%ri’%fﬂ: %
k2 448 A1 6H

FEEFREETER (B) EEEEHREP

FAFBAERRMBELER

;‘5.9

B D B T S BR T U B 55 7R FH B D 7 3D (D FERG R e S PESABR 0
ERIZOWTDHA X R IZETI2ERIGEE (Q&A) 122\ T

[ERS DBEIR R R ORISR KR R D 7= DO IEEER L SRR O EMIC SV TOH
AF VA EONTIE, FRL224 2 A 19 BEREER 0219 F 4 SEEALRDIFETERRE
BEICL DB LIE 2 BT | |
A, BKEUEESHEHFEMELRLSHEICRBO T, ELQ&ANIRN LB AEaNT L

LoT \TMOLE, REOEE L L THENBEREE IO L THBRMNZ72< X 5 B
L\i‘?—o




BT

K B D B SR T ML IR A SR B 3 0 7 b D SRR SR 2 MR B D E I ST DO HA K R |
| T AERGEE (Q&A) | -

ER/N
1. BB OO DBRINE oot erebess et ssseebessessaseres 2
SR B e eeeeeeeeee st eee e 7
3. BUEDOEEME e, et e s ae st S 12
4, FRAFIDOTZDDFEMETRER oo ereeses e sesessessesesssesessssssssessereses 15
5. BARMEZETH .o cseereertrrerese e s sa e sr s sraeae s e e e b e b e b e b be e ba e e s ennentenee 21
6. IR TRATEEIR IR oottt res e s e e b s s nen 22
To TR ittt st e e b s b e b e e e s e san e ae e e e saeneeneeaes 30
8. HNEFENIIERER oot e s et et sb e e e b ers e b e a s b e bennaen 31




1. EHREBRO b DR

i

[E]

=

ERICBITABRBEICH L TSOFOREBE] XL HICEHTADOMN,
HeFERRIARREBRE IS | MRB CORKEZEEOWTREHET LD
Wy BAREIC L TR & T2y

B, RELL BREARLRS SNEBYCOMB FER (AUC: Area
Under the Curve) DHEEHEL | & MIBITDHEETRFHAETD AUC D
BPEE O TRIETRETH D, 2L, MG aIcE, T0%k
WNBT 52 7 ACETHHRICESNT, REMEFPRE (Cuu:

Maximum Plasma Concentration) (= 35-3< REIRA OB ENE 22 L b
HA5H (BT, BYPRELELCSEDIRELHDER).

| ZDS0FET T —F AW 5E, B#ERBROEARR, BIHRRARK

OFMARBTREL LY ¢ T3REABICBIT A HTHEFRER IR
LTSOERmWRBELRDLHIITRIRTRETH B, 2B, KEITBIT
LEMMABRERD =D OFIA (ICHM3(R2) #1581, LUK Q&A

| OB 2 RO AT AEE BB S A , 5 TARRRIC LTI

B, BRAECORELHEAL ZLnb, TOBAITITRELL 50
% FE>TH LU,

REED S0 57 T u—F 2 AT O S WER O - RO BRI T
BUFRRHONRNEE, ERARL AT Sh LR @RS
ECHONIETED 1/50) ETHELTHE MIBWTREIERBA bR
WO THIUE, BIRAEY S BICHET S - &I,

MR A BDEMHRIZB T 2 BRFZFFEED 1/S0ICETLIETHESINT
by NI T4 T REFBFICBWTEREICEE LZRERR A b2y
DTHIE, EHIORRKRER (B 2F 14 B o0 ik, BRPES
BIRROB K RERD 1/10I1ET 2 MEXTE M CRIEMEZREZ T/




BEOWTNMEWSTOREE T, HECHETZZENTELD, Zh
I, RERROERAROT 7o —F 4 BRTORKME (MTD :
Maximum Tolerated Dose) DFHfiz By & L2y I2RBWT, & FEK
ERBREMD =D ORKOEIERBRICE ST, EHME (NOAEL !
No Observed Adverse Effect Level) ORTEED 1/10 E TOHEL2 KRR 14
HEE CREMEL LTNE L & b—H LTI 5,

BRBEOSOFET 7o—F AN TEERBROREELERL Dbl
DOFEWHRR TEEFRIZIAONIZ OO, FORTRNFAES I BEMSE Tl
WIEE, BRIZBITAZZBEO LRI ED X 512750,

RARBB O 5 EIL, FHERR TR b= BMERT 0O NOAEL IL&-3
WTHEETAZLILRA ), ZOXIREE. SOBORELEZLT LY
R T DLEE 2L, BRBEIX, BE0) A 7FHIFE Bl £
DFEMFT RO WMEPEERR TOE =& —AlREME, BISEDBEEE,
BERRCTORWER 2 L) ko TRETRETH D, 2B, KECE
F2BMARBRICOWTIIFINRERH DO THEEI N (ICH
M3(R2) %5 1.5 i), |

RAEL LTSO0RFORZENER S D DTEDFLEMD I,

RAEL LT S0 EOERBRIIES TLEHOARIZHA SN D, ICH
M3R2) (13 #A & ADEBEE) SRR LB AL 4T
B O AEERIC AN T, A A 5 AT, BERBRIC BT 53
B PR AR D IR L COBOIREL L 72 B0 A AT 2 /8 P

Fﬁ EERLOHEBERR COBRHERRITES HELEWICTE L F L
B2 5 (ICH S6R1) BIR),




BB KR (MFD : Maximum Feasible Dose) a4 2582, HEr
KIEITED LD RRFHTE DWW TEY 22 MFD 28R ETRED,

MFD & 1%, BEMRBRIZBWT, REFAEZEXRILIED LW XY, T
LARBEYBERKILIEAIRETHD, LIrLERL, B5ARERFHR
BRIEORENL, RERBVDTE O MR FH R O A RHEOE DN FRRUR K
DFFEIZ L > THREE, O &M MFD IKRESBET D, £,
TR RO ER), WENLREZENES, BIERBRICERT GG OEE
M EAEL 2 . MFD IRED 7= DK OBIRZHIKT D L0835
Do WHRIEICIRA D S DA, BN L2 EDN L ODEREREET
EHENFIRSND Z LB3H D0, BRARLREOKRELGD X ) RIxEREO
BAIE, @E, BREORRIE MFD O EMRIL E L T4 TIEARW,
T, B ETARNC, BROERE RO CHBRME LR L (f
ZIERF OB, FAROBAR S E S EARRHEOBE) | T b DR
EFRFTTRETHA9, RIZ, £DI bEBRIAHDH D £ H 25
th (E% 3R Z2EMIcHRE L, CORMRETRERORENE LN

| DPRENETH D, ERESNDEEIT, £OERRMTIZEW TR

L2 EMEES RISV N, BERITHZIIREINZHD
o XIERRR GRERESLRHYROFE®R) ICX-TESTbh
TZb DTRTNIXIR 60,

AEFIBREESWDTNOEBEICBWTHH ST . OB IR
WA 2 OEIMFEIZIB T | DOIERERFBERR LI S TR VS,
ED L DITHIST &) CREICKB T 2 FNMERBROERD - OHELEICH

— R EMREBRO T DO E A BERIROIEEHT, BRI ERIE OB E
MESICEBARSEHEN D, KEICKIT A ENMARREY EET57-H0
HELE (ICH M3(R2) % 1.5 HizIR) (ZiE-> T, HMHE2H 5T 572012,




ANGN

MTD, MFD XIIRAEE COREETOFIMEITI NETH 5D,

EHEEREVUEEREEE (AUC) DO S0EOREBICET AN A X AT,
ﬁmu%@ﬁﬁﬁ%(ﬂi@\ﬁ&@wk)K%Eﬁénéﬂo

EHREXANE LIEEY BREREELET) IZ2WT, 5057 7 a—
FIRBENTHDL EEADND, —FH., R TOHRE AL LIRFTR
5O mpTEERRICR T 2 @A RIT, —ARIZ, MFD X3 MTD 2%
DVTRETRETHY ., TOHETIRERICEBT 2 RFARESCESH R
BEICELZVWILDHS ), ZOXIREE, S0 BOLHRELOE
ZFIEHEA SN2,

2 TOEMT BRIE LERAEROBASHRRICBITAEHEL.
RTORHGRER (AUC) © 50 LT, & MIBITDHEMILER
DIFELULEERDHAERRETE L), £z, MiTREMIZERT L &
T HA VENTRAEOEMREIL, & MIBITAHEMILERD 50
BT, BEAECTOREE (AUC) @ 10 B EE 2 HENRE
T& &,

hEEDE AOTHRIZBWT, 150 FoREK] DERAINDD, F7z,
TR AEBERR TORAEABRROBICL, (50 FOREL) £AVEZ
EBTEDD,

hEGME AL HEERR TTOREMEE SN WEER Y, fhow
KOMOFMERBRICENTH, BEFBORTICHKREEL OB
WCESOIZRROFRAEATE 2, £MBEEHRBRORSARDRE
RIZSOBEDORBHAFHTEEINCOVTIEHER L TOWARWA BT
ICH WA Z VAT, BIOBRIZE > THERRIBENZBERHD L
OO TEAEH T OO D BEDREENRERT L Z &M
EF LW, LT3 (ICHS5(R2) &),




EHRRBRCTORBAEN, H 15 HiTRSNTNS 1000 mgkg L <13 | BHEARIE, RAEUT MFD TR/NORE R FTBWREIC B 5 M4E
2000 mg/kg DXL I RBRABIIMFD TH- T, SHIKEFOHETEMNNE | AUCD 12 DRBEICETHIAEBEF CTEEICEE T Z LN TE LI,
BINAVBEI, BARERR T DL ) RRBRAZEATX0, | - OBKEERICHTE F'C“EIH’EFHZ)%M) bRV THIUX, VA

| P/ RRT 4y b EEB L LT, SHICHEREELTI 2L L TE
X9,




2. RE

E

EIEZS

Mt b TH LN % FEERRBR TR ST ALERH D501, F0R
BYMOBKTORBED., BIRDICEET IR TCOMEDRBED 10%%
BA, D, E MIBTORBEENBUERRTORABREEL Y LB LIS
BWEEDHRTHS, ) IZRBITSH (HALNIZEN] LiIZEDL D 2EHEN,

TALNIEN] WO RIUL, HHPRCABIZBEWI L 2E%RTS
HOTIERY, FHF IR T 4 7 AOFHMIB T, @E. AUC (F
¥)) O2FUEDEICE®RRH D EEZ LTINS, LEN-T, B
TORBENE F THLNERERDODRL &b 0% EdbiE, —i
i, REMOBIEDOBM ST E TSI RENTND L E X bR, BE
CE o T, Bl2IE, HERBYAE FORBBEEOKES & ED 5 &
5B AT, BIICRIT 5 EORIMORERIIL F CORBER LA
ABHZEBEETHD (B 12 28R), ZOHEITIE, YkHmR
EPCORBEOEL 2 EDDIENE, BMICBOTE FED BBV
BELESZLNEETHD,

10%DEFRR CEH FFIEIZOWTHBA L TV & -0,

10%DBIE & 13, & FOREA, BIEY & REWIC W TRIE Shis
WREBED 0% 85 L L, @, BT AUC (F2IE. 0%
R B IR A E T AUC) (2550 TEIIA 5.,

R OBHEOHFESITNLETH DA, ED XS 7 invivo DIEFEFRRER
BN TR O+ 2 BRBENDERINDZ ENEEMN,

—REMERBR, S ABEMERE (DA SERIB S, 272 L. 2
P SRR B CIR\NMB BT in vivo D/MZERER) R OWE,/ Ba 18 964
ERRBRICBNT, VPR 1 BOBWET, RIS 34578




BEHXROND ZENEETHD,

R DNT in vitro DIB(EFEMERERIIHELE XN 5 D,

R OB EEEDOFMALERIGE.
Quantitative Structure Activity Relationship) &l T-43 7>,
FIERBR A E 4 & D,

EEMEEIEEFAR (QSAR :
b5V, B

Z OERIE ICH M3(R2) DEAFFENTH 5,

BRR BV AR N & W e B RE CORBIHEIZIREETH 0 .
YERER A 2 R S Lo b b OWRIR - 4347 - X5 - HEME (ADME : Absorption,
Distribution, Metabolism, and Excretion) BRI OHONRFYORET —F
FROT BWOBEERR CEBE SN RER L OLBEITH 2 LTIV,

b b COBEIRE T — & ICESNT, RS iET 51T
DWEDRBERD 10%% B2 51BN OFEEITH = LIZTTETH 5,
—RI, FEEER A O FE T, BICE K ORBMEE T 5 M
SNT, ETORIBMO AUC Z5RDDBZ LT TERY, 20X D %21
B B L IV b N HERR SRR S B LR SR
BT ARBOSKREIZOWDTOFMILE TH Y . R 10%% 8 2
BME D DEHET B0 OTARILL 25 (RAERAL A CREM L
ROHIEIC & - T, REMIERIEY 3R 53y ET 2V Phno
WED 10%RIECh 572 b IE, ORISR BES 2 WED
WED 10%EB2 5 &322, flziE, PrMI+M2+...Mn = fRED &
T M1 M P D I0%EKHTHDD, HDHWIIMD M D 10%ETH THhiid,
MIITHRED 10%KTHEE 2D, ZOHE, MIIZOWTOE bR b%Zetk
FMIELE L Shizw),

