V4
2
=
7
o
c
z
O
2
>
%
=
z
<
.
)2
:
Qd
Q

Supplemental material to this article can be found at:
http://dmd.aspetjournal s.org/content/suppl/2018/11/15/dmd.118.084905.DC1

1521-009X/47/2/135-144$35.00

Druc MEtaBoLisM AND DisposiTion

https://doi.org/10.1124/dmd.118.084905
Drug Metab Dispos 47:135-144, February 2019

Copyright © 2019 by The American Society for Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeutics

Minireview

Mechanisms and Clinical Significance of Pharmacokinetic-Based
Drug-Drug Interactions with Drugs Approved by the U.S. Food and
Drug Administration in 2017

Jingjing Yu, Ichiko D. Petrie, René H. Levy, and Isabelle Ragueneau-Majlessi

Department of Pharmaceutics, School of Pharmacy, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington

Received October 14, 2018; accepted November 12, 2018

ABSTRACT

Pharmacokinetic-based drug-drug interaction (DDI) data for drugs
approved by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration in 2017 (N = 34)
were analyzed using the University of Washington Drug Interaction
Database. The mechanisms and clinical relevance of these interac-
tions were characterized based on information from new drug
application reviews. CYP3A inhibition and induction explained most
of the observed drug interactions (new drugs as victims or as
perpetrators), and transporters mediated about half of all DDIs,
alone or with enzymes. Organic anion transporting polypeptide
(OATP)1B1/1B3 played a significant role, mediating more than half
of the drug interactions with area under the time-plasma curve (AUC)
changes >5-fold. As victims, five new drugs were identified as
sensitive substrates: abemeciclib, midostaurin, and neratinib for
CYP3A and glecaprevir and voxilaprevir for OATP1B1/1B3. As

perpetrators, three drugs were considered strong inhibitors: riboci-
clib for CYP3A, glecaprevir/pibrentasvir for OATP1B1/1B3, and
sofosbuvir/velpatasvir/voxilaprevir for OATP1B1/1B3 and breast
cancer resistance protein. No strong inducer of enzymes or
transporters was identified. DDIs with AUC changes >5-fold and
almost all DDIs with AUC changes 2- to 5-fold had dose recommen-
dations in their respective drug labels. A small fraction of DDIs with
exposure changes <2-fold had a labeling impact, mostly related to
drugs with narrow therapeutic indices. As with drugs approved in
recent years, all drugs found to be sensitive substrates or strong
inhibitors of enzymes or transporters were among oncology or
antiviral treatments, suggesting a serious risk of DDIs in these
patient populations for whom effective therapy is already complex
because of polytherapy.

Introduction

In the last few decades, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) and the pharmaceutical industry have contributed to the devel-
opment of a systematic, risk-based approach for evaluating pharmaco-
kinetic (PK)-based drug-drug interactions (DDIs) and communicating
the results to the scientific and medical communities. In the last 2 years,
the approach recommended by the FDA has been updated (https://www.
fda.gov/Drugs/DevelopmentApprovalProcess/DevelopmentResour-
ces/DruglnteractionsLabeling/ucm093664.htm FDA 2017a,b, 2018).
These approaches are best expressed in new drug application (NDA)
approval packages because they include preclinical and clinical
investigational data of the new drugs and the implications of those
findings in product labels. These NDA reviews are also useful because
only a small portion of their data becomes available in the scientific
literature, even later. Thus, NDA reviews provide a unique perspective
on the evolution of drug-interaction science, acting like a snapshot
of the implementation of DDI guidances and newer regulatory
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recommendations in the mechanistic and clinical contexts of various
therapeutic classes. An example is how the complex metabolism-
transporter interplay affects our evolving understanding of the mech-
anism and potential clinical risk associated with PK-based drug
interactions of new drugs. In that context, this article provides an
analysis of the significant clinical DDIs associated with the 2017 NDAs
and shows how to predict and manage possible DDI risk and administer
these new drugs safely in certain patient populations.

Materials and Methods

This analysis was performed using the University of Washington Metabolism
and Transport Drug Interaction Database and the Pharmacogenetics (PGx)
Database (e-PKGene) (http://www.druginteractioninfo.org) according to the
method previously described (Yu et al., 2014, 2016, 2017, 2018). Clinical DDI
study results were obtained from dedicated DDI clinical trials, PGx studies, as
well as physiologically based pharmacokinetics (PBPK) modeling studies that
functioned as alternatives to dedicated clinical studies. Mean area under the time-
plasma curve (AUC) ratios were the metric used to evaluate clinical studies, using
AUC;,runless otherwise noted. In the present analysis, all positive clinical studies,
we analyzed AUC ratios =1.25 for inhibition DDIs or PGx studies and =0.8 for
induction DDIs, including mechanistic and comedication evaluations. To allow a

ABBREVIATIONS: AUC, area under the time-plasma concentration curve; BCRP, breast cancer resistance protein; DDI, drug-drug interaction;
FDA, Food and Drug Administration; NDA, new drug application; NME, new molecular entity; NTI, narrow therapeutic index; OATP, organic anion
transporting polypeptide; P450, cytochrome P450; PBPK, physiologically based pharmacokinetics, P-gp, P-glycoprotein; PGx, pharmacogenetic
(s); PK, pharmacokinetic(s); PXR, pregnane X receptor; UGT, UDP-glucuronosyltransferase.
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general comparison for all DDIs included in this analysis, any drug interactions
with AUC changes =5-fold, 2- to 5-fold, or 1.25- to 2-fold were considered
strong, moderate, or weak inhibition or induction interactions, respectively,
whether they are mediated by enzymes and/or transporters.

Results

A total of 34 NDAs [including one combination drug with two new
molecular entities (NMEs), so total NME number = 35] were approved
by the FDA in 2017, and their chemical structures are presented as
supplemental material (Supplemental Table 1). The most represented
therapeutic areas were oncology drugs (26%) and anti-infective agents
(23%; including four antibacterials, three antivirals, and one antipara-
sitic), followed by central nervous system agents (12%) and metabolism
disorder/endocrinology drugs (12%). This representation pattern of
therapeutic classes is similar to that observed with drugs approved from
2013 to 2016 (Yu et al., 2018). Among the nine new chemical entities
approved for cancer treatment, seven were kinase inhibitors, suggesting
that this therapeutic class has a predominant role as a cancer treatment
target.

All the NDAs had in vitro and/or clinical drug metabolism and
transport interaction data. Among them, 26 NDAs had clinical drug
interaction data available, five presented PGx information, and six had
PBPK simulation data. Approximately 150 clinical DDIs had positive
results, including 61 inhibition DDIs (plus two PGx studies) and
29 induction interaction studies where NMEs served as substrates and
54 inhibition interaction studies and three induction DDIs where NMEs
served as perpetrators. Given the large amount of information included
in the NDA reviews, only the most significant DDIs with exposure
changes =5-fold are highlighted in detail in the following sections and
presented in Table 1; the remainder of drug interaction data are briefly
reviewed.

NMEs as Substrates of Enzymes. All 35 NMEs were assessed
in vitro as substrates of specific drug-metabolizing enzymes. The
numbers of NME substrates of drug-metabolizing enzymes are presented
in Fig. 1A. As expected, CYP3A played a major role, metabolizing two-
thirds of the NMEs, followed by CYP2D6, CYP1A2, and the CYP2C
families.

Not surprisingly, all inhibition DDIs with AUC ratios =5 (N =
3 NMEs) were mediated by CYP3A under coadministration with
ketoconazole, the standard strong CYP3A inhibitor (Table 1). Because
of the large increases in drug exposure, labeling recommendations
(avoidance, dose reduction, considering alternative therapies, and
monitoring adverse reactions) were included regarding concomitant
use with strong CYP3A inhibitors. Based on the FDA classification,
abemaciclib, midostaurin, and neratinib were considered sensitive
substrates of CYP3A. These three drugs are kinase inhibitors indicated
for the treatment of breast cancer (abemaciclib and neratinib) or
leukemia (midostaurin), suggesting a need to manage drug use carefully
when these patients are also treated with CYP3A inhibitors.

