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Visual vs Quantitative analysis
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LNH 2007-38 PET Driven strategy
DLBCL: 18-60 v, aalPl=2-3

PET Results
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Visual Analysis (IHP)

PFS according to
PET2 results
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PET Negative 28 18% (5) 82%(23) NA (2195 NA ) % SUVmax reduction PET0-2 <=66%
PET Positive 57 23% (13) 77% (44) NA (( NA NA ) % SUVmax reduction PET0-2 >66%
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RO. Casasnovas et al, Blood 2011; 118:37
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PFS according to
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visual and quantitative PET2 results
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Conclusions — Vote
Recommendations of the Experts to be presented in
plenary session on Thuesday 27th September

Do the LNHO07-3B, PETAL & IVS provide sufficient
external validation to propose quantification use:

— In a trial setting YES(n=25)/NO(n=0)
— In current practice YES(n=6)/NO (n=19)
— To drive treatment strategy YES(n=6)/NO(n=19)



ISSUES REGARDING BASELINE SUV <10
AND INTERIM SUV > 5.0



Issues regarding SUVmax values

e Are patients with low baseline SUVmax eligible for
ASUVmax analysis ?

— More the Baseline SUVmax is close to the nearby
background more the SUVmax reduction under the cutoff
is unlikely
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PFS according to
visual and quantitative PET2 results
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Tumors with baseline uptake <10.0
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Tumors with baseline uptake < 10
LNH 2007-3B
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6/8 (75%) cases with baseline SUV<10, ASUVmax<66%, have no event

12/22 (54%) cases with baseline SUV>10, ASUVmax<66%, have no event



Issues regarding SUVmax values

* Are patients with a ASUVmax above the target
cutoff can be considered good responders despite a
high interim SUVmax value?



Tumors with PET2 uptake > 5.0

Lin et al. data 92pts
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Tumors PET2 uptake > 5
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4/26 (15%) cases with PET2 SUVmax >5, ASUVmax>66%, have event
20/123 (16%) cases with PET2 SUVmax <5, ASUVmax>66%, have event



Conclusions — Vote
Recommendations of the Experts to be presented in
plenary session on Thuesday 27th September

* Are patients with low baseline SUVmax eligible for
ASUVmax analysis YES(n=)/NO(n=)

* Are patients with a ASUVmax above the target
cutoff can be considered good responders despite
a high interim SUVmax value YES (n=)/NO (n =)