BZEOBRTIE. BF. bt MBI ARERSRRL O LHEET — 2N
Boh, ZTORBTFT—FNLREMMOEFIREBIZBIT A2 REN 10%% 8




ADITEBTRENDDTHIIE, T OREMIZ DOV TEINDIHERRET
MzBETETHD,

—fRIT, REP OB L BEST D BER B 5 OHBNE, FEEK R
LIBR CORER SRR OB ON - RETF — X A BT 5 T L THEE
Lid, RERGHORIC, BEEMICEET SR CONEORHEED |
10%EBA 5 Z & BNRENEREPIZOVTIE, EHEREBICRBT RS
LL (B R OSEBRER) % VN C REELL OO & 374 <% T B

HAZ L ATIE TE M TH LN MY % FEEERRER TR 2 LB H
0L, ZDRBY DMK CORFEEN, HEEWICEET R TONED
BREED 10%EZEZ, 7D, £ MBI 2R2BENEMHBRTORARER
i@%ﬁﬂ%ﬁ BWBEDHTHD, | & LTWA,

tﬁ@ﬁ%%@%%%kﬂiﬁﬁ WCBIT D UMM OBRKBFZES KT
LLE BYORERIT. WIEMRABRNOEONIRREEREL T80,
HHWME, BAEITE - Tid, NOAEL, E{FfA&E (NOEL : No Observed Effect
Level) Xi3 MTD TOREEZHVHIE 5 YA,

LIk Jha kwfMﬂ)f%ﬁéntﬁmw*mﬁﬁfu774w (pe:iE S
W ERBMAES LTS Z b, BRLR22FMENE M THEICE
ZH=TE, MO, HFETERVI A EZRTDHHOTRITNIE, £ b
EEMORBEOHEIT, IHEABICBIT o2 NOEKZEBRLBHOD
MTD TORBECERET~ETHD, —J7. MID BT 2HMENE K
TE=F—HRETRL,, XIFFETERVWI R T EHT O THNZ
ZHBEOLEIL, &L 22FMHEICOVTO NOAEL TORBEER CEM
TRETHD,

FERRRORHMICEET 57 — 213 BAREMR D EDOFRF R TAFTRIE LV,

ICHM3(R2) 3 i 5 1 BBEICSEHL TWH I DI @%&Utb@ﬁv
HNZBET D invitro B ORI, & MERRBROANIITHO 5 &

| THD, £, RREWHEL v b TORINIBIT 2 in vivo SRERARIEIT

SHOWERE ~D BT UL E N DR 5 21T 5 8 G825 11 ATt




WAFLTBIRETH D,

FEHEENBRSN 2V EB X DN REMIZ SOV T L T E& 2, 14
KDITNEFFAEER] EVIRBOD [ D) LiHTEBERT 2D,
LR T AR D H BT VNI r ud o RiZEE & R B E D,
(LN FUSHE DB VRBIIC DN T ED X DKL L b L,

AR EN 2B b BB M, B DI NEF A U RERITEUSHER#Y
DAL > TER L, BYHFOIRREORWEREER MY 2 TERR T
Bo B DTN aFA Rid, (LFHEBLEZ T Fl2E, UGSk
TIATATaF A R) ZRNT, BARAE, (LEMICEVREES
BOREMIT, BHFNRBERHILO0, TOYEIITENZ &
6\ﬁ%MMﬁ¢um%L&wo—%K\ﬁmﬁ@%wﬁ%%imfﬁ_
ThAHIH, FINCRERT 52 LIIBREENTIERY, LML, ZThbd
FUSHEAREYII EM OIEBEBHEOSKICHEE L TWB EEZ LN D,

FERRARBABR TR S 2 B0 5 5 (REMIC OV T, RSN % 506 |
FE D,

WE ., TEMERICET ATy RRA v M2 AR, & 1
mﬁﬁmxw1£m5ﬂ5:am6\:n%@myFﬁJme\ﬁ%
My DSERTIPEFE- ST RN S NLARNC, T CIce N TRHMichTnwa Z &

| 12725, Liito T, REMOEMS T O OIEERER D% 2 vE R |

BRI, @Y%, BHETIHALY, UL, & MW TEBILEwZ AWz

ERRRRER D b TR T E R o R EMERFN RBRB A O NTZHEI

. TOMFE L DEFET L0, B FoREIC OV BN Z A
ﬁ%ﬁﬁ&@%ﬁﬁ%@énié(mHmA&WBﬁﬁh

10

ICHM3(R2) 3 &1 %1 B%D Tinvitro TOAE{LZNZER &ix{ahs,

in vitro TOAELERRFTRICIT, FEHEDR f;t in vitro COECHETM (H
212, CYPTAE, PXR EMEALT v B4R Y) BEEND, £/, T2
B — AORTIA R O - SRR, I b T L R R— & BT B AR

10




B ORI BT 5B b A EN L 5.

11

REWIC IS 2 RO F WA o (B, 1. RBoX L 7 8) 1y
D EINTT X,

—{%IZ, T XD RN AIZOWTIL, ICH M3(R2) OE A& T
b, RBRT YA 3, HHABEHR LN S, BFRPHBcE S X,
4 DFEFINIS L THERBTNETHh D, 2B, MOEM (Fl2iX, EHE3
R09) (R BEELBRENEL,

12

Tu Ry s (Tihbb, FEBEREOKRBSBREMICL25EE) I ICH
M3(R2) DB HONTDH A # o ZTEH S B0

AHA X AL, 7r F7 v ZIHELTER LTWARY, b b EFEER
2. BMRBICT O A BREICE T b TR BT v 7 SIEEREICE
BENDDTHIIL, ICHMIR2) THER SN TV SRR T
R—F R TE 5, BB T OB E TR SR
RODTHIVE, BEEOTMONE L 7255 FIIEERBM CH D =
L, REIC OV TR SR TV U EOBMS SR EHiT 5 =
WEE TS D, TORBIIL, EIERBIY OIFIRRRE O IR
FIWMORBY OIEBERARIC OV TRENZ L DT L, ICH

M%M)TW%%MTV%E#@?%A?%VK%ﬁ&%T%éo

11




3. FHEOEE M

=iEi ' » LE_]%

1| ED L) RBAICEEEOTEAE LB X b BN, £, EAZEENE | ICHM3R2) 1.4 —RFA TE, BTFO LI~ T2, : 13
BRT T ENEED, BRI EEIET BTN ETT L T, | BRSO LR 5 BT, SR, BRKEN, RE L OBIE,
| B OS5 2 LIz ST OB DI BE W] B hlc 5 = & T
b5,
BHOEEE (3742b5, TOREIEFZRECRES - L) O
. EEARBRTEELEESED bR, BEICBNTHEEREICS
T B ATREMED B BB AT BT R E Th B, T OFMIE, EEMENRER
| ARSI E SN TITF 5 = LR TE B,
EHEEORIEROTERIC 1T, R ORI & ERE, BERRLLBTR
DEARE. RUTDOEBLRE L HMOEMOMRAEG DD T L RTE 5,
LEAoT, &b HERBOREMHOEEL KRNI 2bic, EER
DREPEHEMERBRO AR ICBE TH D L\ ) b TR, E72,
SREEEETRTZ SSE TR, EE, BIEER GEEHEEX
REBEOET) L. BEHICIEEAICEET B ThHD D L) B
FECTHATH D, BEBEEATRTE2VEAIIE, BRTOY 2
7 FEDOICF DA E EETRETH D,

—RRIC, REMKR T ROKRESR 2RI LEERBRALE LS HD

12 -




3. BB T DB DR EEA TR CE T, 2o, IFD

WO XD RIEETH B,

1, BEELREMEN, BEETOEZEICHKAITWERZRE (Fl 20X, B
REEDI10{ELLT) THALNESGEE

2. FOFEMEN, B MIRBWTREABEZAIC ﬁbtﬁw W72 670
R ENT, o, FORRTIET Clolifss %50%6m&ﬁT
NRESNIHR (ZOHBAITE, 10E2BXREBEETHH-TH
EEMEOFE A2 EETRETHD) -

—F. UTFOWTRND L 5 REAICE, B, B5HEE THROKE

AR % 2% 1T 7= TR BR L B AR L,

3. TOEMEN, BELRDFOMBERME T, £ MIBWTESICE=
5—TEBHE

4 ZFOBWER, b MOZERGTH S - L RAE LN TS ES X |
. T o EED N—F — RO ) |

5. ZOFML, RN ERSH S L EEZ bR VEREETOL
BEINDES GBS L LT, LED2 25MR)

6. ZOBMEDN, FETHERSNIFHLAKTHY |, UAOFETO
BIRERICESO T, U A7 BEATEL X bhEHE

EEPERERA KD DN DB E. EORBEFIL, FBRRIZBWTHEER




BN BV T-RBREIR & RS OHIF O R AR %2 it 35 72 DICHET
HB, UL, K CHEERENEESNRVABRBIM & A% OHH
DEERHBRE Zi$ 258101, &%, ERERBRILLE TR,

I AR DR OEAEEA . AW A, 2 BRE 1 0 AR o
EMRRICBVTRENTRY ., ZORENL W EHORBR CEELL
RODTHIUE, —Ic, EEHMERRIC RV CZOEEREER0EL
S % LB, o

EEMRBRARD DN DEAE. bIBEOERNBR L F— 5720
I, &0 B EHE R & T 5 B EA RO D THILE, BB
RRONTOEMIHFNTH Y | B &R DT TOFEONT |
SORBRIZB O T TE 5, ’

14




4. FEEFI D= DOEMER

&

[E]2

(=)

BEBIRAT — VIt h b 2o (UIFRLL) ORS % SHEAFIZ SN T,
— DG MR EINTVWAHE/ZREELV LEL 2ALEEIC. BBE
FIOBHRBROEMIZEED, H25 0I5, BB SN TV IERETF — 2%

BERETORKER» O, HEMKRTMETT ) Z & T

INETIZ 2 DO R LIEBIRRBR A H 2541, fHRIcE - T
EH2ANCKRE REEEE UV THIUE, — RIS, —FORS DA
B/ ZBBEEVEML THESHAOBEERBROERIIHEREINL N, Z0
BHEFAREOBREL, FoREL, B4 Ol ORMOZEMET 0
774W‘ﬁ%&@m;%%%ﬁ%®%5&6tk?@:@ﬁé@@ﬁ
DE=LZY LV ITDORREEICEVRELTHAS, HE/ BREEOEMHR
BEFRESOIRE & 255810018, OB EZRETT 2 7= D OFERIL,
B, BAKIOBERBROBAIE Tlos T LTH ~ETha, &K
SO BHER5IC X D BREBR A2V S AT, ICH M3(R2) %5 17§05 4
BERErsRaIniwn,

817 8Tk, TIERRAR DS I R R A BRI 51 TP RS I o
Thb FDBESDY R NN ERREINTWBEAITIE, Bx DRy
DHEMNBEXT, BAAET5T L TE MNCHERES & LABENR
R0 BLAHIE AV R RRA A DR BE BT 5 BB, | &SR
TV, ZORBIFERINESESHT (EMA : European Medicines Agency) A
AL =T 50, KERMEFSS (FDA : Food and Drug Administration)
HAF o AEF—EL T2\ FDA HA F ATk, TEMIELHRBSY

ICH A # 2 ADFTBIE3BOAEEFEEHETHY, YE MY 72O T
B R COERF Y BOHERER LR L TV D,

15




oV, B, BEAE, RRARERE) A b B35 BIxiE. Lk
2% FDA SRR AR SSEREMED D XE X LS EENTNS) 2 EM5

NTND DO TRIFIL. BARION, /R R A SRR Y T & CThs] |

EENTWD, ICH A F AN ZDE I IRIEDD D EHIRD T A 57
2D FALICHALESIT 6N D Z E RIS LTV & -0,

| BUTONAZ AT, TBRRTO+HS 0t AR SRR 2 H 2% T
—VOREFNCONT, BFEFNICRERBENZVIRY, BEAAIE LTO
BHERBRIT, —RANIMLER N E SNTW B, [BRER T+ 0 A& 51258
EIMERTON, Rz, KEMOBHRRE R T2 L EDLD
W LTERRTO 0720 FRRGERBRNELNDD0, ZOHAF AT
PR SRR 258 5 IR OB O A EA S N5 £ 510 bRZ DM, 20
& O IR T K,

