

--------

—



. -—-

-

—

-

—

care economic information directly re~ates to an indication approved under section 505 or under

section 351(a) of the Public Health Service Act for such drug and is based on competent md

reIiable scientific evidence.”

Although section 114 of the FllAMA ckmges significantly the standard far the

Food and Drug Adrninitiation’s (FDA) review of promotional materials that comprise health

care economic information (“HCEI’~, it does not a.tl?ectother, existing regulatory standards

outside that context. The new standard tiects only FDA’s review of promotional materials

under section 502(a) of the FI?3CA. It does not change established rules and FDA policies

gcweming dissemination of information on drug prices (g.g., 21 C.FR. $ 200.200), promotional

use of other information about a drug or the dissemination of infonnat.ior+ inclutig HCEI, in a

non-promotional context, such M manufacturer responses to unsolicited requests for infocnation

about a drug or industry-supported scientific and education activities. & “Final Guidance on

Industry-Supporied ScientiDc and Educational Activities.” 62 Fed. Reg. 64074 (De~emb~ 3,

1997). This also does not tieet the agency’s current guidances on dissemination by dmg

manufacturers, of certain reprints of journal srticles and reference texts (medical textbooks and

compendia) which contain information concerning FDA-approved products that may not be

consistent with approved Iabeling for the products, entitkd “Guidance to Industry on

Dissemination of .Repri.nts of Certain PubIishe~ OriginaI Da@” and “Guidance for Industry

Funded Dissemination of Reference Texts.” 61 Fed. Reg, 52800 (October 8, 199@.

The agency is providing this guidance to describe the agency’s poIicy for

reviewing promotional materials comprising HCEI under section 114 of the I?DAIVLL This

2
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guidance seeks to cl.ar@ the agency’s interpretation of several terms inciuded in section 114, to

describe the process for submission and review of promotiord materials comprising HCEI, and

to describe the criteria FDA w-ill use to determine whether or not promotional materiaIs

comprising HCEI meet the competent and reliable scientific evidence standard for substantiation

n. Background

A, History of FDA Reguktion of Pharmacoeconomic Information,

hcreasingly, HCEI is becoming an important part of the information used by

managed care organizations, integrated delive~ systems, and other organizations to make drug

selection decisions. At the October 1995 FDA public hearing ‘T%arrnaceutical Mariceting and

M&rnation Exchange in Mamged CareEntionments,” several representatives from managed

care pharmacy backgrounds described the need for health care economic information and their

use of those data. Richard Jay, Pharm. D., Vice President Corporate Phsmacy Sei-i&es, FHP,

Inc. (a mixed group-independent practice association model managed care organization with

nearly 2 don members) stated:

[A]ccess to valuable and mehgingful outcomes, cost-effectiveness
information spanning entire episodes of medical care could prove
extremely valuable. Such idormation provided by a

pharmaceut.icaI company could lead to improvement in quality and
reduced cost for a mariaged care organizatio~ as well as the health
care industry in general.

. . .
Regardless of wlmt is ultimately decided with respect to th&way
the kinds of inilormation in question are co&umicate~ it is
im.unbent upon the managed care organization itse~, or other

.

3



—

_—

.

-

-

F-

recipient 0f the information to develop systems i.ntem~y,
structures and processes by which they can evaluate this
infimnation internally, so that they can come to their own
meaningfid conclusions on chug therapy decisions.

James Lang at Value&, a pharmacy benefit management comp~y, sur&tized

&e problems his organization faces in making decisions about drug therapy:

l%e types of tiormation we put before tie ~lmrnacy and
Therapeutics Committee] and evaluate internally include Phase 3
and Phase 4 and post-marketig clinical tials; rnanufactirer–
supplied information; when available, academic clinicaI tia.1~
medical texts; drug compendia; articles from peer-rem’ewed and
scientific pubIicatiom; presentations and proceedings from medical
meetings; and, if available, national benchmarks and published
guidelines,

The problem with most of this informatio~ fiorn our perspective,
is that the clinical triaI data in particukir is of an artificial

environment and not a real lh!e situation, which makes it very
difficult to make decisions that impact real Ii$eutilization oft.he
drugs; and including strict inclusion and exclusion critexia that
don’t really categorize or adequately describe the population that
these drugs are going to be used in; an~ in particular, no
comprehensive phaxmacoeconofic data is incIuded.

The ~es afphannacoeconotic -the situation in our entionment
for phannacoeconomic evahation is really very, very limited data
is available, considefig the broad mrnber of categories that need
to be evaluated. The realityoftie fact is tbatmanaged care makes
pharmacoeconofic decisioti m a daily basis, and because the data
k Unavailabk, oftentimes treat this in a cost minhizition mode
where they treat most hgs as if they were equivslen< which may
or may not be the case.

The types of information that we redly need are more realis-ddy
designed outcome s@dies, with economic data included and
invohing a broader category of costs and scope of costs, and th~
particularly outcome for d patients, and the cost of treatmti
failures and the cost of that therapy that is required because of that
&eatment fdum.

4
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As a consequence, pharmaceutical companies are conducting studies and analyses to provide

those &h According to the Senate Report accompanying FDA’vf& “HeaIth ecanotic

information about approved ‘on label’ uses is needed by managed care experts ~d otier he~&

care providers responsible for evaluating the benefits, other consequences, and costs of

competing therapies. Health care providers also rely on companies to conduct studies ti tie

providezs’ own or comparable representative populations to help the providers predict the specific

benefits and costs of FDA-approved products for their particular organizations,” S, Rep. NO.

105-43, at 42-43 [July 1, 1997). This citation accords with the House Report, which states:

“The type of health care economic io$ommtion that can be provided pursuant to this section is

that which is direcdy re~ated to an approved IabeIed indication.” (HR. Rep. No. (105-310, at pp.

65-66).

As pharmaceutical companies expanded their use of HCEI, by the mid-1990s

FDA’s role as a regulator became an important issue. The agency began considering how to

appIy ecoaomic inforrnatioa to the statutory requirement under section 502(a) that information

not be fake or misleading. The law clearly pexmitred the assignment of costs to cIi,nica

outcomes demorxmated by adequate and WeIIcontiolIed clinical tiaIs. But the agency also had

to assess whether the statute pmnitted a whole range of economic approaches to evakating

resource utilization findings shown in abservationrd studies to flow from outcomes that are

demonstrated by adequate and well contioIled tiak

.-
5



To address these issues, in March 1995, FDA’s Division of Drug Marketing,

Advertising and Communication released its Draft Principles for the Review of

Pharmacoeconornics at a public workshop on comparative effectiveness, safety, and co.st-

effectiveness, In October 1995, FDA held the above-referenced public hefig aS i~ “first

fonmd step in developing policies ta assure that heaIti’ care decision makers have access to the

iofonrmtion they need to make the best possible decisions and that the public health is protected

at the same time by assuring that false or misleading promotional information does not become

the basis for medical decision making.” (Statement &om Janet Waodcoc!q M,D,, Director,

Center for Dregs Evaluation and Research) In November of 1996, a Public HeaIth Sefice Tdc

Force presented its views at a workshop on Cost Effectiveness in Health and Medicine, The

internal FDA discussions stimulated by these public meetigs continued during 1997, but it soon

became clear that Congress might address the-issue in leg%lation.