Abemaciclib exhibited the largest exposure change, with up to a
16-fold increase predicted using PBPK modeling and simulations in
healthy subjects upon coadministration with ketoconazole at a dose
expected to produce 100% inhibition of CYP3A (FDA, 2017p). In vitro
studies suggest that abemaciclib is primarily metabolized by CYP3A to
several active metabolites. Because these metabolites are equipotent to
the parent drug, the total analyte exposure (including abemaciclib and
these active metabolites) and the relative potency-adjusted unbound
exposure of abemaciclib plus these active metabolites were also used as
markers of drug exposure by the sponsor. With ketoconazole, the total
analyte AUC was predicted to increase 6.87-fold, and the potency-
adjusted unbound AUC was increased by 2.87-fold. A smaller change in
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the exposure was predicted or observed with coadministration of other
strong CYP3A inhibitors. For example, itraconazole (dose to assume
90% CYP3A inhibition) was predicted to increase abemaciclib AUC by
7.15-fold; the total analyte, AUC by 2.76-fold; and the relative potency-
adjusted unbound AUC of abemaciclib plus its active metabolites by
2.20-fold in healthy subjects using PBPK models. In a clinical study in
which patients were administered clarithromycin 500 mg twice daily for
14 days, abemaciclib AUC increased by 3.37-fold, 2.19-fold in total
analyte AUC, and 1.70-fold increase in the relative potency-adjusted
unbound AUC of abemaciclib plus its active metabolites. The differen-
tial effects of ketoconazole on the PK of abemaciclib in comparison with
other strong CYP3A inhibitors may be due to several factors, including
the nonlinearity of the AUC versus [1]/K; relationship between 90% and
100% inhibition (Ito et al., 2004) and/or the differential effects of strong
inhibitors on first-pass versus systemic CYP3A metabolism of abema-
ciclib (Boxenbaum, 1999). Similar behavior has been observed with
midazolam, the sensitive substrate of CYP3A, where coadministration
with ketoconazole (400 mg once daily for 5 days) increased midazolam
AUC approximately 17-fold (Boulenc et al., 2016), whereas itracona-
zole (200 mg once daily for 4 days) and clarithromycin (500 mg twice
daily for 7 days) resulted in relatively smaller increases (10.80- and 8.39-
fold, respectively) (Olkkola et al., 1994; Gurley et al., 2006). Given the
large magnitude of exposure change in abemaciclib when coadminis-
tered with ketoconazole and the potential concerns for unknown off-
target toxicities related to increased abemaciclib exposure, concomitant
use of ketoconazole with abemaciclib should be avoided. For other
strong CYP3A inhibitors, a reduction in abemaciblib dose is recom-
mended upon concomitant administration (FDA, 2017p). With the
moderate inhibitors diltiazem and verapamil, the increases in exposure
of abemaciclib and in the relative potency-adjusted unbound AUC of
abemaciclib plus its active metabolites were both predicted to be low and
not considered clinically meaningful.

Midostaurin undergoes extensive metabolism, primarily by CYP3A,
to two active metabolites, CPG52541 and CPG62221. Concomitant
administration of ketoconazole (400 mg once daily for 10 days) with a
50-mg single dose of midostaurin in healthy subjects increased the AUC
of midostaurin and CGP62221 by 10.42- and 3.51-fold, respectively,
and increased the AUCy_;5q, of CGP52421 by 1.21-fold (AUC;, of
CGP52421 was not evaluated owing to the its long elimination half-life
of 482 hours) (Dutreix et al., 2013; FDA 2017m). When multiple doses
of midostaurin (50 or 100 mg twice daily for 28 days) were
coadministered with itraconazole (100 mg twice daily for 13 doses) in
patients, on day 28, the AUC,, of midostaurin and CGP52421 was
increased by only 1.63- and 1.20-fold, respectively, and the AUC,,, of
CGP62221 decreased by 13%. The C.y;, values on day 28 for
midostaurin, CGP62221, and CGP52421 were increased by 2.1-, 1.2-,
and 1.3-fold, respectively. Of note, midostaurin exhibited time-
dependent PK, with an initial increase in Cy,;, reaching its highest value
during the first week, followed by a decline to a steady state after
approximately 28 days of administration. The PK of CGP62221 showed
a similar behavior; the plasma concentrations of CGP52421 continued to
increase after 1 month of treatment. According to the sponsor, this result
is possibly due to autoinduction of CYP3A as in vitro studies showed
that both midostaurin and the two metabolites had the potential to induce
CYP3A at clinically relevant concentrations (FDA, 2017m). The PK
profile of midostaurin explains why the effect of strong CYP3A
inhibitors on the PK of midostaurin appears to be dependent on the
duration of midostaurin dosing, with a 10-fold increase in exposure
observed after a single-dose administration of midostaurin and a 2-fold
increase observed at steady state. Since midostaurin is used at multiple
doses in cancer patients and considering the 2-fold increase observed in
midostaurin exposure at steady state, monitoring for increased risk of

20z 2T |1dy UospuInop 13dSY e BIo's|euIno fipdse pup Wwoiy papeo|umoq


http://dmd.aspetjournals.org/lookup/suppl/doi:10.1124/dmd.118.084905/-/DC1
http://dmd.aspetjournals.org/

137

A Review of Clinical DDIs in 2017 NDAs

(panuyuod)