85 17 81 TR OB O BT X3 H O TRV, ICH M3R2) 12
BT, B CO+5 7208 B 58 L 13, BIVRERRE D 5\ i
BRIEDT —F N5 2 L LERSN TS, +O7RBRRIERIL, BHRR
LaThN BB OBEDROBEL LTRLLS,

BB AT — Db B 2 S ORS O ARSI, EILE, R,

HIV, C BUTFR R OD A 7R EIZRT 2 BRI UL O AFRIE ~ O TN
e LT, BIKBAFEDZL < OIBFHBIR T—RAICIT b T 5,

AESEE SN TWARWESANZBWT, YD —20, T CItEHOLE
ﬁ%%éhfw5¥%7§xmﬁﬁé®?%ﬂ@\%wﬁﬁzwﬁamﬁﬁ
FEZhIRIZ DWW TELA R OB RER & Efi+ 5 LER H D h,

—fRIC, BAERIOBERRIT, HFEOEFLBRL TEATLHS (H
—EEXTE—EREAE) | HDWNIEF OEA O BIERICB O THLOHF
EOIEAE OHFABRHRINAHAICEAEIND, FAFATIE, Z
DERNCBREN TN L) R TO, BEERIOEERBRIZOVWTE
B LTWew, &53EMEOHMAICHERNLBENH DBEI2E, 0¥
WE RN RAFIOFEERBRE EHT & ThbH, KOs 7 A M
LT & 22BN D 5251, £ ORERZED T OREN Y
ERWCERASRIOBEERBRNSE LA S (B3 DRIZERXER), 20

16




HaiciE, BRBRICHWIZRAIORRORIEZ T NE TH D,

REeAlOEERREZEET 25010, HE, HIMACKBREEREZEDLSIC

1

BETHUE L,

ICH M3(R2) &, FEiZ, EIESH OB B4 5 e KRR D EH
BRI HIMC DWW TER LTV 5, EEERFEROFENM /- HICBLA B D Bt

RBRAVELRGE BEHIMIZ 90 B (Z ORI RERTEAR b 3R

TD) EREL LT&%?KE&%%%FQGUFB%?‘%%F@k‘ff*‘*’éf'(“ébéo HRR
FERIFIC & - Tid, BERTBAROZDHIZ, L0 EOHMOEMERER
Thdv, BREOEMFNBELAOMNITIZILZAME LIZREH
DEMRBRE KT 25613, lx OFEFIOEMBBIE ST, 20
RS2 BRI TE DR GHM L & TH D,

B A DEIERBR THE BB TR b D EHER A RETE A 72
FTERL, fx ORFIORIEN, BIEEORUOEDBE (PK
Pharmacokinetics) FH7" 1 7 7 A WZEE§ 2 50 AR A W e 72 BE R 5 —
&mg%%snéﬁﬁ@ﬂr_owr\%@mm&om%@%%ﬂmf
XOMEHBLRTERETHD, ERTVA L ORM (T7abb, B
PHEOER, BE5REROESHEDTYUM) 1T OWTIEAN A 2
DOEAFIEN THHH, BEREIT, BA LR 2 BRIV T ORI
FHEC, MR CORERE OBYARBLETADbDLTNEThH
(B, RIBRA T — VI D 2 DOHS & B RREIER),

B (FlxiE, 3 DLLk) OGO
BOWTHEBORS OO EZ EO X 5 1Z8 I+ &

T/\
A

D DY

18
2z

PAN
s IEN

==
=22

ﬁﬁ%

3 DLEDRS E RV AEERIOF MR IT., ZOEHCHIRAEHE L
BMAHAZELH DB, —HRIC M@@%%fizo%ﬁz@wm > DB

17




BIZHOVWTEFHMAT 2 Z EN L VRENTH D, BMRABRICOVTIE, ¥
HORBROERRETHY | @a@%%ﬁmuf\it\ﬁﬂ&ﬁﬂ%
R & OW#EEBE AT, %@?A%T%é

BIVEM AR 2T, MoBSEML-BAFI2HEET A4, F0k
% PR AN B FE B USRI AR DEIRABRIC L o CHMMEN D THAH, =
NS OEBRBIIFAFOBERBRDOMRD O L7255,

RARDBEEABRALETH 25E12 0, FUBMEIEEH 2 FR\ T (ICH S9
BH) .~ RAFIOKBHBR CEXMA D Z LITTE RN, BLAA
DHEARROBEIL, B MR L TTFRITEROE D RERESIEED
THRIREMDOH I BMEMMT 22 THh D, ZNHOFEDT L FRA
v, EBE, EEERT AR S e\, EAFI OB RERE
MBLE LRVIRIIZDOWTHE, HA XU ADE 1TH THERLNR TV D,

| s1micit, mAT52 L TE FTOREY 22 RS SN, EAFONR,
WRVRSE A BB LT & 7 B AT, TR AR SR S~ &
FENTOB, BRRBICIEIRTR 2 M 2 AN B ATE TIT . BEAHIDIE
IR R AR B EHET B B, TS AT LT S 1o,

HAZ L ABREATND X9 IC, BAFIORE, /s R F 4 F R
ROEIR AR BRI T R & Th b, A,/ hIRFAEFER
BRASSE T D AN IEIR AT RE 22 2ot & BRI A AN D E BT, &
N3 E R LZEd, A v 74— Farkr b 28T, B

EBRRE~OBERLARVWEREICLD Y A7 Z2R/ANRICT D7D 072
THEE L D& THD,

mmeM)n3ﬁ4ﬁyxmﬁ%ﬁ@yﬂiT%%¢®E%%ﬁ' BITElR
BN 2 BT R S EE 2 RR (B2 SR EN A mréHw
TRYLE R O KB RKIRAE) 285 & 7254, B2 OFEFIOS CTEE
PHORE & KBRS, KB OBRERERRARENITOND Z BN

FEThbD,| &ENTWB, —J7, ICH M3(R2) T17. BEERID 7= DIEERK

RO 5 B RETICRO T, BB OBA L 72 5B H A
FE R ONHIV IBREIZ OWTEAFI O FME
C BIFTHIBIED 7= 5 D

— iz, BRREY
RO THIUL, KRB,
RBRIILEIRNE DFEZIIFRTE D, E£o,
YA NRIIZONT ., @, BAFIOBERBIILE L Shiy, &
B2, BIED & 2 AEMRIBRIEN R WEBRRFCLEMEH TR

18




R TR ON TR0, — RIS, FEOBRSE 2 2EBHABZN
DOTHIE, R AL HIV IBEEIZ OV TERARI O FHERBRITLE TR
EEZLNTND, ZOREMR LIV, o, Blf@E X7z FDA ® HCV
TA RTALNTHDBE D78 HOV TRIRESS, BEMRBRZREE LTI T
/vﬁ{ibﬁb\%hé/“fénélr& BOTHRERDZE 2 Tl

okt LT, K%@MAmﬁ@m&%ﬁ SR CHIEAIIIRERT 7
o—FRFEHTE LI,

10

LR AR R Ny @10ﬂn4ﬁ7&/u/—m%tﬁmf&5EA%@
(2, 117, BAHID 7 OFEFHRAER ) IXFERICEA S D2 &5m@,n3
HA L 2AOEME ] TRENTWD L HIZ, RBROEMBFHIEHLTO
HOBRERDON, T, BB THIHEIT, HREINIRBROMBEESLL
BHEIZDOWT, EDHA XU ANEMEND DD,

NAFT 7 ) aP— S HEERICOWT, EERIERRLEERRIT
ICHS6(R]) IZHE> TRESNDRETHD, LL, EDHAF AT
BEAFIOBEERBRICBEALTER LTV, A 4T 7 ) aP—5A
R L %D TRV EEET %6 BEHIOHBKAROT V1
REDEMEARENEIIEMETH D A OERITIE L TERT & ThH D,
20X 5 REBOBIIC S\ T, ICH S6(R1) <° ICH M3(R2) DRI
BEOx, iRy EngIoRIhdRETH D,

1

X, b hOREAE

ELAHIBI R IIT B IEIRTTRE A AR OANICET 2 ERT, [, e D

wa%%mtﬁ@mﬁwf%/%ﬁ%ﬁmmuxaﬁ%snfma%ém

IR A ERBOMREEN T TICRESATWE EEXD

NBOT, BEFEFONERBIIHIE SN2V, | LEn TS, T/ RIA

RE~DV AT HRENTN D] LREDLD 2GED, BEAICHET 5

FDA DH A Z2 2T, BHIRIRARESREEED D RO X Obahn =
AUHRET D L s TV D, ICHIZEBWTH RS,

B/ RRFAE~DY R 7 BFTHRE LT, BYOH S RE (K
FEEOK 10 LR B SIIAAC B 5 HERER, FNOK
I I R L AR B B B BB R YR B, TOL DR
AT, BECBE LT IERRY R BREEINTNWDZ b, -
LABRAHEAOERRCEBIEARAONIZE LT, TOFERE

ERMET BT DBE~OEEREICE TN THSH, Lo
T B2 DI D I HO 1 DD/ IRRFEE~DY R 7 ZRTDOThHN
g, BRARIDAERSEBERBITHIE SRR, ZOfFT, EAIRA

19




fERENFEEECEDLT, VA/ala=r—var0o—ELLTAE

| HEREMICE > THERABR LD ERE Y, BFlAIE, —HORSDORBRIC

W, BRRREBED 10 (FRE CHRIEET IIHFEI TR EINIZIHEARIZ, -
LRENS | EOBYMORTHEEINEE LT, ZOEHEN SHEE
ROFMAXEBICEHIN T O THE, BBEHORBIILE TR
AN '

12

17 E T, EBEREBRR,

DVTERSN TR,

RLTWEEEU,

IR T R 72 AR BRI
T b ORERD FEHi DO MEENE & T ORFHAIZ OV T

18 % DEM O IESTZHTEMER, CYP450 ~DEEL S D EYBIEEN
7D774WK%T6ﬂ%ﬁ\méénéwiTK%Eﬂfwéf%é
o AR EEROTREMIZ W T, lx OGO, XITEA R
BT BIEER R OBRBRBRICE SO TTRIEND Z b, FEEET
®%ﬁi%ME¢%K%¢6ﬁﬁm%gﬂwmu%@?%ﬁ%%#%
EHICER L L) BRBAEERORMREESRENDDOTHL, BEAD
HEEERBIERBRA LI L 125 9, |
EEREFRAERICET RIS WVTL, YIEREELEL DO
Y CETEBEEINSIARL Y LT 20, IR CEYEREHR
HEYFEERARREZT LIl THLTE LD,

20




5. ZZAatEIRE

B | s

1| ICH M3(R2) Ti&, REMEBD in vivo TOFMIL, FRERFMAI T, B/ | £ 0 Tldevy, —REERBRO—I0 & U TER S =2t O
BB ~EBIA A TEMT S = & 22 ~& L LT3, Tiud, —sEht fliIC b MSL U TR S 7o R R IEIRR & RIRO R 23RO b
HERD— 4 & LCEM S N BAMEMOIES, My LTERSNER | 5, FEMEDICTHES ATV 4261, REORIEHN LT
IR OFEME Y TR ELERTEDLLEWNI Z &b, ‘ x5,

21




6. FHIERFRAIERARARR

HH

A

=

RHIRRMERK RS AL TET 2580, LE L R DR HE RS 3
PERBR 22 W1 THRIET DLEDRH D 0%

RO BB AR 172 R A TR & L ORI 5 b OTRL,
LiemsoT, FEOHRTRRIBRRREEH L LS &+ 558, HE
BB T OMICIRS = E S TE B, LivL, PEICARRAI TR
B ORIE T OB MA T b AT BB, BRI, T TALNEE
WL AP TEHMTEZ b, BROL Y b —2 ik, 5B
BT B BEh T ) OBMMA T RE Th B, itk B\t
BT 5 FERUBRIC 351 5 BT, 358 B R TIE 15 TT/BE (F
SHIE) UL S ICEE GEF - W) . 14 B BOBRETIE T IR (-1
) X3 LR GR -8 T R_ETHB,