B. Congressional Action.

Congress did address the issue in section 114 of FDAMA. In draf/i.ng that

section, the Senate noted the importance of HCEI, and expressed the view that the flow of such

information should increase. S, Rep. No. “1.05-43,at 4243. In particular, the Senate noted that

the “two clinical trial” substantiation standard inhibited the sharing of u.sefkltiormation. u.

The Senate Report states:

The committee believes that the FDA should alIow cornpties
to share health economic ~ormation about ~proved “on label”
uses for products under the same stan@rd applied to over-the-

6
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counter drugs and other products. The agency cumnt,ly requires
these ckiirns-which difTer horn efficacy claims- to be subjected
to ~o clhical trials, The agency oh several occasions conceded
that this standard is inappropriate for such claims and agreed that
it should be modified to a more appropriate standard.

. . .

The FDA shouId not unduly impede the flow of that information
to expems who need it for patient and health plan decisions. Undue
restrictions on the ability of companies to make competent and
reliab~e claims on the basis of cost, effectiveness, or safety of
approved uses of products intmflere with the public health by
encouraging tie sale and use of needlessly expensive products.

u. Rather than simply change that standard across the board, however, Congress took a difTerent

approach.

For certain types of messages provided to certain audiences, as desctibed more

filly beIow, Congress sought to irnpuse a mare flexible and less restrictive substantiation

standard consistent with the ‘directly related to an approved labeled indication’ language in the

House Report. ‘Toachieve the greater flow of information that Comyess desired, Co&ress

adopted by refkrence the standard of substantiation employed by the Federal Trade Commission

(“FTC”) for over-tie-comter pha.rmaceutica.l marketing. & S. Rep. No, 10543, at 3-4 and

H.R, Rep. No. 105-310, at 65.67. To defirie the types of information and permitted audience,

Congress: (1) limited the type of information that could be disseminated under the competent

and reliable scientific evidence staridard to HCE1 d.irectIyrekded to an approved labeled

indicatio% md (2) limited the audience to whom information cotid be disseminated under that

standard to fonnuiary cmnm.ittees or similar entities responsible for seIec&g. drugs for managed

care or other similar organization. 21 U.S. C. 352(a). ~t audience comptises those who have

7



more expertise in evaluating drug therapies than patients or health care providers not involved
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with those activities. ~ S. Rep. No. 105-43, at 3-4 ; H,R. Rep No. 105-310, at 65-67. These

limitations on the dissemination of information under section 114 provide safeguards for the

more flexible and less restrictive evidence standard imposed by that section,

The analysis of the impact of sedon 114 starts with the premise that Congress

intended to increase the flow of inllormation beween manufacturers and managed care decision-

makers with respect to health care economic analyses. & S. Rep. No, 105-43, at 42-43; H.R,

Rep, No. 105-310, at 65-67, As a consequence, the promotional activity now permitted under

Section 114 must go beyond previous FDA policy that permitted promotional dissemination of

HCEI which simply assigns dokr values (or other cost mm-es) to outcomes proved by

adequate and we~lcontrolled trials, to encompass outcomes and costs coIlected outside of

adequme and weIl controlled tids, but stiII directly related to the Iabeled indication,

We also st~ with the rule of statutory construction that the Act mm be read to

give meaning to aIl parts of the statute including the restitions imposed on the use of HCE1

&Q,, the scope of that terq the limits on the permitted audience, and the requirement in the

House Report that the information be directly related to an approved Iabeled indication),

Reading those restrictions in tandem with the goal of incre=ing the flow of information leads to

the inference that the substantiation standard congress boxxowedfrom FTC w~ intended to be

Iess restrictive than the prior stan&rd that applied to all ido~tio~ corweyed in promoticxd

labeling and advertising for prescription drugs, including HCE1. Such a &ing gives meaning

.-
8



to the statutory restrictions because it means that Congress placed parameters aroud the
-.

_—_
‘information that would be subject to this new, less restrictive standard.
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Congress recognized that HCE1 inherendy includes comparative cl.i.nicd

information and other extensions from data based on adequate and well controlled cIinicd tials

using reasonable assumptions about health care economic mmsequences, In the House Repofi,

five examples are provided: rheumatoid arthritis; heart ftilure, Type 1 diabetes; osteoporosis;

and meningitis associated with haemopbihui b influenza vaccimtion. & H,R. Rep. No, 105-

310, at 65-67, Given (1) the goal of Congress to increase the flow of information from

pharmaceutical companies to managed care entities, (2) the re.s&ictionsthat Congress placed on

the process for providing that information and (3) the fact that prior law akeady permitted the

mere assignment of costs to clinical outcomes proven thrcmgh substantial etidence, Con~ess

apparently intended to appiy the Iess restrictive sub-tamiation -dard to the vatioug elements of

HCEI directIy related to an approved IabeIed indication, including the comparative cIinical

information and other exttnsiom beyond data based on adequate and well controlled clinical

trials. To clari& that, the House Report explains that ‘Tnccnporated into economic consequences

are the costs of health outcomes. Data about heahh outcomes associated with the use of a drug,

otk treatments, or no treatment arc therefore incorporated into the economic analysis.” H.R

Rep, No, 105-310, at 65-67. Thus, Section 114 allows dissemination of tiose data+v~ where

the substantiation for the clinical data underlying the HCEI may invoIve methods other th~

_ adequate and wel.1-contio~ed tials-as long as the data are (1) part of an economic analysis

supported by competent and reliable scientific evidence, (2) directIy related to an approved
.

dication and (3) disseminated under the other limitations noted above.

—.
9
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c. FDA Reviews of Prornotiand Materials.

Since Congress only sought to address tie use of HCEI in the pmmotiond

conte~ in section 114 Con~ess left umlkturbed other m.les and reguiato~ poIicies that FDA

has developed for ssuchinformation issues a-sindustry support of scientific and educational

symposia and unsolicited requests for product information. Because section 1I4 was effective

on February 19, 1998, without the need for implementing regdatiom, since that time FDA

administered the new provision through its process for cokxti.ng promotiod kbehg and

advertising at the time of first use for drug products subject to anew drug application. When

FDA examines promotional materials it receives, the agency must distinguish between HCEI and

alI other types of promotional materiaIs, T’hcagency thus applies the competent and reIiable
_-

- scientific evidence to HCE1 under Section 114, and the substantial ew”dencetest to most other

– types of information.

D. FDA’s New Standard for Substantiating HCEI.
—

—. 1. FTC Origins of the Stidard.

.

For information that meets the definition of HCE1 = satisfies the other

~‘imitations specfied in the statute, to encoumge pharmaceutical companies to share more

Monnation than t&eyhave b= able to in the pm section 114 requires that the tiormation be.

~-,
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substantiated by competent and reliable scientific evidence as that teti iS wed by de FTC.

