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Conclusions of Menton 2010

Need to recruit more patients/new centers
Other immunochemotherapy regimens (DI/DD)
Objective : to reach 100-200 pts (49 in 2010)
Longer follow-up

Continuous work instead of last-minute work!



Recruitment status
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Extension of inclusion criteria

Newly-diagnosed DLBCL

PET/CT at baseline and after 2 cycles, performed
In the same center (6% PET only)

No change of therapy based on interim PET
R-CHOP (14 or 21) and R-ACVBP 14

HDT+ASCT Iindicated in young (<60 y-0) higher-
risk pts or as part of salvage treatment

Central review



Patients characteristics

natients: n=120

Male 60%
Median age 56 y (23-80)
>60 y 30%
PS>2 29%
Ann Arbor -1V 82%
LDH>1N 68%
>]1 extranodal site 31%
IPI

L (O-1F) 30%

L-1 (2F) 22%

I-H (3F) 16%

H (4-5F) 23%



Treatments

R-CHOP21 R-CHOP14
n=64 (53%) R-ACVBP
n=56 (47%

L (0-1F) 19 17
L-1 (2F) 14 12
I-H (3F) 16 15

H (4-5F) 15 12



Outcome assessment

» Study period : 03/2003 — 08/2011
 Median follow-up : 39.8 months

 EFS according to 5PS and ASUV

— events being defined as modification of
scheduled treatment, active disease
(IWC+PET or PET only) or progression
according to local criteria and death
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— Reduction of false-positives
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- Increase of false-negatives

2-y EFS : 74.0% vs. 28.6%
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R-CHOP21 (n=64)
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Quantification
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Quantification
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Normalization to MBP activity

Raw ASUV ASUV /| MBP
(cutoff 66%) (cutoff 66%)

100

1 ". -\-H_ll n=73
| I
[]

60 .

100 F

20

0]

" ”(J
s
"
]
[

n=15
!
40 . 40
n=27

20 20

_ P <.0001 P=24
) X2 = 16.50 ) X2 = 0.65

0 20 40 B0 80 0 20 40 60 80
Créteill : Créteill :
2-y EFS : 80.4% vs. 40.7% 2-yEFS :72.1% vs. 60.0%
HR : 0.296 (Cl 0.083-0.419) HR : 0.695 (Cl 0.241-1.814)

SUV,,/SUV,,,



Normalization to liver activity
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Conclusions

120 patients/5 centers — stop, difficulty to recruit
visual analysis (5PS) — moderate to substantial
— best reference = liver
guantitative (ASUV) — substantial to almost perfect
— better prediction of EFS
other types of NHL, other time points