2a

TFa—F 3 A RVSOBENEZAEIIL TS0,

Fru—F 3 13, HERSEERBRTH Y . MTD. MFD UIRREE
CORERE TN 1T o R O - S O LR BE 5 5 B SR
ERALIE L 725,

7SO —F 41, REBRGHEFRR (14 AET) Thy, RERRNE
FRBICBNTE FPCPRSh 2 RBORBLYBCAENRTE S
14 ARIEEMRER (F o WS OIS - M) OEMALEL 25, )
W CHEENSS LNRVIES . BEERARIZ, SRR oS AR
BT AMEED 5 BT IMENFORED 1/10 2 2V AR HELE

22




b, BEPRDONIHEITH, BB 20 OEEEZZHROZ L,

Tra—F 5 iE, RERGRARAR (14 BET) THY, MTD, MFD
NIIRRBEE COMBEEAWT oWED 14 AMEERAER, RUET -
HEENT R LY bRBREZEMEREL RV I EERTEDOET - WED
WhW HHERRER (D7 &b, REIGRBRNERRR L R%SOHF) ©
EMANE L 2D, ZOHE, RIRRRERRRIC T 5EE &K
BEIL. BHRBRTOMRAILL s TRESNERETH D,

IOXYW, TTa—F 4 L 5k, FOEBODIZKLEE 2 HIERHIK

SRR EAER A RBRIE D b PO L D B STV B, Eim. &

DEIICHEERBRBEO LRRBBEEINTOENIZOWVWTEVWYEHD, T
o0—F 5T, BELHL, 77 —F 4 L bERAINIEYER DR
WA, BEMEY 27 ORIBICBWT, [ToHmEICARD ETANRKREV,
Tra—F 4, FoMBEE T omBBOELDITRFELVA, W
DEPFBICEB N T HIEMBGRFEEIRETERNI LB H D), TDY
BITid, BORZEENBTFET D LW MARHNIE, BRRR L £k
T& 5,

—HOPIT. RRRERRER DT 7 1 —F R EECEA TS
ZEERLTEY, RBREHRETZOBMNCHL D Bl e By EiiT
X5, DIICRLETFu—FiE, HETH—HITH- T, RBRENM
FIRBIEELRET I 2L L TE, LT LLEABBRRENT T u—

23




FDH) BO—DNIEET HLET 2N,

2b

TFO—F 4 TR, TTRF 305 LU bRERKARORER L Y HL
CBoTVBM, EOBMAIZONTHE L TV EEE R,

FTra—F 4 13, WTNROEREICBWTY, B 1.5 b5 T
HIEUER L E B ORERYE (MTD, MFD, 50 S0 ZE L IIRR &)
ISR WME— DT Fa—FTh b,

FFa—F 4 Tt I S UIER U - EHORR TOBARS, & b
TTFRENZBRBROEMEEALRIIRESNTND, LSBT, W
NOBMREIZE N THE LSEHCHE I W AEARITEH ShR,
IhiRT e —F 35 LXRBITH Y, T e —F 3 TIIWEYRE T,
¥, 77R—F 5 TIIFomEICB W T, EENREREORTEEYE
BEREND, ZOFENEHARORERELZEMT 5 LIZL-T,
77u—F 3RS T, & FTEBRTAML LW EET REE T
AR R DD, |

7 70— F 4T TR OBIEICEC b REOKES B E AR
BERESNTVAZ EMG, b hTAL TR H S BELFAETE
RN EbHAY, TOHBEIE, BRTOE=F Y 7 E21TH LT
At~ xREREERT S0 L RoTWRNE b, BREEED
FRELYEECRETRETHA I HIZE, DTALOETOE
FOFZOV0), 1BV THEEDRE NS, BEAREE
O LR, B AR LB b1 5 NOAELTORER, i,
BEEZ RS BRI EBIT DNOAEL GRIE: 2 Cidmkm AR L

24




%) ORBEEOINOWTRMENIIICESWTHREIND, ZD%

B, T —FATORKEREED LIRIT, MEME TEEIBD LR
MDoler—ALDLEBRETDIENTESE, 70 —F4HIBIT D
KEEEOLRIX, ZUREHIZESEEIIE, 77 —F5STORK
REBOLBLAFETHD, 7R —F4IBN T, MEYWETHERIR
BHEWRENTZHAITE, FISHTHEIh W2 EERBRORS A E
OBEGELZWEMFEL BICH-LTEY ., EmRRAEX, 5 1HERRO
twumw6hé%ﬁmﬁuxﬁ?txxybmgdmf\ﬁ%f@

MTDEWRIT B Z & B TE B,

2¢

ﬁﬁﬁ#%ﬂt%@m(Wiﬁ\77u~%3&0$\%%T®%ﬁ%§ﬁ
B (NOAEL XiZ NOAEL ® 172 MZ&FE) DORENEH L I13HER 2 Bh 27
Loy, B, BE TR, (1) BHEAESTRS, U, €=
— X BEAIC, NOAEL ORERL B CHREMRLHET S 2 LR

BNTHEY., 2) EUENEE T, 1o, T=F—TERWEAICIE, —&iZ,

NOAEL @ 1/10 ORZBEP RSBRMAEDO LRE SN TV D,

ICH M3(R2) % 1.5 808 5 i TR I TV AIERERN 2 M BRIC
T, HBEFRRBRICOVTOEENBESND Z &b, RUIERRAEER
RRCBIT A RRBRERIT, EENRE TR LB LT, KVRL
CHIBENTWS, BlZiE, T7u—F 3 [CBW\Tid, HEHsh 5 2
B ORRTIZARL , IEERRER EEERB AR I TR, T
SEHEDRBRIT, ERICILHIRRE & L COMBST Th-> T, NOAEL
ERETHEOOBYEEAREDEY 3LETLTEILENTED (X
1 RO7 7 a—F 5 25H), NOAEL OIRHLE 72 2N EE TRE
=F—TEBOTHIE, BREFRZHERIT, NOAEL TORBZED 12
ETORHFAESN, —F., £ TRVEBAICIE, FEHIREEORHRICE
ST, BYRRBHLARTET DI EBRETHAS D,

25




B

PIABRRAERAR TORAERBERL RS T DRI, 770 —F 3 AT
SIZBVT, MFD & MTD & ERRICHR 2 BB ZFA L TV iz/iZ &z, Wi
OB TH MFD TEMEABIEIN2WEEIZE, 77 e —F 4 OWE)
PHETRENL LNRVWEE LRk (Thbb, RRREED LREZ&&H
%f@%ﬁ@urﬁuﬁ<vm)K&ﬁ&%?w&w#Q

EHRBROEAAEL LT MFD BAVORERICE, JVRVHAE
RRBIZOVTHRETT A Z N TERY, BEMAEL LT MFD AW
THEMBBBNRVOTHRIE, RFECEESRESNRVEE (3
bbb, [RAEN NOAEL) & AR TH 0, KK ZTE &% NOAEL (FR
B ZZTIEMFD) TO AUC D 12 £TETHIENTED (B 1S5
HiR O QA 1. BHERIRO-DORME) OEE 9 2 B1), FHIE
FOBERRBO 227 FOT CHEREBRAREZITTHLDICD,
EEAEN MFD Tho THBABRBED LREZESHETORED
110 45082, —F, T7r—F 4 I8\ TEERFEE Shi
WIBEITIE. KV EVWARTEMRBREERL, EYOHET R T 74
NEBHLMIT DT ERAREEBZ bR ZEMb, Xk ERE
ROBENHEEIND,

ICH M3(R2) Tl BRI RBR AR SN REARE BARER)
DRIV TEIE LTV 308, 725 | R B R TOR
HHROREICIHIEE A LR LTV, M0/ 1 BRI TR
BlIZoW T, BHEZEAOBERE (ICHM3(R2) % 3) TRINTW AR
SV CRIET B = L I ETRE A,

%%%ﬁﬁ@ﬂy#~9ﬁumhﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁj%?ﬁénfwé¥$%
RSB 22 LTV O THIUEL EERN R Y A7 TR A A M (f
2, TROBEEOHEDE =4 — D%, BICKREOERBME, B
RERTOEEMRMAR Y, ICH M3R2) B 6 IR OEIWDO N A X A%B
BR) ICESWT, BEREOSE I BRBRICRBT 2EREBKHAEZRET
HIEMNTED, ZOFECLE, BEE, RYIERORAER TH
BN O LD bECEKARNTIEL 25 Ths 5, L LR,
BIMRAROREHEAEL LVEIEEL TS KV (Flzid, REE

26




RO T 7o —F TR ENZRANZESNT),

NAFT 2 ) v V=S HEEMCONT, EHIERR
EE 72 BRI DOV TR L TV a2 & T2y,

KRR ZIT O HEa 0

BUBEROBERRROT 70 —Fi3, A 472 ) v P—SREERC
SNTHERT DI ENTED, "M AT 7 ) uP— S RERRISEK
PR TFHEEER (T, RTF R, RYRXTF R, JARE 7R
) I R—FAEE) LTS, AL FF 2 ) u O SRERLD
EHERMIEIRRBRO T 1 LT OO DI L E R BRI
WTHE, ICHS6(R1) TRENTWAZDRFGRMEEZZRTRETHD, 2
HUCHL, REYR. B0t b TORERMEO TR, EMIoT 53
TEREFIC & > CRREBIREMEN RS 5 FREN R E 2 H 5, ICH
S6(R1) Tit, EHMERMERRBR T 7 0 —FIZ- OV T, EEIRHHE R
LERTD I EEHELTVS, |

WIZIE, B 7 a—FNHED X D a4 T 7 /e U—SREERIT,
FoBEIZB O TERERE RNV ENHY ., ZO LI RBAITE,
—OEN RN LTHE NEREEBERBICA ST En b,
SHWHETOEERR LT > HETOMIABRICL > TERERD LN
L7 7u—FS5ORIBRFELEMT DI LT TERWTHA D, £,
NAFT 7 7 n U= IEMERLOBEN L EERRIZ VT, @B, &
&L, MTD ¥ MFD (ZI bR E VKL 2V THNIE) IR E

| TR B (Thabb, RKERZEED 10 £5) ORFICESNT

BESRTVNS, LER-T, 778 —F 4 THRSh TV S &R R,
SAFTF 7 ) r O AEER CEENICHR S5 b 0O L ZE7R |

27




EiLAau,

100 ug L TFTOHEZ V2 BMIEERVERRARDO Y 70 —F0 1 RO 21Tk
WT, BAKREGETERBPEMOREREORE 2 AREHE (mgm®) TITH>D
Ik LT, BARINIE S CIEE (mgkg) [CES<BHABBL TV RE
Vo

BESNIEMPBETHHZ LE2EERT D L. BIRNEEIZBWT,
FEHRE (mgkg) (KESWTHREENSD NOAEL @ 1/100 D&, U
AZEBOE»D S, FORBEERT e —F LipoTWD, BAKRS
RO\, BRNBE LR T, KVEERR -V T T 77—
ERVWAHZENBEEYEBZ LI, vA 7 v R—XRBRTOMEHLDORE
iE. BRI S TIIAERE (mgke) . B ARES TIMEREEBRE
(mgn®) BB BRG, EORETIL, BN CRINA R 5 T

HERE L, Lo T, #iRAEES TRV LD HEHRE (mgke) T

<, LV EERGREERR (ngm?) BHAVLRD,

HA XL ATIET 70 —F 1O TUTO L IIZBRENT WS,

wF%&@i@mmguf(&ﬁﬁﬁmﬁ@tb)WO\%&Q%M%%ﬁ
BD 1/100 LT R OENED 1/100 LT -FRRNER S ClikERE, Boks
TR ERRE) | |

Flo, —F T, UTOIIICEBRENATWS,

b) 1178 GBE. T o) 10381 5 IR MR 5B IRB (W ¢ RUd
PBI), BERKIL, Fr U aRiT 4 s A& TPEBERK L T30,
1 B\ EIRPIR 5o e A BRI D 1000 £ (BRAIIR S TILAE
W SO E CRRERRE) 15 ENTES)

BIZ BT A NOAEL @ 1/100 13K HE A HIRT 2 KED—DOTH 5,
R DWZ DWW, AERICESWEER & ORZEIL TR, w1701
R—X7 7Fa—FOb0OEmRR CORMAEIZOVWTERLELDT
H5b,

28




ST L& NOAEL O 100 £, 3Ud 1000 O WFh L $ & B LM Sz

-1/\0

AN N 1Y == F =3

RO SUFFRARNAR S T TR IZR B0 T & 2R S T2,

(PET)

hL—H—lZo T, TFa—F | B2 Tit.