Downloaded from dmd.aspetjournals.org at ASPET Journals on April 17, 2024

s190NpUl
YVEJAD Selspout

Qouanbas

sKep g JIoJ

[esw prepuels

(ILT07) VA 10 Suons (um poploAy (d8-9) yVEdAD €C0 Tro auo/syoalqns Apresy  Ajrep douo 3wt (09 uduweyry e s @s Sw Opg quuneraN
(w102 pafjonuod-oqaded
vad ‘(€107 S100NPUT $YEJAD (12¥2SdDD) (1THTSdDO) 1770 ‘[Prrered/s1oalqns skep [ 10}
‘[e1e xonng  Suons Yim papIoAY PVEdAD §9°0 ‘(17¢29dDD) €90 “(1T2T9dDD) 90°0 Apresy  £jrep souo Sw (09 urdureyry ds Sw g ULINEISOPIA
s1onpul
PVEJAD deropowr (1100eZR[JOP papraoxd skep (] 1oy
(3L107) VAA 10 Suons yum paploAy (d3-9) YVEdAD 80°0 [£120889p-17) 90°0 Jou/papiaoid JoN  Arep 2ouo Sw (09 urdureyry ds Sw g[ uodeze[fa(
(OTIN pue ‘1IN
(0TIN pue TN “qUoToBIIoqE)
SI0NPUT VEJAD ‘TN ‘TN “QUOToBIaqE) 0T0 souanbos skep [ 10}
(dL107) Va4~ Suons yum poploay (d3-d) VEdAD  #9°0 ‘9T ‘960 ‘800 T€T °6€°0 ‘600 Quosidelgns Ayesy  A[rep 2ouo Sur 009 urdureyry as 3w 00t quoroewIaqe
sarensqns se SHIAN ‘S uononpuy
(1102 S103IqIyuI IOA0SSOIO
“Te 19 seqqy VEJAD delopowt wopuel/s)alqns sKep G oy
‘CILTOT) VA 10 Suons (M poploAy (d8-9) yVEdAD €9°¢ 9I°S Apesy  A[rep oouo Swr o0y [OZBUOS0IAY as sSw opg quuneraN
Kep
1ad Sw g1 < sesop
QurIodso[oAd 9[qels as
Suurmbor spoolqns J¥04g pue Sw OZ1/00€
ur ourrodsooAo ‘dS-4 ‘¢d1d1LVO Qouanbas zasejuaiqrd
(L107) VAd  WIm papusawiiodar 0N ‘141dLVO ISt 80°S suo/s10afqns Ayipesy as Sw oy ounodsop£) [adidess]n Iiaardessrn
skep 1
IIARUO)LI 10J A[rep 9ouo
UM POpUSILIOOAI (409 “ds-q) Sw OZ1/00€
Jou pue IlAeuRZRlR ¢qdI1dLVO Qouanbas sKep 1 JoJ Afrep IIARUO)LI Jasejuaiqid
(L100) vad ~ ynm pajestpurenuo) ‘141d1VO ISt €59 auo/salqns Apfeay  2ouo Sur 0O1/00€ [TIARURZEYY maardedan Taa1desd]n
(310ZeU00013Y
1dooxa) s1oMqryur (0T pue ‘STIN uoniqryut
VedAD Suons ‘TINL “qIoIoBLIAqER) Surfapowt VEdAD %06
(d2100) V@A~ wim uondnpar aso( (d5-9) vedAD dN 0TT ST'L SIddd/s1olqns AyiesH auInsse o) 950 s[ozeuoden] (S Sw O0g 10 0§ qIPLEWdQY
JIA0SSOID
urdureyr €d1dLVO wopuel/s)alqns
(bL107) VAd ~ unm pajestpurenuo) ‘141d1VO vL'8 96'L Apeay as sw 09 urdureyry as sw (o1 Tiaardeqrxop
as
uononput Sw 0Z1/00€
0) onp urdweji €d1dLVO Qouanbas Jasejuaiqrd
(L100) vad ~ ynm uonesipurenuo) ‘141d1VO 59 S6'8 auo/syoalqns Ayipeap as sw 009 urdureyry a21dess}n Iaardesarn
DD JIOA0SSOIO
sioNquutl JLvo  ‘dd-d ‘¢d1dLvO wopuey/salqns
(bL107) VAL WM papuawtiodar 10N ‘141d1VO 6Tl €L'6 Apresy as Sw o9  ouuodsopL) as sw o1 Jiaardeqixop
sorderoyy
QATRUId) R JOPISUOD
pue suonoeal (17¥2SdDD) 121 pafjonuod-oqaded
ASIOAPE JO YSLI “(12¢T9dDO) ‘[PIrered/s1oalqns skep [ 10]
(WLT07) VAA  PASEAIOUT 10 JONUOIN YVEAAD €81 IS¢ ‘70T Apreoy  Aqrep oouo Sw OOy 9[0ZEUOI0IYY as 8w og ULINEISOPIIA
uoniqryur
9[0ZEU0201Y Surjopowr VEdAD %001
(dz100) vad UM PIPIOAY (d5-d) vedAD dN €Lt SIddd/s1lqns AyiesH auwInsse 0} S0  A[OZeUOd0IY (S SW (0T 10 0§ qIPOEWAY
sarensqns se SHIAN ‘SIdd uoniqryup
PIATOAUT =®E~WON~ ::UE_MQM
Q0URIRJY 1oedwy Surpeqe \:namﬁM zwwwﬂw%aﬁ L oney ¥y oney DNV uSisag Apmg/uonendog m:EhO ._o.~ enodiog Jojenadiog Sursoq Sniq Snuq wndrp

G= seSueyd (DY) 2AIND UONLNUOUOD euwuse[d-ouw) 9y Jopun BaIe yIIm SuondeIul niq

[ 4TdVL


http://dmd.aspetjournals.org/

Yu et al.

138

Downloaded from dmd.aspetjournals.org at ASPET Journals on April 17, 2024

'z pouad jo 1 Aep uo urduwresir s uoyy | pouad jo [ Aep uo duoly,

*(z pouad jo g1 Aep) yuouneonaid urdureyir 1oyye Aep [ uoyy | pourad Jo | Aep uo suoly,

(¢ potrad jo g1 Aep) yuouneanard urduweyir 1oye Kep [ udy ‘| potrad jo | Aep uo duofy,

‘payroads ASIMIOYIO SSA[UN SUONIPUOd Funsej Jopun A[[eI0 PAIAISIUNUPE dIoM SSNIp [y,

-asop 93urs ‘gs ‘ur101dook[3-q ‘d3-q sonounjoorurreyd paseq A[eorsojorsAyd N dgd ‘xopur onnaderoyy morreu LN papraoid jou ‘gN QWAZuUd IRMosjow mau ‘FAN uonoeraul nip-3nip ‘[qd

LLN ue s
sajensqns VEdAD skep §
M UonoNpal Surfepour 10§ A[rep
(IL107) vad 250p 10 uonne) VEdAD 17T LTS Sddd/swalqns Ayiesy asswg We[oZEPIA 20uo Sw (09 qUoroqry
sAep G| Ioj
Pooj Y A[rep
Qouo Sw 00
+ 8w 001
Tod 001/00%
1adxde[rxoa
+ Jaaxdeqixoa
sajensqns JYDg €d1dLVO Qouonbas /masededoa
(b£107) VAd ynm pepuownuodar JoN  ‘191dLVO ‘ddDd 96'L1 S¢'L suo/spafqns Apesy ds sw o[ UneISeAnsoy /IANQS0JOS J1Ad1de[IXOA
sKep 01
A[rep 9ouo
(VEdAD) Sw OZ1/00€
unejseAlole €qd1dLVO Jouanbas SAep ] 1oy nasejuaIqrd naseyuarqrd
(I2102) VA4 Ym popuamumuodl JoN ‘191dLVO 00'CC 8T8 Quoysyofqns Ayireoy Aqrep 2ouo Sw O unejseAIo)y /naa1dessn /naa1dessn
sIoNqIyur se SHIAN ‘SIAd uoniqryuy
SIINPUT VEJAD (d3-q) Surfepowr skep 4 10}
dL100) vad 3uons yIM papIoAY VedRD dIN 0T0 Mddd/swalqns Ayieay  AJrep 9o1m1 Sur 0o duidezewreqre) as Suw 00z qUqroeWRqy
SIONPUI VEJAD (d3-q) Qouanbas sKep / o
(5L100) V@A Suoms yum paproAy  8J7dAD ‘VEdAD 0r'0 0T0 auo/salqns Ayypeay  Aqrep @duo Sur (09 urdureyry as Su 081 quunesug
»as
Sur 0Z1/00€
urdureyi Qouanbas skep /] o} zasejuaiqrd
(2100) vad  yum pajedipurenuo) d3-q 120 LTO suo/spafqns Apeay  Aep 2ouo Sw ()09 urdwreyry 1Ad1dedd[H JIASEIURIqL]
(SuipawapeuIou)
SI2NPUL YV EJAD AuEﬁquﬁﬁmEOE LT'E Sv'e Qouanbas w\mmﬁ L1 IoJ
(0LT07) VAd ~ Suons qm poploAy (d8-9) yVedAD  ‘(eurpowpleu) [9°0  ‘(euipawoprew) L[)  uo/soalqns Ayppesy  Ajrep dduo Swr (09 urdureyry ds SwgQ  eupawdpleN
JSOp quunniqerede
asearoul ‘you
JU ts1000pUl VEJAD (2985-dOV) 6£°0 Surpopow Aqrep
(L107) VA4  3uons yum poploay (d3-9) vedAD dN ‘(quunniqerese) £1°0  Mddd/swalqns Ayieey  A[rep duo Sur 009 urdwreyry QIM) SW 00  QIUDNIQE[EdY
,as
8w OZ1/00€
urdureyix 2ouanbas skep /] Iof zaseyuaiqrd
(2100) V@4 ynm pajedipurenuo) d3-q LTO €ro suoyspafqns Apeay  Aep 2ouo Swr (09 urdureyry 1Ad1dedR[D JIASEIURIqL]
sarderoy)
QATJRUID)[E IOPISUOD
pue sonput VEdAD Qouanbas sAep ] I0J
(IL100) vad Suons YIM papIoAY (d3-d) VedAD 61°0 110 suo/spafqns Apeay  Arep 2ouo Swr )09 urdureyry as su 009 qIeTO0qry
.as
Sw 0Z1/00€
urdureyix 9ouanbas skep /] 1oy znasejuaiqrd
(IL100) vad  ynm pajedsipurenuo) (VedAD) ds-4 $1°0 4K0] suoyspafqns Apeay  AJrep 2ouo Swr )09 urdureyry ad1desarn Tia21dess[n
PaAjoAUL LUuI3ay
Q0URIRJOY 1oedwy Surpeqe A1qissoq s1oyiodsuely, oney ¥y oney DNV uSisaq Apmg/uoneindod 3 R:@Emwom J0renadiog Surisog Snig Sniq wnorp
owikzug uiso(q Joyenadiog oA