According to the Senate Report:

This provision differentiates between clinical cIaima and econotic
claims. CIi.nicaI cIaims wouId continue to be gove~med by the ‘
evidence standard in the Act, Economic claims wouId be governed
by the “competent and reliable scientific evidence stand~d used by
the Fedemi Trade Comm.issio~ drawing from available evidence in
the relevant economic belds of science.”

S. Rep. No. 105-43, at 42-43. Thus, Congress explicitly borrowed the FTC stmdmd of

substantiatio~ and appIieci it to HCE1 regulated by FDA. l?ne House Report more specifically

explains

The standard of competent and reliabIe scientific evidence (49 Fed.
Reg. 3099) (August 2, 1984)) supporting health care economic
hformation provided under this subsection takes into account the
C’urrentscientific stantids for assessing the Variom types of data
and analyses that uderlie such information. Thus, the nature ~f the
evidence required to support v&-iouscomponents of health cam
economic analyses depends on which component of the anaiysis is
invoIved. For example, the methods for establistig the economic
costs and consequences used to construct the health care economic
information would be assessed using standards wideIy accepted by
economic experts. The methods used in establishing the cJ.inical
outcome assumptions .ysedto cons~ct the health care economic
analysis wordd be evah.ated using standards widely accepted by
e~eti ftiar with evalu@ng the merits of ctical assessmmti.
In additioq the evidence needed ccdd be af5ected by other
pertinent factors,

HR. Rep. No. 105-310, at 65-67,

As already notec+ Section 114 incorporates the FTC standard using the phrase

“compet~t and reliable scimtic evidence.” When enacting the new FDA tidard, Congess

borrowed tiat FTC phrase, inclutig tie word “scientific,” detig that agency’s stankd for

11
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substitiation of claims involving scientific data For exampIe, FTC used this exact smtid in

its regulation covering erwi,romatd chm.s in 16 C,F.R $260.5. In describing its evidential

sta.ndud for advertitig geaeraI goods and se~ices such as clothing and toys, FTC oficiaIs

typically use the phrase “competmt and idiabIe evidence”. When talking about goods such as

pharmaceuticals that implicate science, FTC officials typically use the more speci~c pkase of

“competent and reliable scientific evidence.”z

2. Meaning of tie Standard in FTC Orders.

In recent yesrs, the FTC’s Orders in most drug cases define the phrase

“competent and reliable scientific evidence” as “tests, analysis, research, studies or otier

‘While the following methodology has its limitations, to determine what phrase FTC uses in its
orders to reference irs substantiation standard for drugs, one could search in the LE~S - Trade -
FTC computer database, This database contains all FTC orders since 195o. Court decisiom are
~t iucluded. We tested to find out which of the following phrases-- “competent and reliable
scientific evidence” and “competent and reliable evidence”- FTC uses more often in the drug
context, The following are the search results as of 2/10/98.

Search 1: ~’competent” within one word of “reliable” within one word of “scientific”) and
(hg m phamlacellticd)

ResuIts: 297 FTC orders were respotive.
Notes: We have checked a good s~ple of the responsive cases, and this search

dehiteiy picks up the phraie “competent and reliable scientific evidmce, ”
It also picks Upany mention of the “Food and J)mg AM~onr’, So
it is possible that not all of the responsive cases concern drugs.

Search 2 ~’competent” within one word of “reliable” within one word of “evidence”) and
(dreg or phamaceutica.1)

Resuh.s: 110 FTC orders were responsive
Notes: This search does pick up the phrase “Competentand reliable evideace.”

It also picks up cases in which ~ phrases appear,



evidence based on the expertise of professionals in the relevant area that has bees conducted and

evaluated in an objective manner by persons qualiiled to do so, Wing procedures generally

accepted by others in the profession to yield accurate and reliab~e resuIts.” E.g. Herbal EC.Srav

(OTC psycho~opic drug) - IrLre Global World Media Coruomtion. 1997 FTCLexiJ314 (OCt.

17, 1997); 3oneMider (OTC cdciti supplemmt) - In re Metazenics. Inc., 1997 FTC Lexfs 313

(Oct. 31, 1997); Yencyhrh (treaQTwt for circulato~ system blockage, v,aricose veins and

hemorrhoids) - In re EiYicient,Labs, Inc., 1997 FTC Lexis 303 (Sept. 12, 1997); iVutiio/ {(2TC

topical hair tredmmnt) - In re Nuskin Intemational, Inc., 1994 FTC Lexis 322 (April 1, 1994); Y-

Bron (anti-impotency &g) -In re Michael S. Levev, 1993 FTC Lexis 240 (Sept. 23j 1993);

FTC also has applied the same deftition in a fairly large number ofc=es involving weight loss

products. iVutraTrim - IrI re Kave E1ahie WYa M.E..K. Intemationa~ 1.997FTC Lexis 30s (Sept.

19, 1997); Superfornuda R.eductora ~In re Ro~erio Monteim, 1997 FTC Le.-ris307 (Sept. 12,

1997); Svelt-pafch -In re 2943174 Cana&Z Inc.. &%/aUnited Research Center, Inc., 1997 FTC

Lexi.s 163 (June 16j 1997); Far Burners -In re @erifit. Inc., 1997 I?TCLtmis 128 (June 16,

1997); J’eQuester -In re KCD HoIdinm. Inc. 1996 FTC Lexis 737 (Dec. 18, 1996); ‘“&LWWe

products - In re Abbott Labora~oties, 1996 FTC L&s 707 (Dec. 23, 1996); Nu-Day Dier

Program - In re Nu-Dav Enterprises. Inc., 1992 FTC Lexir 105 (Apr. 22, 1992).
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Accor&g to the FTC’s policy statement on advertising substantiation (49 Fed.

Reg. 30999 (August 2, 1984)) expressIy referenced in the House Repoti OnFD~ ~, ~ Rep.

No, 105-310, at 65-67), FTC’s standard for prior substantiation can be summarized aSfollows:

Many ads conti express or implied statements regarding
the amount of support the advetiser has for the product claim.
When the substantiation claimed is express (e.g., “tests prove”,
“doctors r~co~end”, and “wdies shoti’), the commission

qects the fm to have at least the advertised IeveI of
substantiation, Of course, an ad may impIy more substantiation
than it expressIy cIai~ or may imply to consumers that the firm
IKLSa certain type of support; in such cases, the achwtiser must
possess the amount and type ofsub~tiation the ad actuaJJy
communicates to consumers,

Absent an express or implied reference to a certain level of
support, and absent other evidence indicating whit cons~er
expectation would be, the Commission assumes that consumms
expect a “reasonable basis” for cIa&. The Cotision’5
determination of what constitutes a reasonable basis depends, as ir
does in an unfibess analysis, cma number of factors relevat to
the benefits and costs of subst.antiatig a particular ckdm. These
factors include: the type of ckiq the produ~ the consequmces of
a false claim, the benefits of a trutkdhl ckim, the cost of
develop@ substantiation for the claim, and the amount of

substantiation expti in ti~ field believe is reasonable. E-it
evidence, such as ~ert testimony or cmsumer sumeys, is usefid
to determine what level of sub~tiation consumers expect to
SUPpOrt a particular product claim and the adequacy of evidence an
advertiser possesses.