R CO~A 7 n F—ARBR % £ 42 DI LHE R IEREREFMRERIT,
ZORBED RIS TEE SN2 DTHIUL, 2FBRFENELC TN
BHILEIRTIDIZ, TK OFFEEITI>NETHD, LaL, PET b
—h—IC ko TIE, BRTOMEEMED THETHY . 20L& RHA
TR TK 707 7 A Ve 5D 2 EITAHETIHR N TH S 5,

FHRRIERRRBRIC BT, BB LR DHE - A, BETRECRED
FI (CMC : Chemistry, Manufacturing and Control) (Z- DV TEB L TuWe /e
ER AN

ICH M3(R2) Tid, RHIRROBERABR CHLEL D CMCIZOWTEK
Lfm&woﬁﬂ%%m5®%§%%@®ﬁ4ﬁyz%%%éhtwo

BRIFIE R R AR D & 2 AU OFHE (1 21%, WEIEIEAAR (SAR :
Structure-Activity Relationship) & 2 W \IEERO EM) (37 EEZEOBEK AR
EFIT B 12 DITHED,

HBRHEIL CMC OBLENOEN R LD LT RETHD, T u—F 1
EQr2 (vA 27 n R—X3E) T, B RMiP D SAR LBEEE
HRBRIIHEE SN TVARY, JVEVRAETEYRE SN Ao RiG
REFEFRRIRO T 7 0 —F DN T, FIFFTRE AR 28 RIFHER A4 1
FBAL LA RETHB,

29




7. fptE

H M

B [E]p28

(=]

la

BIED 4 TS TRRRAEBIERRCO [+ IREN 1KoV T
B LTV R, RIS T B < & b | R TR
BEND D E R EWT DO, EFREN | T2 >0 HERRTLIED
A A b5 Th B 10,

THABIZ OV T, RRARIE /IR ARERER & [F AR EE
xRN DNETHD (ICHS5R2) 2R),

1b

BED 4 XPTIEE N Y- EETL 6 COBEM] & LTW5D, it
FIETH1EHEY 6 MOFEMALEE WD Z L,

D TR, HRMEIM CREROSTHREDND ZEbH D, B

DTRSNBMBORN | RS0 BIK 6 JEL 725 X5 IC LTHREE
BHAG L. ATE L7 208 Tl 5,

2a

BMEO B RS LT BEEMICONT, B ML RR A BRI, £
Fr. BEMROREIM ARSI ~AT L2\ T & AR T & LB,

ICH M3 (R2) Tit, BHEORIHERTEDEREMLDOME, e RF LR
BIZIZER LTV, BEOLEZEB L T2ERROKEJRILRERE
PERBIZ SV T, A OFFIE L TEETRETH D,

2b

TSR D Y A7 BEHME SN D £ T, BIED ORI B CRIT %

1T ~&

ATERORAIH TS Y A2 oV TERTE 5L 512725 % T8,
B CORIETES SN D,

300




8. SEBMHR

i) » [E]%

|| BaSHBBEORBICHAT 570, GBI R R HERRE1T 5 | S 72 BIERBR O BKH /271 L1220 T, ICH M3(R2)
& OSBRI OV THE LT R 0, - | oEAEEATHD, LnL, —IC, Z0X 3 ARBROMEIL. do
| FREBHCEET S BER. RO 5 RB bE b I
STHREDLTHA D, RROTFTFA U RUHBIL, £0EES ﬁ%'
1% BRI Y I OB ERI B L RIET TP T
%%#K?é%@@ﬁ<f@&6&m

B OEREZH O T /20ic, @EOERGEERRS, B4 s
IR STV B HAERTR AR OBMRBICRERIELZ A AN D
ZEIZEoT, BMRShIBEOMELTMTE2H8LH 5,

2 2@®@%%ﬁ“tﬁ%@%mﬁ%ﬁk@é%é%%ﬁﬂ?é%%ﬁ%% ﬁk@?~5ﬁﬁm%é(?kb%\¢ﬁ®&®ﬁﬁﬂXﬁ\%ﬁﬂﬁ

o WAL AT, THHEBYTORMERBRA LIRS EL, W, EY)e LTEZ OBSFEERHY . 1| BOBMTEIT TIEE DRSOV TE
| MOBWRETHLTHLEEZLI, HETHNIZT WEHEZHAVD Z L | ICHLTERWEEZRWT, 2 B2 AW FImERRPHE S
BEELV LEaNTWD, BOBMELZMNCS 2 HERORBROERABE | 52 L1320V THS D, BIZ, FRESEWEY LV OIHEBR, 1 O
MICHS L EZ DNAEFIDL T ONTTFORART S LIFRETH S5 | SERBICIV TR b%ﬂtﬂiﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ?éﬁm XL, ATENZ R
2, W, AEAREE ERLRVWEIIOWTR L TWeZ&E T2, TRRENEEME L IETFHL S 2EMCONT, EbICE0RBLR
FT2BMT, 2EE OB E AW IZhERR 2 Ei 3 2 LEITR,

31




INROBOE OB EATRLECTH BN SN LTV &R0, A | —]&iC, f:ki‘é’;%‘%ﬁ:%&ﬁﬁi)\?ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ@ LTWRWES, A
DT — P& IRWEEIZ, NREFRTO PK RBREERT 220 0NES | HBRE COT —FX0F O EMERI L 72 2IEMRT —2 (2 1) VRO
WRBRITME 2, ET2, 2B OBWITLER D, o %%ﬁﬁ@%ifﬁﬁﬂ%ﬂ%f&%ﬁbwHMmm)szﬁmﬁﬁ
BEGRRIR) TIE, A TORRBRMER S/ NR O BB ST L T Eiti
Eh., &b, ShEEYERCZEERRIVNEEM TOEH O PK &
BxEMT 50 EETIIANEEX BNABED, —RiHEEY
ALTWD, L, BATOT—2R32<, ERHP/NEIBEOLZ
gl LTI DD THIIL/DRD PK B % E T 572901213 2
| BICRBT DHEBMRBROE/RDED TH A 9,

32




TABLE OF CONTENTS

e B ol o A o

LIMIT DOSE FOR TOXICITY STUDIES ...c.icvtuutumuiiiceionteessenssiessisriemssasiessssissersssssersssssssssessns 1
METABOLITES.......ourvenrveenene. et er et et e se et et Rt s et bee st R s e n et R A e 5
REVERSIBILITY OF TOXICITY «.vervennvvoievseseseseseressssmssosssssssssssnsssessssssssssessssessssssassssmssssssssssossans 9
COMBINATION DRUG TOXICITY TESTING cernvervveremsesessasessssssessesssensessssssmsssnssssssssssssssssssessss 11
SAFETY PHARMACOLOGY «.eevevreereenereseeesssemsesseresssssssessessssssssssosssssssnessssssssssssssassssesssssssssssssses 16
EXPLORATORY CLINICAL TRIALS ...covverneessrenseenne et e essaaE RS RsaeAsAe R 17
REPRODUCTIVE TOXICITY «.vvenveevenneveeresesseaseesssssseseessssssssasessssssssessaessssssssosssassssssssssssassssasesses 23
JUVENILE ANIMAL STUDIES. ...veoveunereeresessseesssesssssssssenssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssessssssssns 24

Last Update : 5 March 2012
M3(R2) Q&As (R2)




Last Update : 5 March 2012
M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

M3(R2) Questions and Answers

1. LIMIT DOSE FOR TOXICITY STUDIES
Date of | Questions Answers
Approval -
1 June | Can you provide a definition of a 50-fold clinical | Generally, the exposure margins should be calculated using the
2011 | exposure margin in terms of how it is calculated and | group/cohort mean Area Under the Curve (AUC) values for animals

whether it relates to the intended therapeutic clinical
exposure or the maximum exposure achieved in Phase |
trials? :

at the highest dose tested and for humans at the anticipated
therapeutic exposure. In some special cases, based on prior
knowledge of the compound class, exposure limits based on Cmax
might also be appropriate (e.g., if it is suspected that the drug could
cause seizures).

Using the 50-fold approach, the high dose in the toxicity studies
should be selected to produce a 50-fold exposure margin over the
anticipated clinical exposure at the highest dose proposed for phase
IT and III studies; see exception for phase III trials in the United
States (Section 1.5 of ICH M3(R2)) and answers to Question 2 and
Question 3. For phase I clinical trials it is recognized that the
therapeutic exposure generally will be exceeded and smaller
margins are appropriate (for example, see answers to Question 2
and Question 3).
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June

2011

When using the 50-fold exposure approach and there are
no adverse findings in the rodent and non-rodent toxicity
studies, if the clinical dose is escalated up to the agreed
limit (Y50t of the exposure achieved at the top dose in
animal studies) and there are no adverse findings in
humans, is it possible to escalate the clinical dose
further?

~

In this situation, if the clinical dose is escalated to Ysoth of the
maximum exposure in the animal studies and no treatment-related
adverse effects are noted in volunteers/patients, for short-term
clinical studies (e.g., 14 days duration) the clinical dose could be
cautiously further escalated up to Yo of the maximum exposure in
the animal studies, or to a dose that produces adverse effects in
humans, whichever occurs first. This is reasonable because
exploratory trials Approach 4 (not intended to evaluate an
Maximum Tolerated Dose (MTD)) supports dosing for 14 days up to
Yiotn the No Observed Adverse Effect Level (NOAEL) exposure with
the same First-In-Human enabling toxicity studies.

June
2011

When toxicity study doses were selected by using the 50-
fold exposure approach and there are adverse findings in
at least one of the toxicity studies, but the findings are
not- dose-limiting, what is the limitation for clinical
exposure?

Doses might be escalated in the clinical studies based on the
NOAEL for the adverse findings identified in the toxicity studies.
The clinical doses should not be limited by the 50-fold margin in this
case but should be based on standard risk assessment approaches
(e.g., whether the findings are reversible and/or monitorable, the
severity of the indication, adverse effects in clinical studies, etc.).
Note the exception for phase III trials in the United States (Section
1.5 of ICH M3(R2)). : ‘

June
2011

Does the 50-fold exposure limit only apply to small
molecules?

Yes, the 50-fold margin of exposure limit dose applies to small
molecules only. As stated in the scope section of ICH M3(R2), this
Guideline only applies to biologics with regard to timing of
nonclinical studies relative to clinical development. High dose
selection for nonclinical studies of biologics is different from that for
small molecules (see ICH S6(R1)).




Last Update : 5 March 2012
M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

June
2011

When making a Maximum Feasible Dose (MFD)
argument, to what lengths should the sponsor go to
justify the MFD? '

The MFD should be a dose that attempts to maximize exposure in
toxicity studies, rather than maximize the administered dose.
However, formulation volumes that can be administered should be
based on anatomical and physiological attributes of the test species
and properties of the formulation, and can impact the MFD. In

‘addition, the chemical and physical stability of the formulation are

important criteria for suitability for use in toxicity studies and could
limit the selection of vehicles for determining the MFD. Solubility
limits can restrict the dose for some routes, such as intravenous.
Solubility limits are not usually considered sufficient to justify the.
MFD for some other routes of administration, such as inhalation or
oral. The characteristics of multiple formulations of the test article,
with a range of properties (e.g., aqueous and non-aqueous and
various viscosities), should be investigated prior to dosing in
animals. The most promising formulations (generally three) should
be evaluated in animals to determine that which produces maximal
exposure. The vehicles used should be well characterized in the
scientific " literature or selected based on experience (sponsor or
regulatory agency information) to provide confidence that they will
not cause significant toxicity under conditions of use.

June
2011

What if dose-limiting toxicity is not identified in any
species and there is only one nonclinical toxicity study in
each species before the Phase III study (re: Phase III
recommendation for the United States)?

The guidelines for high dose selection for general toxicity studies
apply irrespective of the length or complexity of the drug
development paradigm. In accord with the recommendation to |
support phase III studies in the United States (see Section 1.5 of
ICH M3(R2)), an assessment of doses up to an MTD, MFD or limit
dose should be conducted in an attempt to identify toxicity.
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June
2011

Does the guidance on high dose selection and the 50-fold
margin of clinical AUC, apply to routes other than oral
(e.g., dermal, inhalation)?

For any drug intended to provide systemic exposure (including
transdermal) the 50-fold approach is considered appropriate. For
topical drugs intended to produce local effects, the high dose in
topical toxicity studies should generally be based on the MFD or
MTD and might not achieve high local concentrations or high
systemic exposures compared to those achieved clinically. In this
case, a 50-fold systemic margin is not relevant.

For inhaled drugs with intended systemic action, the high dose in
an inhalation toxicity study could be one that produces an AUC
value of greater than or equal to 50-fold the clinical systemic
exposure and a 10-fold margin over the calculated deposited lung
dose. For inhaled drugs that are designed to work locally in the
lung, the high dose could be one that achieved a calculated
deposited lung dose of 50 times the calculated clinical deposited
lung dose and produced a 10-fold margin over the AUC achieved in
humans at the clinical dose.

June
2011

Does the 50-fold margin apply to juvenile animal
studies? Can the 50-fold margin be used to select the
top dose for reproductive toxicity studies?