ponunuo)—I1 H1dV.L


http://dmd.aspetjournals.org/

A Review of Clinical DDIs in 2017 NDAs 139
A
20
2
215
b
2
2 10
=
z
5 |:| |:|
0:,,DD,BBQ,DDDDBQQ,,,DDD,BQQQQQQ
\‘~b'\,ﬁ%ﬁa@\b@@%&go&oma'\,y"a\Q&e&%’\\‘ﬂ&%a@b(b'\\/\ .
Q“V?AQ&A“\ZVA‘?’ < A“\i@? EEF S @‘&&\ Ygfi“‘?p &\Vé@‘é\?’\p Ry 6@2’ PO o é\V’é\V’é\V@b Fig. 1. The numbers of NMEs (open bars)
Koo ored o S R & NENEN NS ROFSIRENES e and metabolites (closed bars) of substrates
& %c@d & (A), inhibitors (B), or inducers (C) of drug-
QQ‘Q&\%Q eo°° metabolizing enzymes. The nuclear receptor
%\éf PXR is also included for induction assess-
S ment (C). ACE2, angiotensin-converting
enzyme 2; ALDH2, aldehyde dehydrogenase
B 18 C 2; FMO, flavin-containing monooxyge-
16 4 12 nase; GST, glutathione S-transferase; MAO,
) 10 monoamine oxidase; SULT, sulfotransferase.
14
& @
g 12 <y
Z10 z
2 e -6
28 5
z 0 E
; [ i
5
NN 0 o 0] s s o WL ndnonnnll
< 9 ® YV ANV QY —~ A~ % V”Q;b (9\“@'\?3?}??’?&‘5\&4&
A0 <0 s A<LEIT < <A R P TS VR VNN Y S T
EoZ8808Saf2ZaS8 QERQP LTSI LR LS
cEEEEEEEE2EEE O AR
O U O o : o o L oD D ;,QQ'

adverse reactions is recommended in the label when this drug is
coadministered with strong CYP3A inhibitors (FDA, 2017m).

Finally, for neratinib, a 5-fold increase in AUC was observed when it
was coadministered with ketoconazole (400 mg once daily for 5 days) in
healthy subjects (FDA, 2017k). The potential drug interaction risk with
less potent CYP3A inhibitors was not investigated, but based on the
result with ketoconazole, the label recommends that concomitant use of
neratinib with both strong and moderate CYP3A inhibitors should be
avoided. The sponsor was required to conduct a postmarketing
evaluation (PBPK modeling and simulation or a clinical PK trial) of
the effect of moderate CYP3A inhibitors on the PK of neratinib and its
active metabolites.

Compared with inhibition results, more drugs were sensitive to
induction with AUC changes =5-fold (n = 8 NMEs) with some drug
exposures almost completely abolished by concomitant administration
with the strong inducer rifampin (Table 1). Here also, drugs for cancer
treatment are predominant, six of which are kinase inhibitors. All the
induction interactions with AUC changes =5-fold were also mediated
by CYP3A under coadministration with rifampin or carbamazepine. As
expected, abemaciclib, midostaurin, and neratinib, found to be sensitive
to inhibition, were also sensitive to induction, with drug exposures
significantly reduced by 90%—95% upon coadministration with rifampin
(600 mg once daily for 8 or 14 days). Consequently, concomitant
administration of these drugs with strong CYP3A inducers should be
avoided (FDA, 2017k,m,p). In addition, similar changes in drug
exposure (80%-95% decrease) were observed or predicted for the
following five drugs: acalabrutinib, brigatinib, deflazacort, naldemedine,
and ribociclib; and the same labeling recommendations were included
for concomitant use with strong CYP3A inducers (FDA, 2017c,f,g,i,0).
In vitro studies suggest that all eight drugs are eliminated mainly by
hepatic metabolism, primarily by CYP3A. Except midostaurin, they are
also substrates of P-glycoprotein (P-gp), and brigatinib is also metab-
olized by CYP2C8 (FDA, 2017c¢,f,g,i,k,m,0,p). Therefore, it is possible

that multiple mechanisms were involved in the induction interactions by
rifampin and carbamazepine.

CYP3A played a predominant role in these significant inhibition and
induction interactions. Specifically, of 12 sensitive substrates of
cytochromes P450 (P450s, eight drugs (67%) were sensitive substrates
of CYP3A (AUC ratios =5 in the presence of strong CYP3A inhibitors),
and CYP3A was involved in all the induction interactions with AUC
ratios =0.2 (Yu et al., 2018).

For inhibition DDIs with AUC ratios of 1.25-5.0 (35 DDIs with
12 NMEs involved), most of the interactions happened with the
preceding eight NMEs when coadministered with CYP3A inhibitors
with different potencies. In addition, valbenazine showed a 2-fold
increase in both the parent and its active metabolite a-dihydrotetraben-
zine upon coadministration with ketoconazole, suggesting that it is
a moderate sensitive substrate of CYP3A (FDA, 2017h). Among the
35 DDIs, only two interactions were not mediated by CYP3A, with
CYP2D6 and UDP-glucuronosyltransferase (UGT) 1A9/2B7 involved
in the interactions with deutetrabenazine and ertugliflozin, respectively.
Deutetrabenazine was identified as a moderate sensitive substrate of
CYP2D6, with an approximate 3-fold increase in the exposure of the
total active metabolites a- and B-deutetrabenazine when coadministered
with paroxetine, a strong CYP2D6 inhibitor (FDA, 2017d). This result is
consistent with pharmacogenetic studies where it was found that the total
a- and B-deutetrabenazine exposure in subjects with impaired CYP2D6
function (poor metabolizers) was 2-fold greater than that in subjects with
functional CYP2D6 (intermediate and extensive metabolizers). For
ertugliflozin, in vitro studies showed that it is metabolized by UGT1A9
and UGT2B7. PBPK models predicted a 1.51-fold increase in its
exposure when coadministered with mefenamic acid, a UGT inhibitor;
however, a pooled analysis of ertugliflozin AUC values from 417 sub-
jects showed that the impact of UGT1A9 allelic variants on AUC were
within 90%-110% of the wild type and were not considered clinically
relevant (FDA, 2017n). As expected, almost all the DDIs with AUC
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ratios of 2:5 triggered dose recommendations in the labels, such as
avoidance, dose reduction, and monitoring for adverse reactions,
whereas for DDIs with exposure changes less than 2-fold, only about
half of the interactions had a labeling impact like dose reduction or
monitoring for potential adverse reactions.

NMEs as Inhibitors of Enzymes. After the 2012 FDA DDI
guidance recommendations for in vitro evaluation, 32 parent drugs
and 24 metabolites (including the active moieties of three prodrugs) were
tested for their inhibition potential on drug-metabolizing enzymes. The
numbers of NMEs with positive results are presented in Fig. 1B. The
largest number of drugs were inhibitors of CYP3A (n = 16), followed by
CYP2C9, CYP1A2, CYP2CS, CYP2D6, CYP2C19, and CYP2B6.

Clinically, approximately 40 DDIs involving five drugs (NMEs = 6,
with one combination of two NMEs) had AUC ratios =1.25, including
three antivirals, one cancer treatment agent, and one central nervous
system agent. Ribociclib (breast cancer treatment) was the only strong
inhibitor (Table 1). In vitro, ribociclib showed reversible (K;, = 30.0
M) and mechanism-based inhibition (K, =4.44 uM, kipace = 0.02/min)
of CYP3A. Based on the basic model (FDA, 2012), ribociclib was
predicted to inhibit CYP3A at clinically relevant concentrations (Cpax =
4 uM at 600 mg once daily in cancer patients). Indeed, according to
PBPK models, ribociclib was predicted to increase midazolam AUC
5.17-fold at clinical doses of 600 mg once daily for 8 days, suggesting
that it is a strong inhibitor of CYP3A. In agreement with that prediction,
when ribociclib was administered to healthy subjects at a lower dose of
400 mg once daily for 8 days, a 3.89-fold increase in midazolam AUC
was observed. Based on these results, caution is recommended in the
label when ribociclib is coadministered with CYP3A substrates with
narrow therapeutic indices (NTI). Also, the dose of a sensitive CYP3A
substrate may need to be reduced (FDA, 2017i).