Tlis approach to deciding the Ievel of substantiation required nece~itites a new

approach by FDA for retiew of promotiod materials involving EICEL Rather tharl pr~ctibfig

&e specific methods by which HCE1 must be obtained, the FTC standard incorporated into

f4
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section 114 is a flexible one that allows for variation in the types of evidence that are adequate to

meet the statutory burden depending upon the fkcts and circumstances of each case, The factors

FTC lists in its notice are important to the FTC standar~ and involve areas that FDA has not

previously considered when determiningg whether or not there is substantial wideuce to support

promotional ciairn,s. For example, the FTC’s explanation of its standard expressly identifies tie

cost of substantiating a claim as a factor to be weighed against the benefit of the information to

the audience.

In the context of HCE1, the burden to conduct additional controlled clinicaI

trials-beyond those adequate and well-controlled bMs already conducted to support the labeled

indication---to demom$xate economic endpcints maybe substantial. Economic endpoints

generaIly show gregter vmlability than efficacy endpoints; therefore studies to obrai.n.HCEI often

need to enrolI Largernumbers of patients to obtain significant fidings. Impo~t economic

endpoints often require substantial time periods for follow up; therefore, studies to obtain E?CE1

may continue for long periods of time before results can be obtained. In adclitio~ once

controlled trials are completed showing the efficacy of a therapY, it maybe more difficult to

obtain provider or patient consent to participate in randomized ccmholled hials,

Other f=tors included in the competent and reliable scientific evideace standard

as described in tbe FTC mstice involve the nature of the claim and hmv the ~ormation is to be

used. To an exten~ Congress already deaIt with these issues in deihing the scope of setion 114,

BYIimiting the information to HCE1 that reflects an approved labeled indication and by limiting

the audience to those selecting drugs for groups, Congress limited the risk that imticient

15
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ciinicaI information would be used as a basis for specfic &atment decisions. In addition to
==-—

those statutory parameters, the competent and reliabie scienti15cevidence standard specific~y

—
requires baiancing the benefits of a &utMul cIaim with the consequences of a false cIaixnunder

the facts of each case. Thus, in the context of HCEI, a person weighing those factors must

consider that (I) HCEI is limited to approved labeIed indications (i.e. those for which .safq and
-

effectiveness have been proven by substantial evidence), and (2) in order for an economic claim

— to drive a health care decision, the clinical factors generally need to be acceptable on their own

merits.

-

In the FTC’s Federal Re@@ernotice, the FTC aIso explains how it determines

which claims the promotional material makes. Promotional materials make express c]afis that

the materials spell oug but they aIso might imply chiims without stating them expressly,

According to the FTC: “One issue the Commission examined was substantiation for implied

ckirns. Although firms are unlikely to possess substantiation for Implied cki.irmthey do not

beIieve the ad males, they shouId generally be aware of reasonab~e interpretations and will be

expected to have prior substantiation for such ckirns. The Commission will take care to assure

that it only challeng~ reasonab~e interpretations of advertising claims.” 42 Fed. Reg. at 30,999,

This is an important element of FTC’s standard.

e-

Significantiy, FTC encourages comparisons in advertising to fwilitate.

- competition and ensure that the market place receives the hd?oxznation that it needs to make

choices. Indeed, the FTC prohibits tidards of substantiation adopted by industly associations
- ..

rhat requin higher substantiation for comparative claims than for unilateral claims. 16 C.F.R $

—
16
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14.15. Thus, in transfetig the FTC standard to FI)A, FDA will be carefid to ensure that the

application of the competent and reliable stanbd facilitates —rather ~ &couage$ —

comparative cMm.s .

4. Meaning of the Standard m FTC’s Cmn.rnen@on Managed Care

Promotion,

The FTC has interpreted the competent and reliable scientific evidence .stm&d in

the conte,xtof promotion of prescri~on drugs to managed care customers on the ba.s~sof

“economic ch.irns.” In a cmo.rnent letter dated January 16, 1996 to FDA, FTC expltied how it

regu.kttes econotic claims relating to pharmaceticaIs. According to the comment letter, “[A]

munber of factors infhmce the me of evidence required for substantiation of advem-stig claims

under the FTC’s substantiation policy. One important fictor is the relevam professional

stmxi.ardsappropriate to judge the evidmti~ support for the type of claim at issue. Under tb.is

approach the required level of substantiation for economic claims for phannaceutica products,

such as cost-benefit m cost-effectivmess claims, wouId depend on the content of the clti

made,”

In its commen$ FTC offered spectic advice on the types of data required to

substantiate these econom”c drug claims:

A vazie~ of field and other @rpesof data are used in
assessing econotic que.stiom, including cost-benefit and cost-
effectiveness questions. WhiIe controlled trial data are often
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desirable for assessing c+in types of questions, economic
practice would riot necesstiy reqtie such data for assessrnds of
cost-benefit issues in general or of health issues in particuia. In

part, this refle- the high con and long time lag necessary for
col.letig this type of data in many circumstances. It also reflects
the fact that actual use expaicnce can deviate from the experience
obsemed in controlled trials due to patentiaI biases in controlled
tial data and to the different conditions in actual doctor-patient
interactions, as described below.

For economic questions, the Iireratue suggests that
difi?erzncesin tie outcomes from controlled trials and actual
experience can be important in predicting behavior and in
estimating the costs and benefits of various health care options.
For instance, in the pharmaceutical contefi side effect or
convenience d~erences between dngs can si@cmtiy tiect the
likelihood that physicim and consumers wiIl stay with a particular
dmg treatment, Controlled tia.ls, in which compliance is tightly
restricted for the duration of the trial in order to get abetter
measure of efficacy, can give substantially different results than
would be found in a clinical setting, where continuation of
treatment is more Iikely to VW with characteristics of the drug,
Si.miIarlyjthe literature suggests that behavioral results can be
substantially affected by randomization bias, a me of seIection
bias that occurs when random assignment causes the type of person
prdcipating in the trial to di’fferfrom theme of person who
would receive the drug in the normal cLinicalsetting, As a result,
controlled tial data can sometimes predict actual clinical
implementation poorly. In this we of situation, experience with
the drug in a field setting may substantially add to the available
knowledge based on tial daa or may actdy give superior
information about ecomxnic and effectiven=s issues in actual
practice to that provided by a controlled trial, Such data may also
raise questions about the results horn controlled trials,

At the end of its commen< FTC offered as its advice to FDA the notion that

insistence on substantial evidence would preclude tie USeof @YO*L W data. In

pticular, FTC urged:

r—.
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Depending on how it is interpreted and applied, the FDA
statement in the Federal Resister notice that all ‘effectiveness’
e[ements of cost-effectiveness claims must be based on adequate
and weI.1-ccmtroUedstudies” could resuh in the prohibition of many
truthfid, non-deceptive claims describing the cost-effective~ess or
cost-benefit characteristics of pharmaceutical products in actual
treatment settings. Claims substantiated by compettmt and reIiable
epidemiologic, administrative, or other clinical data would appear
to be prohibited under this standard, Claims based m shared data
from HMOs or other insurers nationwide would also appear to be
excluded.