Similar principles of reliance on exposure margins to limit the top
dose should be applicable to some other types of toxicity testing,
such as juvenile animal toxicity studies where toxicity is not
anticipated. Use of a 50-fold margin for top doses in reproductive
toxicity studies has not been addressed; however, current ICH
guidance states that minimal toxicity is expected to be induced in
the high-dose dams although other factors can also limit the dose
(see ICH S5(R2)).

March
2012

What exposure limits should be applied for clinical
development studies when the top dose for the
nonclinical studies is the limit dose such as 1000 mg/kg

“or 2000 mg/kg described in Section 1.5 or an MFD and

no toxicity is observed at this dose?

The clinical dose could be conservatively escalated up to one that
produced a plasma AUC exposure of % that seen in the animal
species that gives the lowest exposure at the limit dose or MFD. If
there are no adverse effects in humans at this clinical exposure,
further careful escalation might be justified based on risk/benefit
considerations.
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2. METABOLITES
Date of | Questions Answers
Approval
1 June | What does "significantly greater" mean in "Nonclinical | The term "significantly greater" is not meant to imply a statistically
2011 | characterization of a human metabolite(s) is only | greater level. Differences of > 2 fold in (mean) AUC are generally
warranted when that metabolite(s) is observed at | considered meaningful in toxicokinetic evaluations. Thus,
exposures greater than 10% of total drug-related | characterization of metabolite toxicity would generally be
exposure and at significantly greater levels in humans | considered adequate when animal exposure is at least 50% the
than the maximum exposure seen in the toxicity | exposure seen in humans. In some cases, for example when a
studies."? metabolite composes the majority of the total human exposure, it is
appropriate for exposure to the metabolite in animals to exceed that
in humans (see also Question 12). In this latter case it is important
to achieve a higher exposure to the metabolite in animals because
this metabolite constitutes the bulk of human exposure.
2 June | What is the definition and calculation method of 10%? The 10% threshold refers to when a human metabolite comprises
2011 : ‘ greater than 10% of the measured total exposure to drug and
‘metabolites, usually based on group mean AUC (e.g., AUC o.inf).
3 June | When characterization of metabolite toxicity 1is | It is important to have adequate exposure to the metabolite in one
2011 | warranted, in what type(s) of in vivo nonclinical studies | species used in the general toxicity evaluation, one species used in a
is it important that adequate systemic exposure to a | carcinogenicity study when carcinogenicity evaluation is warranted
metabolite be achieved? ‘ (or one species used in an in vivo micronucleus study when
carcinogenicity evaluation is not warranted), and one species used
in an embryo-fetal development study.
4 | June | Are in vitro genotoxicity studies recommended for | This topic is outside the scope of ICH M3(R2).
2011 | metabolites? ~ :
When genotoxicity assessment is warranted for a
metabolite, is Quantitative Structure-Activity
Relationship (QSAR) assessment sufficient or should
genotoxicity studies be conducted?
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June
2011

Is the metabolite exposure data provided from the single
dose radiolabeled human Absorption, Distribution,
Metabolism, and Excretion (ADME) study sufficient for
comparison to the exposures observed in animal toxicity
studies without evaluation of steady state levels which
can not be done with radiolabel clinically?

An evaluation of whether a metabolite is 10% of the total drug-
related exposure can be based on single dose data in humans. It is
not generally feasible to measure AUC of all metabolites by non-
radiolabeled methods, particularly for those drugs that have many
metabolites. In such cases, a single dose. radiolabeled study
provides a reasonable estimate of human total drug-related
exposure and is an adequate basis for calculating whether a
metabolite exceeds 10%. (A metabolite can not be more than 10% of
the total drug-related material if non-radiolabeled methods indicate
that a metabolite is less than 10% of the parent or of any drug-
related component(s). For example, P+Mi+Ma+...Mn = total; if M1 is
less than 10% of P or M is less than 10% of any M then M: is less
than 10% of the total: In this case, no further assessment of that
metabolite is warranted.)

If during development exposure data normally collected from
multiple dose human studies indicate that steady state levels of a
metabolite exceed 10%, then additional nonclinical evaluation of the
metabolite should be considered.

Generally, exposure data from nonclinical studies and single dose
clinical studies can be compared to determine if further metabolite
toxicity characterization is warranted. For those metabolites that
have been determined to exceed 10% of drug-related material in
humans only after repeated dosing, steady state levels (clinical and
nonclinical) should be used to assess the adequacy of the exposure
margins. ‘
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June
2011

The guidance says: "Nonclinical characterization of a
human metabolite(s) .is only warranted when that
metabolite(s) is observed at exposures greater than 10%
of total drug-related exposure and at significantly greater
levels in humans than the maximum exposure seen in
the toxicity studies."

When a human metabolite exposure is compared to the
maximum exposure of that metabolite in toxicity studies,
should it always be to the highest exposure achieved in
the animal studies or is it more appropriate in some cases
to use the exposure at the NOAEL, NOEL, or MTD?

Because the parent drug and metabolites contribute to the target
organ toxicity profile observed in animals at the MTD, the exposure
comparisons across species should be conducted at the MTD in the |
animal compared to the maximum exposure in humans at the
therapeutic dose, assuming the toxicity of concern can be adequately
monitored in humans and does not pose an unacceptable risk. If the
toxicity at the MTD is not monitorable in humans or poses an
unacceptable risk, then the exposure comparison should be
conducted at the NOAEL for the toxicity of concern.

June
2011

When in development should data on nonclinical
metabolites be available?

As described in Section 3, Paragraph 1 of ICH M3(R2), in vitro
metabolism data for animals and humans should be evaluated

| before initiating human clinical trials. Data on in vivo metabolism

in test species and humans should be available before exposing
large numbers of human subjects or treating for long duration
(generally before Phase III). ’

June
2011

Clarification is sought on metabolites that may not be of
toxicological concern. What is meant by “most” in the
phrase “most glutathione conjugates”? Would acyl-
glucuronides that can undergo chemical rearrangement
be an example of a concern? What do we do about
chemically reactive metabolites?

Although there are relatively rare exceptions, most glutathione
conjugates are formed by conjugation with reactive metabolites to
form excretory metabolites that are not of toxicological concern.
Most glucuronides are not of concern, except those that undergo
chemical rearrangement (e.g., reactive acyl glucuronides). Highly
chemically reactive metabolites, while of toxicologic concern, do not
generally accumulate in plasma due to their short half-life.
Generally, it is not feasible to test highly reactive metabolites
independently because of their instability, but they are assumed to
contribute to the overall nonclinical toxicity of the drug.
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June
2011

Should safety pharmacology studies be conducted for
metabolites that warrant nonclinical characterization?

Clinical studies assessing safety pharmacology endpoints are
generally conducted during Phase I. These endpoints will have
already been assessed in humans before a full characterization of
the metabolites is conducted. Therefore, nonclinical safety
pharmacology studies are generally not warranted for the
characterization of metabolites. However, if a safety pharmacology
signal is seen in humans that was not predicted by nonclinical
studies with the parent then additional safety pharmacology studies
of these human metabolites can be considered to better understand
the mechanism (see ICH S7A and B).

10

June
2011

What does “in vitro biochemical information” mean in
Section 3, Paragraph 1 of ICH M3(R2)?

In vitro biochemical information includes standard in vitro
metabolic evaluation (e.g., CYP inhibition, PXR activation assays,
etc.). It can include studies with hepatic microsomes/hepatocytes or
studies on potential interactions via drug transporters.

11

June
2011

‘What should be the design of nonclinical studies for

metabolites (species, duration, study type, etc.)?

This level of detail is generally out of scope for ICH M3(R2); study
design should be considered on a case-by-case basis using scientific
judgment in consultation with regulatory agencies. Also see
answers to other Questions (e.g., Questions 3 and 9).

12

June
2011

Does the guidance on metabolites in ICH M3(R2) apply to
a prodrug (i.e., when a metabolite provides most of the
pharmacologic activity)?

The guidance does not specifically address prodrugs. If the animal
species converts the prodrug to the active metabolite similarly to
humans, then a standard testing approach as recommended in ICH
M3(R2) can be used. If the active metabolite is not adequately
produced in the animal species, then the target molecule for
toxicologic evaluation is the active metabolite and therefore
additional testing beyond that recommended for metabolites can be
appropriate.  Timing of the nonclinical testing of the active
metabolite in this case should follow the general timelines as
outlined in ICH M3(R2) rather than the timing indicated - for
metabolite testing in Section 3. '
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3. REVERSIBILITY OF TOXICITY

Date of | Questions Answers
Approval
1 | June | When is assessment of reversibility considered to be ICH M3(R2) states the following in Section 1.4, General Principles:
2011 | appropriate and is it important to demonstrate full - | “The goals of the nonclinical safety evaluation generally include a
reversibility or is it sufficient to demonstrate the characterization of toxic effects with respect to target organs, dose
potential for full reversibility? dependence, relationship to exposure, and, when appropriate,

potential reversibility.”

Evaluation of the potential for reversibility of toxicity (i.e., return to
the original or normal condition) should be provided when there is
severe toxicity in a nonclinical study with potential adverse clinical

impact. The evaluation can be based on a study of reversibility or
on a scientific assessment. ‘

The scientific assessment of reversibility can include the extent and
severity of the pathologic lesion, the regenerative capacity of the
organ system showing the effect and knowledge of other drugs
causing the effect. Thus, recovery arms or studies are not always
critical to conclude whether an adverse effect is reversible. The
| demonstration of full reversibility is not considered essential. A
trend towards reversibility (decrease in incidence or severity), and
scientific assessment that this would eventually progress to full
reversibility, are generally sufficient. If full reversibility is not
anticipated, this should be considered in the clinical risk
assessment.

A toxicity study that includes a terminal non-dosing period is
generally warranted if a scientific assessment cannot predict
whether the toxicity will be reversible and if:

1. there is severe toxicity at clinically relevant exposures (e.g.,
<10-fold the clinical exposure); or

2. the toxicity is only detectable at an advanced stage of the
pathophysiology in humans and where significant reduction in
organ function is expected. (The assessment of reversibility in
this case should be considered even at >10-fold exposure

9
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Date of
Approval

Questions

Answers

multiples.)

A toxicity study that includes a terminal non-dosing period is
generally not warranted when the toxicity:

3. can be readily monitored in humans at an early stage before the
toxicity becomes severe; or

4. is known to be irrelevant to humans (e.g., rodent Harderian
gland toxicity); or

5. is only observed at high exposures not considered clinically
relevant (see 2 above for exception); or

6. is similar to that induced by related agents, and the toxicity
based on prior clinical experience with these related agents is
considered a manageable risk.

If a study of reversibility is called for, it should be available to
support clinical studies of a duration similar to those at which the
adverse effects were seen nonclinically. However, a reversibility
study is generally not warranted to support clinical trials of a
duration equivalent to that at which the adverse effect was not
observed nonclinically.

If a particular lesion is demonstrated to be reversible in a short
duration (e.g., 2 weeks or 1 month) study, and does not progress in
severity in longer term studies, repeating the reversibility
assessment in longer term toxicity studies is generally not
warranted. :

If a reversibility study is warranted it is efficient to conduct it as
part of a chronic study so that all toxicities of concern can be
assessed in a single study provided that it is not critical to conduct
it earlier to support a specific clinical trial.

10
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4. COMBINATION DRUG TOXICITY TESTING
Date of Questions Answers
Approval

1 |December| If two (or more) late stage entities are combined but | If there has been previous clinical experience with the two entities
2011 for one of them the human dosage/exposure will be | used together, a combination toxicity study would generally not be
higher than that already approved, is it important to | recommended for an increase in dose/exposure of one of the entities
conduct a combination toxicity study or are the | unless this gave cause for significant toxicological concern. The
existing nonclinical data and clinical experience with | level of concern would depend on the new exposure margins, the
the lower dose considered adequate to address the | established safety profile of the individual agents, the degree of
nonclinical assessment ? experience with the co-administration and the ability to monitor
any potential adverse effects in humans. If the increase in
dose/exposure does cause concern, and a study is conducted to:
address that concern, then it should generally be completed before
carrying out clinical studies with the combination. If there is no
clinical experience with the entities used together, see paragraph 4

of Section 17 of ICH M3(R2).
2 |December| Section 17 states: “If nonclinical embryo-fetal studies | Statements made in ICH Guidelines represent an agreed position
2011 have indicated that neither agent poses a potential | across the participating bodies and reflect each regulatory body’s

human developmental risk, combination studies are
not recommended unless concerns exist, based on the
properties of individual components, that their
combination could give rise to a hazard for humans.”
While this statement is in line with EMA guidance it
contradicts FDA guidance which states “Embryo-fetal
development studies of the combination should be
conducted unless the marketed drug substance or the
New Molecular Entity (NME) is already known to
have significant risk for developmental toxicity (e.g.,
the marketed drug has been assigned a pregnancy
category “D” or “X”). Please provide clarity regarding
the precedence of ICH guidance over regional
guidances in those areas where such differences
occur.

current recommendations on a given topic.