CYP3A was also the primary enzyme-mediating moderate and weak
enzyme inhibitions (37 DDIs with five drugs involved), and only a few
DDIs were mediated by CYP2C8, CYP1A2, and UGT1A1 individually or
in combination with other enzymes or transporters. Based on the FDA
classification, several drugs were identified as moderate or weak inhibitors
of P450s through evaluations with index substrates. For example,
letermovir was a moderate inhibitor of CYP3A (midazolam AUC ratio =
3.44), and glecaprevir/pibrentasvir and safinamide were weak inhibitors of
CYP1A2 (caffeine AUC ratios of 1.35 and 1.30, respectively). Of note,
about 20% of inhibition interactions could be attributed to inhibition of both
enzymes and transporters, some mediated mainloy by enzymes and some
mainly by transporters; however, the complex interplay between enzymes
and transporters makes it challenging to determine the exact contribution of
each mechanism. All DDIs with AUC changes of 2- to 5-fold triggered
labeling recommendations, such as dose reduction, monitoring, or caution.
In contrast, among all the DDIs with AUC changes less than 2-fold, only
the interactions of letermovir with repaglinide or rosiglitazone (both
antidiabetic agents), predicted using PBPK models, were considered
clinically meaningful, and it was recommended that glucose plasma
concentrations be monitored closely upon coadministration (FDA, 20171).

NMEs as Inducers of Enzymes. The induction potential of most
NME:s on drug-metabolizing enzymes was systemically evaluated in vitro
using human hepatocytes. A total of 31 parent drugs and 15 metabolites
were assessed for their induction potential of P450s and phase 2 enzymes
(glutathione S-transferases, sulfotransferases, and UGTs). Regulation of
pregnane X receptor (PXR) was investigated for a few drugs. The numbers
of NMEs with positive induction results are presented in Fig. 1C. Compa-
rable numbers of drugs were inducers of CYP3A (rn = 10), CYP2B6 (n=10),
and CYP1A2 (n=9). Most of the induction effects, however, were observed
at drug concentrations far greater than the drug’s C,,,x values; based
on predictions using basic or mechanistic models, these effects were
not considered clinically relevant, and therefore no clinical studies

Yu et al.

were warranted. In addition, some drugs exhibited both induction and
inhibition toward the same P450 in vitro. For example, letermovir
induced CYP2B6 at concentrations up to 20 uM (mRNA expression,
1.0- to 2.4-fold and 1%-8% of positive control; activity, 2.4- to 2.7-fold
and 29-65% of positive control), whereas weak inhibition of CYP2B6
was also observed in vitro (ICsy = 54 uM). Therefore, the overall impact
on CYP2B6 was expected to be minimal.

Only three drugs showed in vivo induction of enzymes, with two DDIs
possibly mediated by CYP3A (telotristat ethyl and safinamide) and one by
CYP2C9/2C19 (letermovir). No drug behaved as a strong clinical inducer.
The largest effect was induction of CYP3A by telotristat ethyl (prodrug),
with a 51% decrease observed in midazolam AUC. Although no in vitro
induction of CYP3A mRNA expression was observed with telotristat
ethyl concentrations of 3 and 10 uM, a concentration-dependent increase
in PXR activation by telotristat ethyl (5.3-fold and 17.8% of the positive
control rifampin at 50 uM) and telotristat (6.5-fold and 23.1% of the
positive control, rifampin, at 50 uM) was observed. Induction of UGTs
might also be involved as the exposure to the active metabolite 1'-
hydroxymidazolam similarly decreased by 49%, possibly owing to
increased glucuronidation of 1’-hydroxymidazolam by UGTs. In vitro
induction of UGTsS by telotristat ethyl, however, was not evaluated, and
such studies have been requested as a postmarketing commitment (FDA,
2017s). The second largest induction was caused by letermovir, de-
creasing the AUC of voriconazole by 44%. According to the sponsor, the
induction was attributable to CYP2C9 and/or CYP2C19; however, no
induction of CYP2C19 mRNA expression or activity was observed at
letermovir concentrations up to 1.75 uM (of note, this test concentration is
far below Cy,.x, Which is 23 and 50 uM after oral and intravenous dosing
of letermovir, respectively), and the induction potential of letermovir on
CYP2C9 was not evaluated in vitro. These clinical study results suggest
that concomitant use of telotristat ethyl or letermovir may decrease the
efficacy of drugs that are substrates of CYP3A or CYP2C9/2C19 by
decreasing their systemic exposure by approximately 50%, respectively.
Therefore, it was recommended that the plasma concentrations of victim
drugs that are substrates of these enzymes be monitored and their dosages
adjusted, if necessary (FDA, 20171,s).

NMEs as Substrates of Transporters. Twenty-seven NMEs and
14 metabolites were evaluated in vitro as substrates of a total of
17 transporters, and 19 parent drugs and 6 metabolites were substrates of
nine transporters (Fig. 2A). The largest number of drugs were substrates
of P-gp (n = 18), followed by breast cancer resistance protein (BCRP),
organic anion transporting polypeptide (OATP) 1B1, and OATP1B3.

Approximately 20 clinical DDI studies found AUC ratios =1.25 (with five
drugs involved) that were mediated mainly by transporters, namely,
OATP1B1, OATP1B3, P-gp, and BCRP. OATP1B1/1B3 played a dominant
role, mediating more than half of these DDIs, some with involvement of P-gp
and BCRP. As discussed in the enzyme section, almost all the moderate
sensitive and sensitive substrates of CYP3A are also substrates of P-gp and, to
avoid redundancy, these interactions are not included in this section. Among
the five drugs (NMEs = 6, including one combination drug with two NMEs)
involved, three drugs (NMEs = 4) are antivirals. Approximately 80% of the
DDIs were from two drugs, glecaprevir/pilbentasvir and voxilaprevir, both
indicated for the treatment of hepatitis C virus (HCV) infection. About half of
the interactions were comedication studies pwing to the complex poly-
pharmacy in this patient population.

Five drug interaction studies (involving two NMEs) had AUC
changes greater than 5-fold, all mediated by OATP1B1/1B3, with
partial contributions from P-gp and BCRP for some of those interactions
(Table 1). Based on these inhibition study results, two NMEs, namely,
glecaprevir and voxilaprevir, were identified as sensitive substrates
of OATP1B1/1B3. Coadministration of voxilaprevir in healthy sub-
jects with cyclosporine (600 mg oral single dose), an inhibitor of
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Fig. 2. The numbers of NMEs (open bars) and metabolites (closed bars) of substrates
(A) or inhibitors (B) of drug transporters. BSEP, bile salt export pump; MRP,
multidrug resistance-associated protein.

OATP1B1/1B3 (also of other transporters), significantly increased
voxilaprevir AUC by approximately 10-fold. Similarly, a
600-mg single-dose oral administration of rifampin in healthy subjects
resulted in an 8-fold increase in voxilaprevir AUC, suggesting strong
inhibition of OATP1B1/1B3. Some in vitro evidence suggests that
uptake transporters are involved in the transport of voxilaprevir in
hepatocytes, although specific transporters were not identified. Voxilap-
revir is also a substrate of P-gp and BCRP, with eftlux ratios of 6.5 and
3.9, respectively, in transporter-transfected Madin-Darby Canine Kidney
I cells (FDA, 2017q). Therefore, the greater change in voxilaprevir AUC
observed with cyclosporine may involve inhibition of P-gp and BCRP as
cyclosporine is also an inhibitor of these two transporters. Regarding
glecaprevir, its exposure was increased by 8.55- and 5.08-fold in healthy
subjects under coadministration with a single oral dose of rifampin
(600 mg) or cyclosporine (400 mg), respectively. Like voxilaprevir,
glecaprevir is a substrate of OATP1B1 (K, = 0.098 uM), OATP1B3
(K =0.19 uM), P-gp (efflux ratio = 7.8), and BCRP (efflux ratio = 9.3)
(FDA, 2017j). As expected, based on the clinical findings, concomitant
administration of glecaprevir or voxilaprevir with OATP inhibitors is
contraindicated or not recommended (FDA, 2017j,9).

