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Article Summary: Thisarticleisan analysis of devicetrias performed at seven children’s hospitals affiliated
with the FDA Consortia grants program between 1999 and 2022.

What's Known on This Subject: There have been no prior studies of devicetrial activity at a cohort of
children’s hospitals at academic medical centers. Over the past decade, FDA programs have been initiated to
assist stakeholders in advancing the development of pediatric medical devices.

What This Study Adds: Pediatric devicetrials account for only 5% of total trials at the ingtitutions studied.
Of note, only half of these PMD trials (2.4% of total clinical trials) were sponsored by industry and likely
seeking pediatric labeling.
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Abstract

Objective. This study assessed the state of PMD development by comparing PMD clinical trials to pediatric
trials evaluating drugs and biologics, from 1999-2022. We hypothesized changes in numbers and types of PMD
trials compared to drugs and biologics represent an indicator of PMD growth.

Study Design. wwwe.clinicaltrials.gov was used to identify and quantify both PMD clinical trials and pediatric
trials for drugs and biologics. Clinical specialty was also assessed. The ingtitutions included were the seven
children’s hospitals primarily affiliated with the FDA PDC grants program between 2018-2023.

Results. 243 PMD clinical trials were identified based on the year of initiation. The average number of PMD
trialsinitiated per year per ingtitution was 1.5. PMD trials sgnificantly increased (p=0.0083) from 2014
onward compared to pediatric clinical trials for drugs and biologics, which demonstrated no significant change
intrial initiation activity. A more than five-fold increase in PMD trials was observed from 2014-2018 compared
to previoustime periods, and there were 48% more PMD trials from 2019-2022 compared to 2014-2018. PMD
trials represented 5% of clinical trials at the ingtitutions studied.

Conclusions. While clinical trial activity for drug and biologic development remained stable from 1999-2022,
initiation of PMD trials significantly increased. The present results suggest that clinical trials growth reflects
increased PMD development. Accommodation and promotion of PMD clinical trial activity, which is still
relatively small, by relevant programs and policies at the institutional and government levels may foster the
advancement of PMD to further address unmet needs.
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I ntroduction

The lack of progress in development and commercialization of PMD is indicative of an important
unaddressed healthcare inequity.® PMD are used in all aspects of pediatric healthcare, including treating
patients with rare diseases, or those at high risk.*” However, PMD development hasin general lagged compared
to adult devices. **® This has been due to factors including business concerns and product liability issues with
perceived higher risks for trialsincluding children.? ** As aresult, there is disproportionate use of many
medical devices evaluated, authorized and intended for adults but used in children, exposing children to an

unclear benefit-risk profile. *# 13

The FDA PDC grants program, and the Program for Pediatrics and Special Populations (P& SP) at
FDA’s CDRH, support select academic ingtitutions in their efforts to advance PMD devel opment. The Pediatric
Medical Device Safety and Improvement Act of 2007 ***> enabled the FDA to launch the PDC grants program
in 2009 *°, and at present there are five PDC nationwide that are associated with seven primarily affiliated
children’s hospitals. The PDC offer a number of services to support and encourage the devel opment of PMD,
and these include: sponsored project funding for PMD devel opment, consultant servicesto assist with
regulatory guidance and assessing intellectual property, and optimizing FDA interactions with PMD innovators.
The PDC affiliated institutions, which are all academic children’s hospitals with both well-established clinical
specialty expertise and extensive research infrastructure, have had a close association with the FDA PDC
program and the strategic initiatives advanced by CDRH'’s P& SP. Thus, the rationale for the present study was
based on examining PMD clinical trias at these children’ s hospitals because of their select interest in PMD

development and unique interaction with FDA’s CDRH P& SP, and OOPD.

The present study analyzed PMD clinical trials data from 1999 to 2022 at the seven primary PDC
children’s hospitals participating in the FDA PDC grant program period 2018-2023, and compared this activity
to clinical trials for drugs and biologics between 1999 to 2022 at the same children’ s hospitals. It was

hypothesized that changes in numbers and types of PMD trials compared to drugs and biologics represent an
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indicator of PMD growth. Thus, the objective of thisinvestigation was to identify and compare rates of growth,
within the time period studied, with comparisons between the number of clinical trials focused on PMD versus
those involving biologics or drugs. Secondary objectives were to identify clinical speciaties that had increased
PMD trial activity, and to identify temporal trends in the number of associated PMD clinical trials. We utilized
the database resources and search functions of www.clinicaltrials.gov to carry out the relevant queries for this

study.