If an economic claim cleady discloses the nature of the
result and the data on which it is based, and the data are competent
and reliable, it could provide tmthfid, non-misleading information
to professional and insurance customers. Accurate economic
claims based on actual experiences in the fiei~ particularly when
directed to these types of audiences, do aot appear to us to be
kherently deceptive or otherwise misleading.

Thus, FDA may wish to consider a more flexible
substantiation standard for economic claims for pharmaceutical
products, for instance, one requiring “competent and reIidde
evidence” to support the chim that is made, without an a priori
s~eciilcation as to the type of evidence required. Such a
reasonable basis standard could be effective in limiting deceptive
chbs without having the undesirable efiect of preventing truthful
economic claims. In some instances, controlled trial testing may
be the appropriate type of substantiation for a particular me of
economic claim, as when an efficacy claim is incIude& but in other
circumstances other @es of evidence might constitute appropriate
substantiation

E{ Limitations on the Scope of Section 114.
.

1,, Directly Related to an Approved Indication,

In addition to fitting within the parameters of the term HCE1, section 114 further

- —-
&nits the ~es of messages that would qua.@ for this special tieatment to include only

— 19



information that is directly related to an indication approved by FDA, for inclusion in the drug’s

labeling. In particular, amended section 502(a) states that HCEl “shall not be considered to be

fkke oz misleading under this paragraph if the heahh care economic information directly relates

to an indication approved under section 505 or under section351 (a) of the Public Health Semite

Act for such drug.. .,“ It is instructive that Congress chose to emphasize the concept of IabeIed

indication rather than the broader term ‘iMe.” AIthough managed care decision-makers may

commordy consider the inclusion on foxmulary of off--labeluses of approved drugs, section 114

does not authorize dissemination by manufacturers of promotional information reIated to those

uses even under the more liberal evidence burden of that section. Section 114 is limited to

approved indications--~,g. those uses of an approved drug directly related to an indication

approved under section 505, or section 351(a) of the Public Health Service Act.

2. The Permitted Audience.

The second limitation to the reach of section 114 invoIves the audienm to whom

manufacturers are permitted to disseminate the information. Congress made the legislative

fin~ng of fhct that the professiotuds fidling within the categories outlined in the statute have

adequate expertise and experience to understand and make appropriate use of information that

satifies the competent and reliable scientific evidence test. H.Il. Rep, No. 10.5-310,at 65-67.

Although speci~c procedures may vary &om one organization to armther, those entities generally

have established policies and procedures for evaluating information OAdrug therapies includtig

HCEI.

20
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Section 502(a) provides, in pm that “health care economic information [may be]

provided 10a formu.lary committee, or other similar entity, in the course of the com.rnittee or the

entity carrying out its responsibilities for the selection of drugs for managed care or othti simi]m

o~ganization.s,” Exphi.ning Congressional

notes that:

intent with regard to that kn.itation, the House Report

The purpose of section 10 is to make it possible for drug
companies to provide information about the economic
consequences of the use of tkir products to parties that are
charged with making medical product seIection decisions f’oT
managed care or similar organizations. Such parties include
formuky committees, dmg information centers, and other
multidisciplinary committees within heahh care organizations that
review scientific studies and technology assessments mid
recommend drug acquisition tid treatment guideEnes, The
provision is Iimited to analyses provided to such entities because
such entities are constituted to consider this type of infomnation
through a deliberative process and am expected to have,.the
appropriate range of .expmt.iseto interpret health care economic
infonnatioti presented to than to inform their decision-mak@
process, and to distinguish facts from assumptions This limitation
is important because it will ensure that the information is presented
only to parties who have established procedures and skills to
interpret the methods and limitations of economic studies, The
provisicm is not intended to permit manufacturers to provide such
health care economic information to medical practitioners who are
making individual patient prescribing decisions nor is it intended
to permit the provision of such information in the context of
medical educatio~,

-.

H.R. Rep. No, 105-310, at 65-67,

21
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In limiting the audiences that could qualify for this special treatmen$ section 114

adopts the FTC approach to determiningg required Ievels of substantiation based upon the target

audience. Audience plays an important role in the substantiation required under the FTC’s

competent and reliable scientilc evidence standard. The FTC commented on the impo~ce of

the audience considerations in its Ietier to FDA on promotion to managed care. According to

FTC, “As noted in the FDA’s Federal l?~gfxter notice, many economic chims ase likely to be

directed to HMOS, physicians, insurers, and employer-insurers, , ., We would encouage

consideration of tie view that the relevant audience for any ckirn should pIay a central ro~ein

identifjdng the claims made and assessing whether those claims are likely to be deceptive to that

audience, ”

This is not new to FDA, of course, Courts have repeatedly heId that compliance

with section 502(a) should be judged by the meaning of the words to ‘he audience to which the

labeling is directed. United States v,23. More or Less. ArticIe~ 192 F,2d 308, (2d. Cir. 1951); ~

E. Irons v, U.S,, 244 F,2d 34 (lst. Cir. 1957), ceti. denied 354 U.S. 923 (1957); U,3 v. Vrilium

Products Co., 193$-1964 I?.D.LJ. Jud. Rect 944 (N.D. Ill. 1950), ailirmed 185 F-2d. 3 (7th Cir.

1950). h line with that test, courts have interpreted section 502(a) as imposing a higher burden

for substantiation when the audience is unsop”hkticated. E.g., United States v. Ten Cartons,

More or Less=1938-64 F.D.L.I. Jud. Rec. 1519 (1957); United States V.Hoxsey Cancer Clinic.

198 F.2d 273 (5th Cir. 1952); United %21tiSV.Vitam.m‘ ?hd@es. Inc., 130 F. Supp. 755 (D,

Neb. 1955); United States v. Articles cIfDruiz, ., “l?it-’RA-Tox‘: 263 F. Supp. 212, (D. Neb,

1967). The convtie k also true-the more expert the audience, the lower the burden.
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III. Guidance.

Under section 114 of tie FDAiMA, FDA will review promotiod materials

comprising HCEI that are disseminated or otherwise presented to decihn-mkers who select

drugs for managed c=e and similar health benefits organizations to detetie whetier those

matetials are fklse or mhdeatig under a

Promotional materials comprising other

traditional standard for substantiation of

competent and reIiabIe scientific evidence standard,

clinical information will be

promotional ciaim.+gr, the

retiewed under the

substantial evidence

standard.

A. Competent &ld Retiiible Scientic Evidence.

This is a flexible standmd far assessing the adequacy of substantiation of HCEI

Considtig: (1) what ckirns are made by the HCE1 snd in what form the information is

di$seminate~ (2) wno is the audience, and (3) whether there is a reasonable basis to subsatitie

the HCE1 associated with a Iabeled indication as determined by the availability of competent and

reliable scientific evidence.