For DDIs with AUC changes 1.25- to 5-fold, OATP1B1/1B3 was also
primarily involved, mediating two-thirds of the interactions. For
example, the interactions between the combination drug glecaprevir or
pibrentasvir and some commonly prescribed comedications, such as
atazanavir or ritonavir, cobicistat, darunavir or ritonavir, and lopinavir or
ritonavir were mediated mainly by OATP1B1/1B3, with possible
involvement of P-gp and/or BCRP. Although inhibition of P-gp seems
to contribute to all the drug interactions with AUC ratios of 1.25-5.0, it
was the main driving mechanism in only three DDIs involving two
NMEs: 1) coadministration of betrixaban with verapamil and ketoco-
nazole showed 3.06- and 2.12-fold increases in the exposure of
betrixaban; 2) naldemedine AUC increased 1.79-fold when it was
coadministered with cyclosporine. Based on these results, it is recom-
mended that the dose of betrixaban be reduced or monitored for potential
naldemedine-related adverse reactions when they are coadministered
with P-gp inhibitors (FDA, 2017e, o).
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On the other hand, several drugs seemed more sensitive to induction
than to inhibition. For example, when the combination drug glecaprevit/
pibrentasvir was coadministered with multiple oral doses of rifampin
(600 mg once daily for 17 days), the AUC and C,,« values of glecaprevir
and pibrentasvir were significantly reduced, by approximately 90%,
mainly because of induction of P-gp (induction of CYP3A might also
contribute to the reduction in glecaprevir exposure since, in vitro,
glecaprevir exhibited some metabolism, primarily by CYP3A). The less
potent inducers carbamazepine and efavirenz decreased these drugs’
exposure by 50%—70% and 50%, respectively. Consequently, consid-
ering the potential risk of therapeutic failure, coadministration of
glecaprevir/pibrentasvir is contraindicated with rifampin but not recom-
mended with carbamazepine or efavirenz (FDA, 2017j).

NMEs as Inhibitors of Transporters. In vitro, the inhibition potential
of NMEs and their metabolites was assessed toward 19 transporters. A total
of 31 NMEs and 26 metabolites (including the active moieties of two
prodrugs) were evaluated; 25 NMEs and 9 metabolites showed inhibition.
The largest number of drugs was inhibitors of BCRP (n = 17), followed by
P-gp (n = 15), OATP1BI1 (n = 8), and OATP1B3 (n = 8) (Fig. 2B).

Clinically, more than 20 DDIs occurred involving six drugs (NMEs =
7, including one combination drug with two NMEs) with AUC ratios =
1.25, with about a third of the interactions mediated by both transporters
and enzymes. Among these inhibitors are three antivirals, two cancer
treatment agents, and one central nervous system agent. Even though
OATP1B1 and OATP1B3 were not the main transporters inhibited
in vitro, they played a dominant role in vivo, mediating half of the drug
interactions including all the strong interactions (two DDIs; Table 1) and
most of the moderate ones (six of nine DDIs).

Two drugs, glecaprevir/pibrentasvir and sofosbuvir/velpatasvir/
voxilaprevir, both HCV combination drugs, exhibited strong inhibition
of OATP1B1/1B3 and/or BCRP, with greater than 5-fold increase in the
exposure of victim drugs atorvastatin or rosuvastatin (Table 1). Co-
administration with glecaprevi/pibrentasvir (300 mg/120 mg once daily
for 10 days) in healthy subjects significantly increased the AUC and C,,x
of atorvastatin, a clinical substrate of OATP1B1/1B3, 8.28- and 22-fold,
respectively. In vitro, glecaprevir inhibited OATP1B1 (ICs¢=0.017 uM)
and OATP1B3 (ICsp = 0.064 uM), and pibrentasvir inhibited OATP1B1
(ICs9 = 1.3 uM with 4% bovine serum albumin), but not OATP1B3
(IC50 > 30 uM). Of note, glecaprevir also weakly inhibited CYP3A
in vitro (IC5o = 28.4 uM), and atorvastatin is a moderate sensitive
substrate of CYP3; therefore, inhibition of CYP3A might also contribute
to the overall effect. Considering the large increase in atorvastatin
exposure, coadministration of glecaprevit/pibrentasvir with atorvastatin
is not recommended (FDA, 2017j). The drug interaction risks with other
statins (lovastatin, pravastatin, rosuvastatin, simvastatin) were evaluated
as well. Exposures to these statins were increased to a much smaller
extent (1.70- to 2.32-fold) in healthy subjects upon coadministration with
gelcaprevir/pibrentasvir; however, there was a greater increase (4.10- to
4.50-fold) in the active metabolites lovastatin hydroxyl acid and
simvastatin acid. Therefore, coadministration of lovastatin or simvastatin
with glecaprevir/pibrentasvir is also not recommended; dose reduction is
recommended for pravastatin and rosuvastatin (FDA, 2017j).

The other strong inhibition was caused by the combination drug
sofosbuvir/velpatasvir/voxilaprevir (400 mg-100 mg-100 mg + 100 mg
voxilaprevir once daily for 15 days; voxilaprevir as an NME), with 7.35-
and 17.96-fold increases in the AUC and C,,,, of coadministered
rosuvastatin, respectively, a clinical substrate of BCRP, OATP1B1, and
OATP1B3 (FDA, 2017q). In vitro studies showed that voxilaprevir is an
inhibitor of OATP1B1 (IC5o = 0.18 uM) and OATP1B3 (ICs5y =
0.70 uM), and velpatasvir inhibits BCRP, OATP1B1, and OATP1B3
with ICsq values of 0.30, 1.5, and 0.26 uM, respectively. Sofosbuvir
only weakly inhibited BCRP (35% inhibition at 100 wuM) and OATP1B3

20z ‘2T |1dy UospuInop 13dSY e BIo's|euIno fpdse pwip Wwoiy pepeoiumoq


http://dmd.aspetjournals.org/

Downloaded from dmd.aspetjournals.org at ASPET Journals on April 17, 2024

'sKep g 10J A[rep 90UoO (S0P [EJIUI[O PAPUSWIIOIAI) S ()09 S& PAIS)SIUIWPE SEM WE[OZEPIAL,

'skep 8 10} A[rep 9dU0 SuI ()7 SE PIASIUIUPE SeM WIE[OZEPIA,

*S[eLn [edIUI[o 10 S[apowr Y Jgd eia juswarnbar jayreunsod e se pajsenbar sem qrpordeweqe jo soneunjooruLeyd d) UO 10NPUI ALISPOW B JO 193JJ2 AL,
‘xopur onnadeIdy) MOLEU ‘[N