11
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Date of Questions Answers
Approval :
3 |December| The current guidance states that combinations of late | This section of the guidance was not intended to only apply to
2011 stage products for which there is adequate clinical | marketed products. Adequate clinical experience is defined in ICH

experience of co-administration, combination toxicity
studies are generally not recommended unless there
is a significant toxicologic concern. In this context,
what is considered “adequate clinical experience with
co-administration”?  Specifically, how do you get
“adequate” clinical experience with the combination
without having done combination toxicity testing?
This guidance seems only to apply to marketed
products that have been used together. Was that the
intent?

M3(R2) as data from Phase III clinical studies and/or postmarketing
use. Adequate clinical experience can be the result of common
clinical practice with drug combinations.

Co-administration of two or more late stage entities is a common
practice in many therapeutic areas of clinical development where
add-on therapy to the standard of care or combination therapy is

‘common, such as with hypertension, diabetes, HIV, hepatitis C, and

cancer.

4 |December

2011

For non-fixed-dose combinations, where one of the
agents is a member of a class containing multiple
approved products, should each member of the class
be tested in a combination toxicity study?

Generally, combination toxicity studies are recommended when
there is an intent to combine (co-package or administer in a single
dosage form) specific drugs, or where the product information of one
drug recommends co-use with another specified drug. There is no
recommendation for combination toxicity testing in the guidance for
the situation described in this question. When there is a specific
cause for concern with an agent, combination toxicity testing should
be done with the agent. When there is a class-related cause for
concern, a combination toxicity study with a representative agent in
the class could be informative (see also answer to Question 3). A
rationale should be provided for the agent selected for testing.

5 [December

2011

How are dosage, duration and endpoint of a
combination toxicity study selected?

ICH M3(R2) is intended primarily to address the timing and
duration of nonclinical studies relative to clinical development.
Provided a nonclinical combination toxicity study is warranted to
support the combination clinical trial, the duration of the study
should be equivalent to that of the clinical trial it is intended to
support, up to a maximum of 90 days (which would also support
marketing). A combination study of shorter duration can be used to
support marketing, depending on the duration of clinical use. A

12
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Questions

Answers

combination toxicity study intended to address a particular cause
for toxicological concern, based on the experience with the
individual agents, should be of a duration that is appropriate to-
address the concern.

The combination toxicity study should incorporate end-points to
evaluate additive and synergistic effects for known toxicities that
might be predicted from what is known of the pharmacological,
toxicological and pharmacokinetics (PK) profiles of the individual
entities, as well as the available clinical data, and standard end-
points typically used in a general toxicity study. Detailed discussion
of experimental design (i.e., choice of species, dose and dosing
frequency justifications, etc.) is outside the scope of this guidance.
However, dosages should be appropriate to address any identified
cause for concern or to provide exposure margins that are clinically
relevant (e.g., when conducting a study with two early stage
agents). '

December
2011

When there is a cause for concern for multiple entities
being used together (e.g., more than two), how should
the multiple entity combinations be assessed in the
toxicity studies?

Because of the potential complexity of performing and interpreting
a combination toxicity study with more than two entities, it is
generally more practical for initial studies to evaluate combinations
of no more than two entities. Additional testing would then depend
on the outcome of these studies and should be considered on a case-
by-case basis, and in consultation with appropriate regulatory
authorities. ' '

December
2011

If a compound is being developed which aims to
reduce another compound’s side effect, such
combination effects would be evaluated in clinical or
nonclinical pharmacology  studies. Do the
pharmacology studies replace the combination toxicity
study?

When combination toxicity studies are warranted, they generally
can not be replaced by combination pharmacology studies except for
anticancer pharmaceuticals (see ICH S9). The purpose of a
combination toxicity study is to evaluate toxicity endpoints that
could give rise to an unanticipated hazard for humans. These
toxicity endpoints are not usually adequately evaluated in the
pharmacology studies. Situations where combination toxicity

studies’ are not warranted are described in Section 17 of the

13
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guidance.

8 |December

2011

Section 17 indicates that where there is a concern for
a potential human developmental risk of a
combination, and a combination embryo-fetal
development study is warranted, such a study should
be available to support the marketing application.
Clarification is sought regarding the need to perform
such a study prior to the commencement of a clinical
trial that includes Women Of Child-Bearing Potential
(WOCBP). -

As described in the guidance, the combination embryo-fetal toxicity
study should be provided to support marketing. Any trial enrolling
WOCBP prior to completion of a combination embryo-fetal
development study should include appropriate precautions,
including informed consent, to minimise the risk of unintentional
exposure of the embryo or fetus as outlined in Section 11.3.

9 {December

2011

The scope section of ICH M3(R2) states that
“Pharmaceuticals under development for indications
in life-threatening or serious diseases (e.g., advanced
cancer, resistant HIV infection, and congenital
enzyme deficiency diseases) without current effective
therapy also warrant a case-by-case approach to both
the toxicological evaluation and clinical development

in order to optimise and expedite drug development.”.

Although not specifically stated in the combination
section of ICH M3(R2), it is generally accepted that
combination toxicity studies on advanced cancer and
HIV products are not warranted unless there is a
specific cause for concern. Can this be confirmed?
Would this also extend to HCV products, as in the
recently issued FDA HCV guideline, and for other
therapeutic areas where ‘cocktails’ of drugs are
standard clinical practice?

It is accepted that combination toxicity studies on advanced cancer,
tuberculosis, and HIV products are generally not warranted unless
there is a specific cause for concern under clinically relevant
conditions. Combination toxicity studies are also not generally
warranted for antiviral agents for treatment of Hepatitis C. There
are other situations where combinations of drugs are standard
clinical practice for serious or life-threatening conditions without
current effective therapies and a similar approach might also apply.

14
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10 |December| In case of combinations with at least one | For biotechnology-derived products appropriate nonclinical safety
2011 biotechnology-derived product: does Section 17 | studies should be determined in accordance with ICH S6(R1).
Combination Drug Toxicity Testing apply as such or | However, the topic of combination toxicity studies is not addressed
only with regard to timing as suggested in the scope | by that guidance. When the combination consists of a
of the guidance? And in case of the latter which | biotechnology-derived component and a non-biotechnology-derived
guidance would (still) apply in order to decide if and | component, the design and feasibility of any nonclinical combination
which types of studies would be recommended? study are complex and should be considered on a case-by-case basis.
' The rationale for such a study should be clearly scientifically
justified, using the principles of ICH S6(R1) and ICH M3(R2).
11 |December| In the discussion of inclusion of WOCBP in | A finding indicative of embryo-fetal risk includes any observations
2011 combination drug development it states "where [...] | for reproductive hazard at relevant exposure multiples (within

“embryo-fetal

individual agent(s) have shown findings indicative of
risk, combination studies are not
recommended as a potential human developmental
hazard has already been identified." What is meant
by the phrase "have shown findings indicative of
embryo-fetal risk"? FDA's guidance on combination
drugs references pregnancy category “D” or “X” only
as yielding this exclusion. Is this the intent for the
ICH as well?

approximately an order of magnitude of the clinical exposure) or
directly related to the pharmacodynamics of the drug. In these
cases, recommendations about patient actions to minimize the
identified hazard would likely be unchanged even if data from a
combination study showed an enhanced effect, because a significant
risk to patients has already been identified. Therefore, combination
reproductive toxicity studies are not recommended when a finding

with one of the individual agents indicates embryo-fetal risk; that

information would be made available to patients and physicians as
part of the risk communication, irrespective of pregnancy category.
For example, if studies with one of the agents showed fetal death or
terata at approximately 10-fold the clinical exposure, even if
observed in only one species, a combination study would not be
warranted, provided that this information was present in the single
agent product labeling.
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M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Date of Questions Answers
Approval
12 |December| There is no mention about pharmacology studies, and | Presumably, the pharmacodynamic activities and pharmacokinetic
2011 pharmacodynamic or pharmacokinetic. drug-drug | profile, including the effects on the CYP450s of the individual drugs,
interaction studies in Section 17. Please indicate | are known before the drugs are combined. Because potential
whether and when these studies are necessary to be | pharmacodynamic interactions are anticipated based on the
conducted. nonclinical and clinical experiences with the individual entities or
their combination, no nonclinical pharmacodynamic interaction
studies are warranted. If the pharmacology information indicates
potential interactions that could lead to toxicity, then combination
nonclinical toxicity studies might be warranted.
Concerns regarding pharmacokinetic interactions can often be
addressed by lowering the initial doses administered below those
that might be appropriate for the individual drugs or by conductmg'
a clinical pharmacokinetic drug-drug interaction study.
5. SAFETY PHARMACOLOGY
Date of | Questions Answers
Approval
1 |March |- ICH M3(R2) states that including the in vivo safety | No. Assessment of safety pharmacology as part of the general

2012

pharmacology evaluations in toxicity studies to the extent
feasible should be considered. Does this mean that it is
acceptable for the safety pharmacology assessment
conducted as part of general toxicity studies to be less
thorough than that obtained in stand alone safety
pharmacology studies? :

toxicity studies should provide rigor similar to that in stand-alone
safety pharmacology studies. This can be achieved with current
technology, provided the methods have been adequately assessed.
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o M3(R2) Q&As (R2)
6. EXPLORATORY CLINICAL TRIALS
Date of | Questions Answers
Approval
1 |March | To support exploratory clinical trials, why do the Exploratory clinical studies do not represent a commitment to full
2012 | extended single dose studies have to be done in both | development. Therefore, when intent is to conduct the exploratory
sexes when the clinical exploratory studies are likely to | clinical study in one sex only, the single-dose toxicity studies can be
be done in one sex? restricted to that sex. However, in such cases, animal group sizes
for the Day 2 termination should be increased, as it is normal to
combine effects from both sexes with respect to identifying and
characterizing toxicities that are not sex-specific. For extended
single-dose toxicity studies using a single sex, the usual animal
numbers should be 15/group (rodents) or 5/group (non-rodents) for
the Day 2 termination, and 7/group (rodents) or 3/group (non-
rodents) for the Day 14 termination. '
2a | March | Could the differences between Approaches 3, 4, and 5 be | Approach 3 involves just a single dose in humans supported by
2012 ‘ extended single-dose toxicity studies in rodents and non-rodents

clarified?

conducted up to the animal MTD, MED or limit dose.

Approach 4 involves multi-dose clinical trials (up to 14 days)
supported by 14-day toxicity studies (in rodents and non-rodents) in
which dose selection for animals is based on multiples of proposed

" human exposure in the exploratory clinical trial. If no toxicity is

observed in either species, it is recommended that the maximum
clinical dose not exceed Viotm the lower exposure (AUC) in either
species at the highest dose tested in the animals. If toxicity is
observed see answer to 2b below.

Approach 5 involves multi-dose clinical trials (up to 14 days)
supported by a 14-day study in rodents up to the MTD, MFD or
limit dose and a non-rodent ‘confirmatory’ study (at least equivalent
to the duration of the exploratory clinical trial) that indicates that
the non-rodent is not more sensitive than the rodent. In this case,
the highest exposure appropriate in the exploratory clinical trial
should be determined by the findings in the toxicity studies.

Thus, the differences between Approach 4 and Approach 5 include
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Last Update : 5 March 2012
M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Date of
Approval

Questions

Answers

how the standard nonclinical toxicity study recommendations are
modified, and how the clinical exposure limit is established.
Approach 5 probably uses less drug than Approach 4, but relies
heavily on the rodent for identifying safety risks. Approach 4 gives
equal weight to the rodent and non-rodent, but might not identify
target organ toxicity in either species. In this case, clinical
progression is supported by the knowledge that a reasonable safety
margin exists.

The series of examples are intended to provide sponsors flexibility
in exploratory clinical trial approaches so that they can do what
best fits their purpose. The approaches given are only examples,
and sponsors can propose alternatives that do not fit neatly into one
of the described approaches.
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Last Update : 5 March 2012
M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Date of | Questions Answers
Approval
2b |March | Why does Approach 4 have a more stringent maximum | Approach 4 is the only one of these approaches which does not rely
2012 | clinical dose than Approaches 3 and 5? on the standard high-dose criteria described in Section 1.5 (MTD,

MFD, 50X exposure multiple, or limit dose) in at least one species.