If the sub~tiation for HCEI is stated expressly as part of the Monnatioq the

b must have at least the rtatid Ievel of substantiation. If the HCEI is incotifimt with the

substantial body of competent and reliable evicknce in the srea, the h must have an adequate

23
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explanation as to why the HCEI is considered to be competent and reliable, For example,

without an adequate explanation, HCEI relying soleIy on the results of one small study would

not be substantiated by competent and reliable scientilc evidence if tiose findings are

contradictory to results found in a Iarge number of large well-designed studies. On the other

had, a singIe welldesi~ed and conducted study that is directly reIated to an approved

irdcation could provide competent and relialie substantiation for HCE1 in tbe face of contrary

evidence born poorly designed studies.

information,

Where the substantiation for the HCEI is not stated expressly as part of the

the folIowing factors wouki be considered to detmnine whether there was

competent and reliable scientific evidence to support the HCE1:

s Type of claim++.g., COS sav~gs, cost-eff’ecti~eness, o~er fo~s of

~conomic measure

● Nature of the product —~,g., tie condition for which ‘a drug N used or the

setdng in which it is pmtided or used.

. Consequences of a fakm claim: ~..g., the de~ee of economic harm.

. Benefits of a mrthfid claim. ~.g., more informed decision making by those

who must make decisions in real time in an uncontrolled worId.

. Cost to develop different levels of substantiation for the’claim--consideration

of technical and economic f%asibflity of conducting additional studies to

substantiate the HCEI (COX length of study, burdti an patients, difficulty

24
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As HCEI is generated using methods from a relatively young and dynamic

disciphne, it would not be appropriate to prescribe which methods for obtig HCE1 wotid be

acceptable under a competent and reliable scientific evidence standard. Taking such a

p-estiptive approach in this guidance at this time codd stifle met.hodologic advances in health

care economics and ultimately could limit the flow of HCE1 con~ary to Congress’s inteqt.

Therefore, this guidance focuses on compliance with accepted guidelines for designing,

conducting, and reporting flmli.ngs from health care economic studies, such as those cited above.

B. Disclosure

—

-

-

methods-an

Under section 114, FDA will

important feature of essentially

focus on discIosrre of materiaI inputs and

all accepted guidelines in this d-isciptie-to

deterrniae whetter HCEI associated with an indication is substantiated by competent and reliable

scientific evidence. While many forms

approaches such as the one recommended

of disclosure are appropriate,

by the ?nternatiomd Socie~ for

there are consensus

Ptiacoeconorn,ics
_—

and Outcomes Research (lSPOR) & include useful disclosures and/or disclaimers.

“Pharmacucconornic Modeling Disck&ner Reposed by lSPOR PaneI”, me ‘Tink Sheet”,

&

p. 8

(March 3, 1998). Wile hedh care economic information undtx section 114 is for promotional

presentatio~ the ISPOR approach recommends the use of a standard disclaimer of limitations in
—

any pres~tation of HCEI inckiing journal articles and other scientific and cmrunerci~

. presentations based an models which reiy on assumptions about a drug’s efficacy,

.—-
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s% The LSPOR approach is k harmony wkh the ap~oach the ageney has used in-

similar situations such as its “Guidance to Indu~ on Dissemination of Reprints of Certain

Published, Original Dat%” and “Guidance for Industry Funded Dissemination of Reference

Texts.” 61 Fed, Reg. 52800 (October 8, 1996). In its reprint guidmce, FDA suggests thar if a

reprint contains effectiveness rates, da= analyses, uses, regimens or other information that is

diffezent horn the approved labebng, tie reprint should prominently ~te the difference, tit-h

specifici~, on the face of the title. In addition, tie guidance obsemes that the reprint should

disclose all material facts.

The disclosure shouId provide information to explain the inputs, assumptions and

methods made in the HCEI. Such disclosure should fcdlaw a standardized format and allow one

reviewing the HCEI to detmnine the reliabili~ and val.id~v of the information and its relevance

to decision making about alloca~ion of resources. Standard formats for evaluating HCEI and

underlying ctica.1 information incIude those described by Stodckt and D~o~d (Stoddart

GL, DrummoDd Ml?, How to read clinical journals: VII. To understand an economic evaluation

(parts A and B]. Can Med ASSOCJ. 1984; 130:1428-1434; 1542-1549,), Naylor and Guyatt

(Naylor CD, Guyatt GET.Users’ guides to the medical literature. X. How to use an article

repodng vtiations in the outcomes of bed-h sdces. J*. 1996;275:554558.), and others.

Based won those guidelines, one should consida disclosure of the following:

1. M@ificaticm of the resmrch question which the HCEZis addressing.

27



c. Directly Related To An Approved Indication.

In addition to fitting within the parameters of the term HCEI, section 114 ~er

limits the types of messages that would quali~ for this special &eatment to include OrI.Iy

information that is directIy related to an indication approved by FDA for inch.sion in tie dreg’s

labeling, b particular, ~ended section 502(a) states that HCEI “shall rmt be comidffed to be

false or misleading under this paragraph if the health care economic information directly relates

to an indication approved under section 505 or under section351 (a) of the PubIic Hea,lti Service

Act for SUChdreg.. .,” Five examples are provided by the House Repom (H.lL Rep, No. 105-310,

pp. 65-66), These exampies are meant to be illustrative, but not comprehemive nor restrictive,

Although managed care decision-tiers may commonly consider the inclusion

on formulary of off-label,.uses of approved drugs, section 114 does not authorize dissetition

by marmfactumrs of promotional Mormation related to those uses even under the Iess restrictive

evidential standard of that section. Se,ction 114 is Iimited to approved indications-+g. those

uses of an approved drug that involve conditions included in the approved labeling,

Examples of statements that are directiy related to the approved Iabeled indication

incIude, in certah cases, statements based on data invoItig practice settings, dosage IeveIs

actually used or prescribed, and durations of use that go beyond specific statements about those

setthgs, dosages or &KatioRSof &eatment included in the approved Iabeling. For example, if the

labeling .sUrnn@zes the results of a chical trial conducted in a fee-for-se’r~ce setig, E?CEI—

extrapolating those findings to a reimaged care orgtiz@on or other similar pmtider setting

29
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could be directly related to the approved indication. If the approved Iabehg indicates a
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particular dosage for a drug and HCEI based upon dmg tilizatian horn a managed CaTe

organization database or a database from another provider setting includes actual patient use of

the drug that may fall outside the approved dosage level, the HCE1 could be direct~y related to

. th,e approved indication. (Drug utilization data provides the a~al use of the dreg, therefore,

patients prescribed 25 mg of a drug bid which is labeIled to be taken as 50 mg qd, may actudy

take 50 mg qd, 25 mg bid, 25 mg qd or Omg qd, and therefore, owx the period covered by the

DUR the daily dosage maybe somethimg other than 50 mg qd as Iabelled.) In this case, it may

be acceptable to use drug utilization databases for HCEL If the approved Labelingsummarizes

the resuks of a clinical tial in which the clinical endpoints were assessed folIowing 6 months of

,,
treatmen~ HCE1 b.zsedupon competent and reliable scientific evidence covti.g a duration of

use beyond 6 months consistent with the labeled indication could be directly related to the

approved indication.