ILN ® Jiim sajensqns
VEJAD JO 9sop donpar1 10 yjim uonne))
ILN ® (s sajensqns

Mddd (L1°S) ,We[ozepiA

(1L100) vad sqeardde 10N aqearjdde 10N VEJAD JO 9SOp 20npal 10 M uonnesn [eo1UId “(68°€) ,WBIOZEPIA qroroqry
10Mqiyut sy
(uL100) vad QUON [eorurp “(19°0) urduwrejry QUON 3ddd (1S'T) Proe drueudjoy wrzoyrSnug
QUON Mddd ‘(¢0'1) duruexoan[g
A[rep
Q0U0 Ul ()07 03 UONINPAI ISOP J0U JI
SIONQIYUI YEJAD SUONS (M PIPIOAY Mddd ‘(€61 urAwornpArg
A[rep
Qouo0 W (O 03 UONINPAI ASOP JOu JI
SUON 3ddd (0v°0) zusnaejg SIONQIYUI YEJAD SUONS (M PIPIOAY 3ddd (697) 210zeuodeny
A[rep
Qouo0 SuI () 0} UONONPAI ASOP JOU JI
SIONPUI YEJAD SUONS Yiim POPIOAY SIddd ‘(8%°0) durdozewreqre) 'SIONQIUI Ve XD SUONS UIIM POPIOAY 3ddd (60°€) S107eu0d01Y
Aqrep
Q0ou0 Wl () 03 UONINPAI ASOP IO JI
(1L100) vad SI0NPUT YEJAD SUONS Yiim POPIOAY [eoruro*(11°0) urdureyry 'SIONQIUI YEJXD SUONS UM POPIOAY [edmurd “(17°¢) HABUOIRY qroroqry
SIONQIUUI YEJAD <relopout
umowun sI 1onpul VedAD ()M SUOTIORAI ASIOAPE paje[al
i qeropowr PIm dduenbasuos [esrur) SIdgd (LS'0) zuaraeyq -ourpawepeu [enuajod 10 SULIOIUOI Sddd ‘(06'1) 9[0zeuodny
© SIONqQIUI VEJAD
° Suons ym SUOTOBAI ISIOAPE PajR[al
S (0L100) Vad SIoNPUI VEJAD SUONS YIm PIPIOAY [eorurpd ‘(£1°0) urduweyry -ourpawepyeu [enuajod 10§ SULIONUON [BOIUI[D (76°C) Pl0ZBUOdLN] QUIpaWLp[EN
> sIoNqIyur VEJAD
s1oonpur QJBIOPOW 1M ISOP PIPUIUWOIT
VEJAD Q1eIopowl Yiim papIoAy Mddd ‘(6T°0) zuanaejg oy Jo ¢/1 01 uononpar asoq Mddd (L6°€) 10zeuoon|y
stonquul VedAD
Suons YIIm 9SOp PIPUIUILIOIAT
(8L100) vad SIoNPUI YEJAD SUONS YIm PIPIOAY [ea1uI[d “(90°0) urdureyry oy} Jo ¢/1 01 uononpar asoq [e21UI[d “(8¢°¢) UroAworyLe) Hodezejedg
QuoN Sddd ‘(LE'T) suruexoan[{
A[rep 9ouo Sw O] 03 uondnpar asoq SIddd ‘(€4°7) d1ozeuoonyf
A[rep 2ouo Sur o[ 0) uondNpar aso(q 3ddd (8T0) wezeniiq
QUON SIdgd ‘(6€°0) Zuanaeyg A[rep 9ouo Sw ()] 01 uononpar asoq Sddd (9.°7) uokwonpAlg
K[rep 201m) padnirqur oq pinoys qrunniqe[eoe
Swr g 01 pasearour asop jou Ji JO asn ‘pasn s1 103IqIYuI J1
1$10NpUl YEJAD SUONS UM POPIOAY Sddd ‘(6€°0) duidezeweqie) SIONQIYUI YEJAD SUONS (M PIPIOAY MdAd ‘(yg°¢) ukwornpLe)
A[rep 9o1m) paydnuur oq pinoys qrunniqeedoe
Swr Qg 01 pasearour Asop Jou Ji JO asn ‘pasn ST I0)IqIyUT J1
(L107) vad 1SIONPUL YEJXD SUONS YIIM PIPIOAY [eorurp “(1¢°0) urdureyry 'SIONQIUI YEJ XD SUONS UIIM POPIOAY [eOIUI[O (96'f) Slozeuooen] qrunniqeedy
QuoN Mddd (877 Nwuederop
QUON Mddd ‘(S6°¢) wezenniq
(910ZRU020)0Y 1dooxX9) s10YIqIYUT
VEJAD Suons yum uononpal asoq Iddd “(S1°L) d[ozeuodeny
SI00Npul VEJAD SUOns Yim paploAy 3Mddd ‘(0z0) suidozeureqre) 9J0ZBUOJ01Y IIM PIPIOAY Mddd ‘(€L°ST) 9[0ZBU020193]
(910ZU020)0Y 1doox9) s10YIqIYUT
(d2100) vad SIONPUI YEJAD SUONS YIm POPIOAY [eorurp “(0°0) urdureyry VEJAD SUons gism Uononpar aso( [eorurp “(L¢'¢) uAwornper) patPEWeqyY
densqns sy
Q0ULIAJIY joeduwy Surjeqe (oney DNV) ApmS uononpuy 1oedwy Surjeqe (oney DNV) Apms uoniqryuy oweN Snig
N suonepuawodAl [9qe| 1oddns 0) pasn synsar uonernwis pue Jurpow (3[ddqd) onourjooeutreyd paseq A[edr3o[orsAyg
M ¢ d14vl


http://dmd.aspetjournals.org/

A Review of Clinical DDIs in 2017 NDAs

(ICs¢ =203.5 uM). Based on in vitro-to-in vivo prediction calculations
(FDA, 2012), both velpatasvir and voxilaprevir were likely to inhibit
these transporters at clinically relevant concentrations. In vivo, co-
administration of velpatasvir (100 mg daily for 11 days) increased
pravastatin AUC 1.35-fold, likely owing to inhibition of hepatic OATPs
(Mogalian et al., 2016; FDA, 2017q). A larger effect was observed for
rosuvastatin, with approximately a 2.8-fold increase in its AUC after
coadministration of velpatasvir (100 mg daily for 11 days), owing to the
inhibition of both OATPs and BCRP (Mogalian et al., 2016; FDA,
2017q). Therefore, the significant increase in rosuvastatin under co-
administration with sofosbuvir/velpatasvir/voxilaprevir may be attribut-
able to the combined inhibition of BCRP, OATP1B1, and OATP1B3 by
velpatasvir and voxilaprevir.

P-gp was involved in approximately one-third of the clinical
interactions, with most victim exposure changes less than 2-fold. The
largest effect mediated by P-gp was observed with the combination drug
sofosbuvir/velpatasvir/voxilaprevir, increasing dabigatran (clinical sub-
strate of P-gp) AUC 2.59-fold. Clinical monitoring of dabigatran is
recommended when coadministered with this combination drug (FDA
2017q). Although the exposure increases of the P-gp substrate di-
goxin were lower (1.30-1.48) when coadministered with glecaprevir/
pibrentasvir, neratinib, or valbenazine, these effects were considered
clinically relevant, and monitoring or dose reduction was recommended
in the drugs’ labels when used concomitantly with P-gp substrates with a
NTI such as digoxin (FDA, 2017h,j,k). Regarding other transporters,
abemaciclib was a weak inhibitor of multi-antimicrobial extrusion
protein 1 and 2-K and organic cation transporter 2, as it slightly
increased metformin (clinical substrate of these transporters) AUC 1.37-
fold; however, this effect was not considered clinically relevant. Like
enzyme-mediated DDIs, almost all the interactions with AUC ratios of
2 to 5 triggered dose recommendations, whereas for DDIs with AUC
ratios less than 2, most were not considered clinically meaningful.

In Vitro-to-In Vivo Predictions. According to recommendations of
the 2012 FDA DDI guidance, in vitro-to-in vivo predictions were
performed using both basic and mechanistic models. PBPK models were
used to predict the risk of drug interactions for six drugs, and the
predicted results were used to support specific label recommendations
(Table 2). Among them, five drugs (abemaciclib, acalabrutinib,
deflazacort, naldemedine, and ribociclib) are substrates of CYP3A.
Typically, the drug interaction risk with one strong inhibitor or inducer
was evaluated using a clinical study, whereas the risks with other strong
inhibitors or inducers or less potent inhibitors or inducers were predicted
using PBPK models. PBPK models were also used to predict the
inhibition potential of different dosing regimens for ribociclib. The effect
of ribociclib at 400 mg once daily for 8 days on CYP3A was investigated
in a clinical trial in healthy subjects using midazolam as the probe
substrate, and the recommended dose of 600 mg once daily for 8 days
was assessed using PBPK models. As expected, a larger increase in
midazolam was predicted with the higher dose of ribociclib, and label
recommendations were based on those predictions (FDA, 2017i).