In Approach 4, the high dose in both the rodent and non-rodent
studies is based on multiples of the proposed human exposure, and
thus the high-dose selection recommendations described in Section
1.5 are not applied to either species. This is in contrast to Approach
3, in which 'the standard high-dose criteria should be met in both
species, and in contrast to Approach 5, in which the standard high-
dose criteria should be met in rodents. In Approach 3 and Approach
5, the use of standard high-dose selection criteria reduces the
uncertainty around potential unidentified toxicities that might be
relevant to humans.

Since Approach 4 uses exposure multiples for the high-dose
selection in both species, it is possible that potential toxicity might
not be identified in either species. In this case, more conservative
limits on clinical exposure (e.g., Yiom the exposure obtained using
the lower exposure of the two species) are recommended because the
dose-limiting toxicities of potential concern for clinical monitoring
have not been identified. If toxicity is identified in one species, then
the limit on clinical exposure is based on the NOAEL exposure in
the species with toxicity or % the NOAEL exposure in the species
without toxicity, whichever is lower. This can yield a higher limit in
Approach 4 than in the case where toxicity in neither species has

| been observed. The limit on clinical exposure for Approach 4 when

based on toxicity can be comparable to the limit on clinical exposure
in Approach 5. If dose-limiting toxicity is identified in both species
using Approach 4, then the high-dose recommendations of Section
1.5 have been met or exceeded in both species and a maximum
clinical dose can be based on standard risk assessment used for
Phase I trials and a clinical MTD can be explored.
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Last Update : 5 March 2012
M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Questions

Answers

In cases where toxicity is demonstrated (e.g., Approaches
3 and 5) why is the maximum allowable human dose
(equal to or % the NOAEL) different from usual practice;
i.e., (1) where toxicity is non serious and/or monitorable,
human doses above the NOAEL would normally be
allowed, and (2) where toxicity is serious and non-
monitorable the maximum human dose would usually be
limited to Yi0tn the NOAEL.

The more stringent limits on maximum exposure in exploratory
clinical trials compared to standard Phase I trials are consistent
with the more limited nonclinical requirements compared with the
standard toxicity study requirements described in Section 1.5 and
Section-5 in ICH M3(R2). For example, in Approach 3, extended
single-dose studies are recommended rather than the typical
recommendation of a study of at least 2 weeks’ duration (see Table
1 and Approach 5); the non-rodent study is only confirmatory in
nature and can be limited to 3 animals at a single dose level
targeted to be a NOAEL. The recommendation that the maximum
human exposure allowed could be up to % the NOAEL exposure
assumes that the toxicity defining the NOAEL is not severe and is
monitorable. If this is not the case, it might be appropriate to
adjust the exposure margin based on the nature of the dose-limiting
toxicity.

Date of
Approval
2¢ | March

2012
3 |March

2012

Why is an MFD treated like an MTD in Approaches 3 and
5 when considering the maximum clinical exposure in the
exploratory clinical trial? If no toxicity is observed in
either species when using an MFD, shouldn’t this be
treated similarly to the case in Approach 4 when there is
no toxicity in either species. (i.e., limit the clinical
exposure to Yiom rather than % the exposure at the
highest dose tested)?

In any situation in which the MFD is used as the top dose for a
toxicity study, it is simply not possible to test a higher
dose/exposure. If the top dose used is the MFD and no toxicity is
observed, this situation is similar to that of the limit dose when
toxicity has not been identified (i.e., the limit dose is the NOAEL)
where clinical exposures up to % the AUC at the NOAEL can be
used (see Section 1.5 of M3(R2) and Limit Dose Question and
Answer 9). The Yo exposure limit is not applied when the high
dose is limited by an MFD because this could prevent adequate
clinical testing of a drug under the exploratory clinical trial concept.
When no toxicity is identified using Approach 4, a more stringent
safety limit has been recommended because it would have been
possible to test higher doses in animals to characterize the toxicity
profile of the drug.
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M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Questions

Answers

The M3(R2) guidance provides advice on establishing the
maximum dose (exposure) permitted in exploratory
clinical trials but provides minimal guidance for
establishing the maximum dose in standard Phase I or
clinical development trials. Can the maximum dose in
standard Phase I trials be based on the principles
described for exploratory clinical trials (Table 3 of ICH
M3(R2)?

When the package of nonclinical studies meets the general
recommendations of Section 5.1 of ICH M3(R2), then the maximum
clinical dose for a clinical development Phase I study can be based
on standard risk assessments (e.g., whether the findings are
reversible and/or monitorable, the severity of the indication, adverse
effects in clinical studies, etc.; also see Section 6 of ICH M3(R2) and
regional guidances). This would normally support a higher clinical
dose than that recommended for exploratory -clinical trials.
However, a sponsor has the option to set a lower maximum clinical
dose for a Phase I study (e.g., based on the principles described for
exploratory approaches).

Date of
Approval
4 March
2012
5 |March
2012

What are reasonable strategies for exploratory clinical
trials with biotechnology-derived products?

Exploratory clinical trial approaches can be applicable to
biotechnology-derived products. Biotechnology-derived products
include a wide variety of molecular structures and targets (e.g.,
peptides, polypeptides, therapeutic proteins and monoclonal
antibodies). The designs of the exploratory clinical trial and
supporting toxicity studies for biotechnology-derived products
should reflect their special features as described in-ICH S6(R1).
This includes the duration of exposure, the potential for
immunogenicity in animals or humans, and the possibility. that |-
dose-limiting toxicity might be due to on-target, pharmacodynamic-
related mechanisms. ICH S6(R1) recommends that exploratory
clinical trial approaches be discussed with the appropriate
regulatory authorities.

Note that some biotechnology-derived products, for example
monoclonal antibodies, are not active in rodents and in such cases a
nonhuman primate can be used as a single relevant species for
toxicity testing. In such cases, an approach analogous to Approach
5 would not be applicable since it relies on a rodent toxicity study
and confirmatory non-rodent study. Also, for standard toxicity
studies of biotechnology-derived products, the high dose is routinely
based on exposure multiples (i.e., 10X the maximum clinical
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M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Date of
Approval

Questions

Answers

exposure) rather than on an MTD, an MFD (unless these are lower)
or a limit dose. Thus, the high dose recommendation in Approach 4
18 not substantially. different from the standard recommendations
for biotechnology-derived products.

6 |March
2012

In exploratory Approach 1 and 2 that use doses of <100
ng, why is the cross-species exposure conversion for
intravenous administration based on mg/kg and not
mg/m? as it is for oral administration?

The i.v. approach of using mg/kg and permitting dosing with Yiootn of
the NOAEL reflects a conservative risk mitigation strategy
considering the low levels of drug being administered. The use of
mg/kg for i.v. and mg/m?2 for oral administration when determining
dose multiples for microdose studies reflects the thinking that it is

| appropriate to use a more conservative scaling factor for oral versus

i.v. administration. With oral administration, there is the
additional complexity of potential differences in absorption between
species and, therefore, the more conservative mg/m?2 basis was used
rather than the mg/kg basis used for i.v. administration.

7 | March
2012

For Approach 1, the guidance says:

a) Total dose < 100 pg (no inter-dose interval limitations)
AND Total dose < VYiotn NOAEL and < Vioowm

pharmacologically active dose (scaled on mg/kg for i.v.
and mg/m? for oral)

But it also says:

b) Extended single dose toxicity study (see footnotes ¢ and
d) in one species, usually rodent, by intended route of
administration with toxicokinetic data, or via the i.v.
route. A maximum dose of 1000-fold the clinical dose on
a meg/kg basis for i.v. and mg/m? for oral administration
can be used.

It is unclear whether the margin of exposure should be
100 fold the NOAEL or 1000-fold.

The Y100t the NOAEL in the animals is one of the criteria that could
limit the clinical dose. Statement b) refers to defining a limit dose
for testing in animals for the microdose approaches rather than a
clinical margin based on dose.
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M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Date of | Questions
Approval *

Answers

8 |March | For Positron Emission Tomography (PET) tracers, please
2012 | confirm that for Approach 1 and 2 Toxicokinetics (TK) is
not needed for either oral or i.v. administration.

A nonclinical toxicity study conducted to support a clinical
microdose trial should include TK assessment unless the study is
conducted by the intravenous route. This is to demonstrate that
systemic exposure has occurred. However, it is recognized that for
some PET tracers the clinical microdose can be very low and in such
cases it might not be possible to characterize a full TK profile.

9 |March | What are the Chemistry, Manufacturing and Control
‘ 2012 | (CMC) needs for an exploratory clinical trial?

CMC needs for exploratory clinical trials were not addressed in ICH
M3(R2). Consult appropriate regulatory authorities and regional
guidances.

10 |March | Does evaluation of potential mutagenic impurities (e.g.,
2012 | Structure-Activity Relationship (SAR) or testing) apply to
exploratory clinical trial support?

The drug substance should be considered appropriate from a CMC
perspective. For Approaches 1 and 2 (microdose studies), SAR or
genotoxicity testing is not recommended for the parent drug or for
the impurities. For other exploratory clinical trial approaches
where higher doses and longer treatments are used, available
guidance on mutagenic impurities should be followed.

7.

REPRODUCTIVE TOXICITY

Date of | Questions
Approval

Answers

la |March | End-note 4: In the preliminary Embryo-Fetal
2012 | Developmental study: What is the definition of “adequate
: dose levels”? Does this mean maternal toxicity at least
one dose level? If only one or 2 dose levels have surviving
fetuses, would that be adequate?.

The same dose selection criteria used for a definitive embryo-fetal
development study should be used for the preliminary study (see
ICH S5(R2)).

1b |March | End-note 4: The text specifies a minimum of 6 dams per
2012 | group. Does this mean a minimum of 6 litters per group
need to be evaluated?

No. Sometimes pregnant females have total loss of litters. Dosing
should be initiated with a minimum of six presumed pregnant
females per group, with all surviving litters evaluated.




Last Update : 5 March 2012
M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Date of | Questions Answers
Approval
2a |March | Are embryo-fetal development studies or the | The ICH M3(R2) guidance does not address recommendations for
2012 | demonstration that the drug and/or metabolites do not | embryo-fetal development studies in products intended for use only
partition into semen necessary for male only products? in males. Embryo-fetal development studies for a male-only drug
should be considered on a case-by-case basis.
2b | March Shouid contraception be used in male-only studies until | It is general practice to use contraception in males until the
2012 | reproductive risks have been evaluated? potential for reproductive and developmental risk has been
addressed.

8. JUVENILE ANIMAL STUDIES
Date of | Questions Answers
Approval
1 |March | What is the appropriate duration of treatment for a | Specific aspects of the design of juvenile toxicity studies are outside
2012 | toxicity study using juvenile animals to address a specific | the scope of ICH M3(R2). However, in general, the duration of such

issue of concern?

a study will depend on the toxicity to be addressed, the organ
system involved and the information available from previous
studies. The design and duration of the study should address the
concerns for the product’s potential to affect the developing organ
systems of the intended clinical population.

To reduce animal use, the specific issue of concern can sometimes be
evaluated by incorporation of developmental endpoints into a
general repeated-dose toxicity study or into a pre/postnatal toxicity
study in which the pups were adequately exposed to the drug.
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- M3(R2) Q&As (R2)

Questions

Answers

Clarify when a second species might be needed.

The guidance states that when a juvenile animal toxicity
study is warranted one relevant species (preferably
rodents) is generally considered adequate. It may be
difficult to prospectively describe the majority of
instances where a second study in another species is
scientifically justified, but can parameters be described
that are not reasonable justifications?

There are few circumstances for which juvenile animal studies in
two species would be recommended besides an absence of adult
human data (i.e., a pediatric-only indication) or where there are
multiple specific issues of developmental concern and no one species
is able to address them adequately. Some situations for which a
juvenile study in a second species is not warranted include: solely
because a therapeutic is first-in-class, to verify adverse findings in a
juvenile study in one species, or to further examine behavioral
effects of agents for which such effects are known or can be
expected.

Date of
Approval
2 | March
2012
3 |March
2012

Please clarify what i1s needed for pediatric-only
indications. Wouldn’t a juvenile animal study be needed
to.support a PK study in pediatric populations, if you
don’t have any adult data? Wouldn't a second species be
needed?

Generally, data from adult human volunteers and the supporting
nonclinical data (in two species) will be available prior to pediatric
clinical trials even when the product is not intended for
development in adults. Section 12 of ICH M3(R2), Clinical Trials in
Pediatric Populations, generally provides recommendations for the
situation in which adult clinical trials precede pediatric trials and
indicates that juvenile animal toxicity studies are not considered
important to support short term PK trials in pediatric populations.
However, if data from adult humans are not available and the drug
will be developed only for pediatric subjects, then this is a case
where juvenile animal studies in two species would be appropriate
to support pediatric PK trials.
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