Methods
Clinical trial sitesstudied

The PMD clinical trial locations of interest for this study were the primary seven children’ s hospitals
affiliated with the FDA's PDC grants program: CHLA, CHOP, CNH, LPCHS, TCH, UCSF BCH, and UPMC

CHP.

Sear ch methodology

A search for PMD trials was conducted on www.clinicaltrials.gov. The search was conducted using the
following parameters as allowed by www.clinicaltrials.gov: Years, 1999 until 2022 (search closure date,
6/20/2022); Study Type: Interventional Studies (Clinical Trials); Recruitment Status: Not yet recruiting,
recruiting, enrolling by invitation, active - not recruiting, and completed; Age Group: Child"” (birth-17 years
old, ages 18-21 were not included because of search engine parameter restrictions); Intervention/Treatment:
“device,”; Funding type: All (NIH, Industry, Other); and Location terms. Hospital Name/City. Trials that were
suspended, terminated, withdrawn, or had status unknown were not included. All other available parameters
were |eft at the default settings. For a comparison that reflects ingtitutional clinical trial infrastructure, the same
search criteria (changing the Intervention/Treatment search termsto “drug” and “biologic”) were used to search

for drug and biologic trials at the ingtitutions included in this study.
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The search results were used to create databases for both medical device and drug-biologic trials, and
these were used to review and verify data and remove incorrectly coded trials for each hospital. These data were
reviewed for verification of thetrial data, coding, and location to ensure all iterations of site names were
included. The www.clinicaltrials.gov database does not include a parameter for device classification. Thus, the
authors reviewed each institution’ s trial data set to identify, per FDA device definition, specific device-related
entries.’® ' Clinical specialty was also determined by review of the device and trial description. It should be
noted that the “Digital” specialty designation includes devices and applications that specifically fall within the
FDA'’s scope for device software functions and mobile medical applications. % * Also, the “Behavioral”
specialty designation includes devices that address conditions relating to mental and psychological health such
as mental illnesses and emotional disorders. This differentiates these devices from the Neurology/Neurosurgery
specialty which includes devices that address conditions relating to the anatomy, functions, and organic
disorders of the central and peripheral nervous system. The “Other” category designation includes devices that

could not be classified by any of the other listed specialties.

Data and Statistical M ethodology

To enable comparisons of the results, descriptive statistics were calculated as means and standard
deviations. For comparisons we avoided any parametric assumptions, by considering the rank correlation. For
testing significance, the number of device trials divided by the total number of trials were computed over the

study period, and the comparisons were assessed using rank correlation methodol ogy.

Results

Asshown in Table 1 (and in Figure 1), there were 243 PMD trials (179 multi-center, 64 single-center;

representing 154 unique medical devices), ranging from 24 to 71 trials per ingtitution; the average number of
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PMD trials per ingtitution per year was 1.5. Five of the seven ingtitutions initiated fewer than 30 PMD trials
during thistime frame. The far greater number of concurrent drug and biologic trials compared to PMD trialsis
noteworthy (Figure 1A and 1B). Concurrent drug and biologic trials were roughly 20 times the number of PMD

trials (Table 1).

Table 1 shows the number of PMD trials with a single sponsor source: 83 from industry and 97 from
other sources (such as academic/research institutions and non-profit organizations). Of the 63 trials that listed
multiple funding sources, 39 have the NIH as a co-sponsor, and 14 trials have both NIH and industry
sponsorship. There were no examples of NIH sole sponsorship. There were 119 trials that had an industry
sponsor, whether as the sole source of sponsorship or in collaboration with other sponsors. In al, industry
sponsored studies represented only 2.4% of all combined pediatric clinical trials (Table 1, Total Device Trials,
Total concurrent drug and biologic trials). Of the 179 PMD trials that were carried out in multiple ingtitutions,
106 were industry sponsored. Multi-center trials represented 103 unique devices, the single center trials studied

51 unique devices.