.—

D. Health Care Economic Iru%rmation.

Under section 114, HCH’ “means any analysis that identifies, measures or

“compares the economic consequences, including the costs of tie represented health outcomes, of

the use of a drug to the use of another drug, to another health care intemention or to no

,interveation.” This deftition includes all forms of economic ardysis intended to facilitate

decision making about the allocation of resources, Commonly used methods include, but are not

Iimited to, cost analyses (also termed cost-consequence analyses, cost-identification analyses, or
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cost-minimization anaiyses), cost-effectiveness amdyses(includbg cost+utiity anaiyses) and

cost-benefit an.dyses.

HCEI comprises the report of an economic analysis incIuding, as may be

appropriate for a given analysis, a description of cIinica.1and economic inputsi maysis methods,

and findings. Clinical outcomes for which economic consequences may be presented in the

HCEI associated with an approved indication may incIude physiologic, anatomic and bioIo@c

endpoinfi (gg., bIood pressure IeveIs, survival rates, sumival times, Iife expectancy, rates of

myocardial infarction or stroke), health status and quality of Me measures, quali~ adjusted life

expectancy, measures of patient preference or satisfaction%or other measures relevmt to decision

makers,

Information on the burden of a disease (a.!so called a burden of illness study

ordinarily does not fall under the scope of the Act because ordin.ariiy it is not labeItig or

advertising. NevtieIess, when burden-of-ilhess data does comprise advmtishg or label,.ing,

FDA reviews the data to detetie wheti~ or not the data are &utMd ~d not m.islea&g using

the competent and reliable scieutixc evidence standard.

Akhough HCEI is geruzrdly comparative in nature, iru50rmationon the economic

consequences of the use of a drug that is presented without comparison to anotier chg, another

health care intemmtion or to no intention would also be reviewed under the competent and

reiisttde scientific evidence standard.

-



HCEI, which is disseminated to foxmukary or .sim.ihu committees under section

114, may be disseminated in any of many forms. These inciude, but are not limited to, reprints

of publications born peer reviewed joumalsj reports of proceedings horn symposi~ monographs,

white papers, sections fkom textbooks, print or broadcast advertisements, electronic media

(software and interactive media), formuky kits, and presentation materials submitted to

technology assessment panels, medical advisory boards, and formuky or pharmacy and

therapeutics committees.

E. Formukry Committee or Similar Entity.

This cIause should be read together with the next clause: “in the course of the

committee or the entity carrying out its respcdbil.ities for the selection of drugs” to refer to any

entity tliat has a decision making role for selection of drugs or that advises those decision-

makers. This may include a formu.la.ry committee, a phannac y and therapeutics committee, a

medicai advisor-y

director, provided

board, technology assessment panel, or an individual, such as a

that person or entity is responsible for the selection of drugs that may

medical,

be used

in a group of patients &g., a decision-maker selecting drugs outside a one-on-one prescribing

decision by an individual physician for an individual patient) or advises decision-makers who

have such responsibility.

Section 114 reflects Congress’s assessment that these entities have sufficient

expertise to evaluate HCEI. Sponsors disseminating IiCEI are not “required to assess the

expertise of their target audiences in understanding HCEI.
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F. Managed Care or Other Similar Organization.

—

—

.

This would incIude health maintenmce organizations, preferred provider

orgtizations, point of sefice pians, managed indetiV plans, independent practice

association, inte~ated d.elive~ syst~ (includtig hospitals), provider sponsored organizations,

pharmacy benefit management organizations and other organtiatiom that are involved with

decisicn making about the coverage or payment for items or services protided to pati~ti or that

are at financiaI risk for care provided to patients or that are responsible for the allocation of

healti care resources including the selection of drugs and other treatments patients may be

offered.

G. Submission Process for Hedti Care Economic Information.

As section 114 of the FD&I onIy covers promotional use of HCE1, the process

for submission of HCE1 is no different from that for submission of other promotiod matetids

Q.g., = required ~d= 21 C.F.R~ 314.81(b)(3)(i)). Prior approval is not required under Sec. 114

of FDAMA or I?FDCASec. 502.

The submissio~ shotid include the presatition of the HCH in the fo~ in wtich

the .$rufoxmationis to be disstiuted (g.g., repfint of a publication from a peee.re~e~d jo~~,

m
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- sofiarc package comprising an economic model with mer manual) inciud.ing package insert

information, if required.

H. FDA Assessment

.

FDA will review the HCEI under the cornpetmt and reIiable scientific evidence
.

standard as described above, In geaeral, where FDA fids that HCE1 may not, mewn the

-

___

u

-

---

competent and reliable scientific evidence standard, before issuing a violation, the ageztcy wiil

contact the sponsor to obtain additional information about the evidence substantiating the HCE1

and ‘J.e audience to which it was disseminated. If aft= reti.ew of the >mbs+~tiating ixtformation

a.vadabie, FDA stilI concludes that the HCEI is not suppofied by competent and reliable

scientific evidence, the agency wilI work with tbe sponsor to. determine whether the information

can meet the competent and reIiable scientific evidence standard

amended or modified in some respect, including where appropriate,

statement of Iimkations or quzdtilcations to the int”ormation,

if the information ,were

‘tioug,h the addition of a

If after review, FDA fids that HCEI may not meet the competent and reliable

scientilc evidence standard, it may consider appropriate consultation with experts in the

disciplines comprising health economics to assess whether the HCEI has that level of

substantiation which experts in the field believe is reasonable. ”Such consultation would be made

consistent with established rides limiting disclosure ofproprie@ information and in compliance

with relevant administrative laws and procedures.

.-.
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General Concerns Regarding Enactment of the Food and Drug
Administration Modernization Act of 1997

Harmonization and Consistency in the
Handling of Drugs and Biologics

I. Background Information

It is essential that the FDA further pursue harmonization of the requirements for drugs and
biologics where doing so will accelerate the approval of safe and effective new drugs and
other therapies. The FDA already has recognized the need to harmonize certain of its
requirements and taken action to this effect. The Agency has published a number of
regulations and guidance documents aimed at minimizing the differences in the way like
products and technologies are handled. See, e.g., Changes to an Approved Application,
62 Fed. Reg. 39890, July 24, 1997; Elimination of Establishment License Application for
Specified Biotechnology and Specified Synthetic Biological Products, 61 Fed. Reg.
24227, May 14, 1996.

Nonetheless, there is a fundamental difference in the legal framework under which drugs
are regulated (the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act), as compared to biologics (the Public
Health Services Act). This has created obvious differences in the requirements imposed by
the FDA--notably that drugs are subject to NDA requirements and biologics to ELA and
PLA requirements. Some of these regulatory inconsistencies (including those identified
below under Tab B, “Increased Transparency and Accountability”) impede the safe and
responsible commercialization of innovative drugs and biologics.

Well over a decade ago, the FDA made a conscious decision to regulate biotechnology
products without regard to their method of production. See Coordinated Framework for
the Regulation of Biotechnology, Office of Science and Technology Policy, 49 Fed. Reg.
50856, Dec. 31, 1984. Ultimately, the requirements for drugs and biologics must be
dictated be a rational approach based upon good science and the objective of making the
most safe and effective products available to patients as quickly as possible, not by where
in the Agency the product happens to be regulated.