Basic model predictions were performed more widely for all drugs. In
general, good predictions were observed for drugs that showed high
inhibition or induction potency in vitro, such as ribociclib (Cy,.x =4 uM),
which showed reversible (K;, = 30.0 uM) and mechanism-based
inhibition (K, = 4.44 uM, kinaee = 0.02/min) of CYP3A; glecaprevir
(Cinax = 0.712 uM), which inhibited P-gp (IC5y = 0.33 uM); BCRP
(ICs0=2.3 uM), OATP1B1 (ICso = 0.017 uM), and OATP1B3 (IC5o =
0.064 uM); and letermovir (Cpax = 22.7 uM (oral), 49.6 uM (i.v.)),
which inhibited OATP1B1 (ICsp =2.9 uM) and OATP1B3 (ICso = 1.1 uM)
(FDA, 2017i,j,1). Indeed, in vivo, all these drugs exhibited moderate to
strong inhibition of the relevant enzyme or transporter; however, in
several cases, in vitro findings did not accurately predict the clinical
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results using basic models. For example, betrixaban, letermovir, and
telotristat ethyl all showed inhibition of P-gp in vitro. Based on the
[1]/ICs ratios, betrixaban and telotristat ethyl were expected to inhibit
P-gp at the gut level, whereas letermovir had the potential to cause both
systemic and intestinal inhibition of P-gp. When evaluated in vivo,
however, no significant increase in the exposure of the coadministered
P-gp substrates digoxin or fexofenadine (AUC ratios 0.90-1.14) were
found, indicating no clinical inhibition of P-gp (FDA, 2017e,l,s). On the
other hand, several drugs predicted to have a remote risk of drug
interaction showed positive clinical inhibition. For instance, for the
combination drug glecaprevir/pibrentasvir, glecaprevir only weakly
inhibited CYP3A4 (ICso = 28.3 uM) but not CYP1A2, and pibrentasvir
did not inhibit any P450s. Based on the R; value of 1.05 (assuming
competitive inhibition, K; = 14.15 uM; Cp,.x = 0.712 uM) for CYP3A4,
glecaprevir was not likely to inhibit this enzyme at clinically relevant
concentrations. In a cocktail study, however, the combination exhibited
weak inhibition of both CYP1A2 and CYP3A, with a 35% and 27%
increase observed in the AUC of caffeine and midazolam, respectively
(FDA, 2017j). Similarly, safinamide showed reversible (ICsy = 47.7 uM;
K; =54 uM, competitive) and mechanism-based inhibition (K;=33.5 uM,
Kipact = 0.075/min) of CYP1A2, and its metabolite NW-1153 also showed
weak inhibition of CYP1A2 (36% inhibition under preincubation and
8.9% inhibition under coincubation). With both R; and R, values <1.1, no
clinical inhibition of CYP1A2 was expected. However, safinamide
co-administration caused a 30% increase in caffeine AUC, suggesting
weak inhibition of CYP1A2 in vivo (FDA, 2017r). Although the slight
increases in exposure to these probes were not considered clinically
meaningful by the sponsors, based on the current FDA classification, both
drugs are still considered weak inhibitors. If only the basic models were
used, and no clinical studies had been performed, these weak inhibitions
would not have been identified. One possible reason causing the
prediction discrepancy of these basic models may be the failure to
consider the drug’s protein or plasma binding capacity. Of note, for the
transporters P-gp, BCRP, and OATP1B1/1B3, among the 13 drugs with
prediction values higher than the cutoffs, nine drugs were highly bound to
plasma (>96%). In the most recent FDA guidance (2017ab), the
prediction methods and cutoffs have been revised, and it is now
recommended that unbound inhibition parameters and free plasma
concentrations be used in the calculations. Also, a preincubation condition
is recommended for transporter inhibition studies; however, because the
unbound inhibition parameters were not available for most of the drugs
approved in 2017, it was not possible to evaluate whether prediction
accuracy would have been enhanced with the new regulatory framework.

Discussion and Conclusions

The PK-based DDI data from NDA reviews for drugs approved by the
FDA in 2017 were thoroughly reviewed, and the clinical significance of
the results was assessed. As expected, CYP3A mediated most interac-
tions, whether NMEs serving as substrates or as perpetrators. A total of
11 drugs were found to be clinical substrates of CYP3A, with AUC
increases =25% when coadministered with a strong CYP3A inhibitor
(clarithromycin, itraconazole, ketoconazole, ritonavir, or voriconazole).
Among these drugs, nine (82%) were also substrates of P-gp in vitro,
consistent with previous findings and confirming the significant overlap
between substrates of CYP3A and P-gp (Christians et al., 2005; Zhou
2008; Yu et al., 2018). Inhibition of OATP1B1/1B3 also played a
substantial role. All large interactions with AUC changes of the victim
drug equal to or greater than 5-fold were mediated by either CYP3A or
OATP1B/1B3, with contributions from other transporters such as P-gp
and/or BCRP. Five drugs were considered sensitive substrates, including
abemeciclib, midostaurin, and neratinib for CYP3A and glecaprevir and
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voxilaprevir for OATP1B1/1B3. When NMEs were evaluated as perpe-
trators, three drugs were considered strong inhibitors, including
ribociclib for CYP3A, glecaprevir/pibrentasvir for OATP1B1/1B3, and
sofosbuvir/velpatasvir/voxilaprevir for OATP1B1/1B3 and BCRP. No
strong inducer was identified.

As noted in previous evaluations (Yu et al., 2018), transporters are
playing an increasing role in clinical drug interactions. This is mostly
explained by an improved ability to detect transporter-mediated DDIs
because of a better understanding of their role in drug disposition, as well
as deliberate efforts to shift molecular structures away from P450-
mediated interactions during the early phase of drug discovery (Cheng
et al., 2007; Hughes et al., 2011). For the 2017 NMEs, they mediated
about half of all drug interactions as main or partial contributors to the
overall effect, with often complex interplays observed between several
transporters or between transporters and enzymes, particularly for DDIs
involving antiviral combination drugs. Two combination drugs, glecap-
revir/pibrentasvir and sofosbuvri/velpatasvir/voxilaprevir, were identi-
fied as both sensitive substrates and strong inhibitors of transporters.
Despite our improved knowledge of the underlying mechanisms of
DDIs, because of the complexity of the enzyme-transporter interplay,
understanding the true contribution of a transporter in a specific
interaction remains challenging because of the lack of specific trans-
porter substrates and inhibitors. Also, it is often difficult to generalize
transporter-based DDIs among substrates and inhibitors.

In terms of labeling impact, all large DDIs with exposure changes equal
to or greater than 5-fold triggered labeling recommendations such as
contraindication, not recommended, or avoidance of concomitant admin-
istration. Almost all drug interactions with AUC changes of 2- to 5-fold
also had some language in the labels recommending dose adjustment of the
victim drug or monitoring for adverse reactions or plasma concentrations.
For DDIs with exposure changes of less than 2-fold, however, there were
differences in labeling impact, depending on the NME’s role in the drug
interaction. When NMEs were victims, approximately half of the drug
interactions had some language in the label like dose adjustment or
monitoring, whereas only about 20% of DDIs triggered labeling recom-
mendations when NMEs were the perpetrators. In both cases, labeling
recommendations were mainly related to NTI drugs. Interestingly, almost
all induction DDIs with AUC changes less than 5-fold (NMEs as
substrates) had labeling language to avoid coadministration with inducers
given the impact of possible loss of efficacy for these classes of drugs.

Finally, it is noteworthy that, as observed in previous years, the largest
clinical interactions involving NMEs identified as sensitive substrates and
strong inhibitors were observed with oncology or HCV drugs, including
four (of the nine approved) oncology drugs and two (out of three approved)
antiviral drugs. This finding suggests a significant risk of clinically
significant DDIs in these patient populations for whom therapeutic
management is already complex owing to polytherapy.
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