Regarding FDA medical device classification, only 9 trials involved Class | devices and the remainder
of device trials were comparably distributed between Class 11 (112 trials) and Class 111 (122 trials) devices. Of
thetrials analyzed, two were identified as trials studying combination products, and these trials were
Comparison of Methods of Pulmonary Blood Flow Augmentation in Neonates. Shunt Versus Sent (The
COMPASS Tria) (NCT05268094), involving drug eluting stents, and the Albuterol Integrated Adherence
Monitoring in Children With Asthma trial (NCT04896645), using adigitally controlled albuterol delivery

system.
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Additional analysis revealed the inclusion of two trials that involved the use of adult-labeled medical
devices. The COMPASS trial isan ongoing prospective multicenter trial, involving up to 300 neonates with
ductal dependent congenital heart disease® The COMPASS trial isinvestigating efficacy of ductus arteriosus
drug eluting stent placement compared to atraditional systemic-to-pulmonary artery surgically created shunt.
The drug €uting stents used in this study, sponsored by Healthcore-NERI, represent five different FDA
approved stents, all have adult-only labeling. The other clinical trial included in our results that used an adult-
labeled device in pediatric subjects involved the Aculaser, a“cold laser” device not intended for pediatric use,
that was tested from 2013-2015 in pediatric patients. Thistrial, sponsored by UCSF, studied children

undergoing kidney biopsies, and assessed the Aculaser as a means of acupuncture anesthesia.

Table 2 shows the number of PMD trials by clinical specialty. Cardiovascular and diabetes related
devices were the two most common clinical areas with 70 and 63 trials respectively. These results were five-
fold higher than the specialties of oncology and otolaryngology, which represented the next highest number of
trials. Together, these four specialties were responsible for 64% of all the PMD trials identified. Regarding
diabetestrials, it is notable that asingle institution, LPCHS, was responsible for 46 of the 63 total trials. The

reasons for this predominance are likely multi-factorial, and cannot be determined from the available data.

To identify temporal trendsin PMD trials, compared to biologic and drug trials, we quantified the
number of thesetrials at five-year increments, with the last time period included (2019-2022) based on 3 %2
years of data (Figure 2). The number of trialsinitiated for both PMD and drug/biologic trials were relatively
constant from 1999 through 2013 (Figure 2A). There was more than afive-fold increase in PMD trials reported
during 2014-2018 compared to previous periods. Furthermore, there were 48% more PMD trials from 2019-
2022 compared to 2014-2018. PMD trials increased during the full study period, 1999-2022; trials for drugs and
biologics showed no significant growth trends (Figure 2A). Figure 2B illustrates the percentage of PMD trials

compared to all other trials during these periods. The total number of PMD trials, as a percentage of all pediatric
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clinical trials, increased, albeit modestly from 1999 to 2013. By 2014, compared to drugs and biologic trias, the

percentage of PMD trials beginsto significantly (p=0.0083) increase (Figure 2B).

We also analyzed temporal trendsin PMD trials with respect to device classification (Figure 2C). From
2009-2022, the number of trials of Class |1 devices were 10, 39, and 52 for 2009-2013, 2014-2018, and 2019-
2022 respectively. The number of Class |11 devicetrials were 5, 38, and 68 for these same respective periods.
While most Class | devices are 510(k) exempt and not subject to premarket review requirements like aclinical
trial, Class | devicesin thetrials analyzed in this study demonstrated no sustained increase or definable trend.™®
23,24 Together these data show a progressive and significant increasein PMD trials since 2009. Further analysis
of the trials revealed that 6 involved post-market assessment of cardiovascular devices. The initiation of these 6
trials was spread across the timeframe used in this study with 2 post-market trialsinitiated in 2008; 2 post-
approval analysistrialsin 2010, 1 trial in 2021; and 1 trial in 2022. These isolated findings did not influence

the overall temporal trend in the observed data.