II. Discussion Points

A. Promotion of Science

The biotech industry recognizes that CBER has employed a staff knowledgeable in
life science, receptive to the promotion of life science, and capable of analyzing
scientific data. To realize FDAMA’s mission, namely the safe and expeditious
commercialization of imovative health care products, competency at the forefront of
life science is essential. Harmonization should be carried out to realize a consistent
and uniform level of CBER’s life science expertise throughout the Agency.



—- Bo Personnel “Trainin~”

c.
—

As changes associated with FDAMA are introduced, they should be implemented
uniformly and consistently. To accomplish this objective, FDA should train all of
its personnel to respond to FDAMA-related changes in a consistent manner.

Subset Analvsis

In February 1998, the FDA issued a Final Rule that requires subset analysis for all
new drug application (NDAs). See Final Rule, Investigational New Drug
Applications and New Drug Applications, 63 Fed. Reg. 6854-6862 (Feb, 11,
1998) (to be codified at 21 C.F.R. pts. 312 & 314). “This final rule reflects the
growing recognition within the agency and the health community that: (1) Different
subgroups of the population may respond differently to a specific drug product and
(2) although the effort should be made to look for differences in effectiveness and
adverse reactions among such subgroups that effort is not being made
consistently.” 63 Fed. Reg. at 6855. Pursuant to this Final Rule, subjects entered
into clinical studies for drug or biological products must be tabulated by age group,
gender and race. “This action is intended to alert sponsors and the FDA as early as
possible to potential demographic deficiencies in enrollment that could lead to
avoidable deficiencies in the NDA submission.” 63 Fed. Reg. at 6856. The Final
Rule also revises NDA content and format regulations. Under the Rule, NDAs
must include effectiveness and safety data for demographic subgroups based upon
age, gender, and race and, “when appropriate, other subgroups of the population of
patients treated, such as patients with renal failure, or patients with different
severity levels of the disease.” Id.

Harmonization should be carried out to realize a consistent and uniform level of
acceptance of subgroup analysis throughout the Agency. CBER should adopt this
Final Rule as part of its review process.

D. Transparency

Due to differences between CBER and CDER draft document disclosure policies,
the review of biologics is more transparent than the review of drugs. This
inconsistency is addressed in Tab B (“Increased Transparency and
Accountability”).

—
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General Concerns Regarding Enactment of the Food and Drug
Administration Modernization Act of 1997

Increased Transparency and Accountability

— 1. Background Information

Operatinginamore transparentand accountable mannerwouldincrease :(l)theFDA’s
predictability and accountability as an Agency, (2) uniformity among FDA reviewers, and
(3) consistency in the treatment of applications. All of these objectives are encompassed by
the scope of FDAMA; they would significantly advance FDA’s new mission of
cooperation. See FDAMA, S 406(b)(4).

II. Discussion Points

—

—

—

—

-

—

—

—

—

A. Draft Documents

The MBC strongly supports CBER’S policy of providing draft submission documents to
companies before they are sent to Advisory Panels. Through this practice, CBER often
offers sponsors an opportunity to prepare responsive documents and to clarify and at times
improve the accuracy of the content of these submissions.

In contrast, CDER forwards submissions to Advisory Panels and the sponsoring
companies at the same time. As a result, companies dealing with CDER are more likely to
be taken by surprise. Moreover, the sponsor accuracy check on the information provided
to Advisory Panels under CBER’s policy is removed.

The MBC supports making the review process for biologics consistently transparent within
CBER, and making the process for drugs (CDER) as transparent as it is for biologics. We
believe that this reform would improve the quality of the information provided to Advisory
Panels and enable sponsors to remain responsive, thereby enabling FDA to reach safety
and efficacy determinations that are as scientifically and factually sound as possible.
Therefore, the MBC proposes that FDA make CBER’S policy of disclosing draft
submission documents to sponsors before they are sent to Advisory Panels a uniform
Agency policy.

B. Additional Prouosals

The MBC proposes that the FDA introduce more self-reviewing and self-policing
mechanisms that enhance transparency, such as uniform timetables and publication of
performance results. In addition, as addressed below at Tab C (“Cooperation between
FDA and Industry and Enhancement of the Roles of Industry Ombudsmen”), FDA should
strive to increase its level of communication with industry through the implementation of
FDAMA. As an initial measure, the MBC proposes that FDA enhance the roles of Industry
Ombudsmen.
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General Concerns Regarding Enactment of the Food and Drug

Administration Modernization Act of 1997

Cooperation between the FDA and Industry and
Enhancement of the Roles of Industry Ombudsmen

I. Background Information

Ourindustryfully recognizesthat,without social acceptance, there will notbemarket
acceptance ofits products. Moreover, to succeed in thebusiness oflifescience, especially
given the finance pressures associated with contemporary health care, products must be
safe, efficacious and, increasingly, cost-effective. There is full appreciation among the
MBC’S Member Companies that these standards must be realized, and there is willingness
on the part of industry to work with FDA to accomplish nothing less,

— ——

Therefore, the MBC embraces the opportunity to cooperate constructively with the FDA to
realize the overwching objective of FDAMA--the timely introduction of breakthrough health
care products. Specifically, FDAMA mandates that FDA “promote the public health by
promptly and efficiently reviewing clinical research and taking appropriate action on the
marketing of regulated products in a timely manner. . . .“ FDAMA, $ 406(b) (“Mission”).
The Agency is ordered to carry out this mission “in cooperation with consumers, users,
manufacturers, importers, packers, distributors, and retailers of regulated products.”
FDAMA, $ 406(b)(4).

II. Discussion Points

FDA should make an effort to continue the period of industry input now underway during
the implementation of FDAMA. To achieve cooperation between industry and FDA, FDA
should provide our industry with a meaningful venue through which we can communicate
in a collective manner, on an ongoing basis, and with minimum susceptibility to recourse.
The role of the Office of Chief Mediator and Ombudsman (Ombudsman Office) should be
enhanced to serve as such a mechanism.

First, the Ombudsman Office should assume more of a proactive role--e. g., by organizing
issue-identification forums that enable industry representatives to speak in a collective, less
identifiable manner. In addition, the Ombudsman Office should revisit its strong
preference for handling problems at the center level, and it should more readily exercise its
agency-wide jurisdiction. Sponsors should have the option of immediately raising
reviewer and center-specific issues directly with the Office and having their issues
addressed at that level--i.e., once removed from the reviewer and center they are having
problems with--without resistance,

Moreover, FDA should reconsider its policy of filing sponsor complaints about reviewers
in those reviewers’ personnel files and not making them otherwise available--i. e., available
according to subject matter and in a collective manner. The Agency’s current practice
grossly impedes the ability of sponsors to research problems (both problems with
individual reviewers and challenges to policies), and to present the strongest possible cases
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for change to FDA. The result is a lost opportunity to improve the operations of the FDA,
which translates into a detriment to patients who await breakthrough products.

—

—
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