Discussion

This study profilesthe PMD clinical trials performed from 1999-2022 at the cohort of seven academic
children’s hospitals primarily affiliated with the FDA PDC grants program. The results show a vast difference
between the number of clinical trials involving drugs and biologics compared to PMD, with a roughly 20-fold
difference, over the study period, favoring drug trial activity. Specifically, there was an average of 672 trials
(Table 1) involving drugs and/or biologics per ingtitution. In contrast, PMD trial activity, while demonstrating a
significant increase over time, was relatively modest with a mean of 35 and arange of 23 to 71 PMD trials

(Table 1).
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For potential insights about current medical device innovation, an informal comparison to adult medical
device clinical trials was conducted. We applied search terms used in the present study, with age criteria
changed to those for adults, and assessed clinical trial activity for adult medical device development at the 10
top ranked hospitals per U.S. News & World Report’s 2021-2022 Best Hospitals Honor Roll.?® The numbers of
medical device clinical trials for adults at these ingtitutions ranged from 132-634 per ingtitution over the same
time period. Thisisroughly 6-9 times greater than that of the seven children’s hospitalsin our study (Table 1,

23-71 PMD trials per children’s hospital).

Theclinical trial infrastructure necessary to support PMD trials has been the subject of relatively few

publications,® '

and has not been broadly defined or characterized; this represents an important issue to be
addressed for future PMD trial growth. The average rate of new PMD trial initiation in this study, 1.5 per year
(Table 1), likely did not require a unique infrastructure at the children’s hospitals studied, but the availability of
such an infrastructure would be beneficial. Many infrastructural elements would support effective, efficient,
and optimal growth in PMD trials. Critical needsto support PMD trialsinclude, but are not limited to: IRB
personnel and study coordinators with device expertise, engineering resources, clinical trials offices, and
device-specific data management services; ideally, all personnel should have relevant expertise in pediatrics.

Addressing these needs and the future growth in PMD trial activity reported in this study (Figure 2) may benefit

from both institutional and national planning.

The FDA’s PDC grants program was established by Congress in 2007, with grants initiated in 2009. *°
Our resultsin Figure 2 showed that between 2014-2022 there was significant growth in PMD trials at the PDC
member ingtitutions. Membership in the PDCs is awarded to academic institutions with an established level of
expertisein the PMD field. Theincreasein PMD trials roughly coinciding with the establishment of the FDA-
academic institution partnership, strongly suggests that PM D development and testing could have been

responsive to the establishment of FDA support. Thus, the establishment of additional collaborations for
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pediatric device stakeholders may provide necessary infrastructure to facilitate an increase in PMD trials.
Similarly, FDA CDRH initiatives, such asthe System of Hospitals for Innovation in Pediatrics-Medical Devices
(SHIP-MD), may help advance PMD clinical trials® via establishment of anational coordinated and integrated
network; and additionally, de-risk the total product lifecycle for pediatric medical device development,
potentially leading to greater investment in and advancement of technology trandation for the unique needs of

children.

There are limitations of the study design that are noteworthy. The retrospective nature of the
methodology involves a selection bias and does not control for changes that likely occurred over the timespan
studied. Nevertheless, these data represent a cross-sectional perspective that is useful for understanding PMD
clinical trial operations, especially for multi-center studies important for rare disease populations. The use of
clinicaltrials.gov as the data source for our studies also has limitations. By way of background, the FDA
Modernization Act of 1997 mandated the development of clinicaltrials.gov.? Further provisionsin the Final
Rulefor Clinical Trials Registration and Results Information Submission (42 CFR Part 11) included
establishment of a checklist-based tool to assist Responsible Parties in evaluating whether their clinical trial or
study is an applicable clinical trial (ACT) for registration with clinicaltrials.gov.?® * FDA has the authority to
issue a Notice of Noncompliance for failure to comply with clinicaltrials.gov requirements.® Thus, in view of
these regulationsit islikely that our survey of clinical trials performed for Class 2 and Class 3 pediatric medical
devices was comprehensive. However, Class 1 medical devices may be approved for use without a requirement
for aclinical trial, and thus our Class 1 clinical trials data cannot be viewed as an indicator of growth in PMD.
Additionally, it is also important to note that analyses from data acquired from clinicaltrials.gov has been used
in prior studies to assess clinical trial activity, ** including PMD trial activity,* despite the limitations
mentioned above. In addition, concerning this study’ s methodology, clinicaltrials.gov search parameters were

constrained by its available features. For example, the “Child” ageisbirth-17 years old. However, the Federal

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (FD& C Act) defines pediatric age as birth through 21 years.'” Nevertheless,
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since medical devicesintended for adults are generally suitable for patientsin the 18-21 years range, the authors

do not think the absence of data from this range significantly limits the conclusions.

Conclusion

Despite asignificant increasein PMD trial activity over the 23-year study period, these trials account for
only 5% of thetotal clinical trials at the 7 pediatric medical centers studied. An even smaller portion (2.4%) of
PMD trials was sponsored by industry and potentially intended for device development and labeling for
pediatrics. The present results suggest that, although the clinical trials growth reflects increased PMD
development, the activity observed isrelatively small. Nevertheless, accommodation and promotion of PMD
clinical trial activity by relevant programs and policies at the ingtitutional and government levels may foster the

advancement of PM D to further address unmet needs.
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Table 1: Clinical Trial Activity at the Pediatric Device Consortia Primary Children’s Hospitals, 1999-2022

Device-Associated Clinical Trial Details Total
Total concurrent
Institution Devi r n
e Single Single Multiple T‘:ia;:se Taiz?oagi:
Sponsored | Multi- | Class | Class | Class .
Completed | Sponsored: | Sponsored: trials
Industry Other (NIH co- center 1 " ]
sponsored)
Children's
Hospital Los 14 8 11 8(3) 18 0 18 9 27 570
Angeles
Children's
Hospital of 23 14 25 7 (4) 30 6 14 26 46 838
Philadelphia
Children's
National 12 6 10 8(4) 15 1 8 15 24 572
Hospital
Lucile
Packard
Children's 48 25 21 25 (19) 61 0 45 26 71 818
Hospital
Stanford
Texas
Children's 11 13 9 5(3) 22 1 5 21 27 794
Hospital
UCSF
Benioff
Children's 15 7 14 2 (0) 16 0 11 12 23 550
Hospital
UPMC
Children’s 13 10 7 8 (6) 17 1 11 13 25 563
Hospital of
Pittsburgh
Total 136 83 97 63 (39) 179* 9 112 122 243 4705
Mean 19.43 11.86 13.86 9.00 (5.57) 25.57 1.29 | 16.00 | 17.43 34.71 672.14
SD 13.20 6.52 6.69 7.39(6.19) | 16.44 | 2.14 | 13.44 | 6.90 | 17.84 135.97

*These multicenter trials represent 103 unique devices; the single center trials studied 51 unique devices.
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Table 2: Specialized Medical Device Clinical Trial Activity at the Pediatric Device Consortia Primary
Children’s Hospitals, 1999-2022

Institution

Cardi-
ova-
scular

Diabe-
tes

Oncol-
ogy

Otolar-
yngol-
ogy

Ortho-

pedic

Behav-
ioral

Digital

Oph-
tha-
Imology

Infec-
tious
Disease

Surgery

Pulmo-
nary

Neurol-
ogy/
neuro-
surgery

Urology

Other

Children's
Hospital Los
Angeles

Children's
Hospital of
Philadelphia

14

Children's
National
Hospital

10

Lucile
Packard
Children's
Hospital
Stanford

12

46

Texas
Children's
Hospital

13

UCSF
Benioff
Children's
Hospital

UPMC
Children's
Hospital of
Pittsburgh

Total

70

63

12

12

10

28

Mean

10.00

9.00

1.71

1.71

1.43

1.29

1.00

1.00

0.86

0.71

0.71

0.71

0.71

4.00

SD

3.27

16.45

0.95

0.76

1.40

1.25

1.53

1.29

0.90

0.76

1.50

0.49

1.11

2.31
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Figure Legends

Figure 1. Overview of pediatric medical device (PMD) trialsat the member institutions of the FDA PDC
Program. A. Total PMD trials. B. Total concurrent drug and biologic trials between 1999-2022, at each PDC

affiliated hospital.

Figure 2: Temporal analysisof PMD trialsinitiated between 1999 and 2022 at PDC hospitals. A. The
number of devicetrials versus drug and biologic trials as afunction of trial start date. B. Percentage of device
trials, compared to total number of trials (p = 0.0083). C. Breakdown of Device Classification.
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