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Table 4. Toxicity for all cycles

Grade

Grade 23

Toxicity 1 2

3 4 n %

Nonhematologic
Nausea/vomiting 15
Anorexia 10

Diarrhea
Stomatitis
Pneumonitis
Infection

Fever

Fatigue

Liver dysfunction
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2.8
12.2
2.4
2.4
2.4
9.8
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fourth-line chemotherapy for patients with advanced NSCLC.
Our study demonstrated the efficacy of amrubicin as shown
by the ORR of 9.8%, DCR of 61.0%, median PFS of 3.0 months,
median OS of 12.6 months, and 1-year survival rate of 53.7% in
41 patients. Although common, hematological toxicities were
manageable and nonhematological toxicities were mild and
reversible. Previous phase 11l trials for second- or third-line
therapy of NSCLC patients have reported ORRs of 7.6%-9.1%,
median OS of 6.7-8.3 months, and 1-year survival rates of
29.7%—34% [6 -9, 21]. Amrubicin is a potent inhibitor of topo-
isomerase ll, with a different mechanism of action from those
of the currently available active cytotoxic agents for advanced
NSCLC[15].

Several studies have evaluated the efficacy and safety of
amrubicin for patients with advanced NSCLC. With regard to
the dose of amrubicin, favorable results with tolerable toxicity
were demonstrated with 45 mg/m? per day on three consecu-
tive days every 3 weeks for first-line therapy [17, 22], 40
mg/m? for second-line therapy (West Japan Thoracic Oncol-
ogy Group [WITOG]0401 trial) [23], 35 mg/m? for primarily
second-line therapy and for a small number of patients
treated with third-line therapy [24], and 35 mg/m? or 40
mg/m? for third or subsequent lines of therapy [25]. Based
upon these results, we conducted a prospective phase |l trial
of amrubicin at a dose of 35 mg/m? in NSCLC patients as a
third- or fourth-line therapy.

The incidence of febrile neutropenia was certainly high in
this study (17%, seven of 41 patients). Five patients developed
febrile neutropenia in the first cycle, one patient developed
this toxicity in the second cycle, and one patient developed
this toxicity in the fourth cycle. A previous phase Il study of am-
rubicin at 40 mg/m? for the second-line therapy of NSCLC pa-
tients (the WJTOGO0401 trial) reported that 29.5% of the
patients developed febrile neutropenia [23]. Thus, the possi-
ble reasons for the higher incidence of febrile neutropenia in
our study are as follows: the 35-mg/m? dose of amrubicin
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mightbe formidable in the third- or fourth-line setting and nei-
ther the prophylactic use of G-CSF nor the prophylactic use of
antibiotics was allowed. In addition, an adverse event of par-
ticular concern related to amrubicin administration is cardiac
toxicity, the incidence of which was 3.2% in previous trials [17,
22]. For safety reasons, this study allowed the enrollment of
only patients with a left ventricular ejection fraction of 60% as
determined by echocardiography. No cardiac toxicity was ob-
served in our trial, and there were no treatment-related
deaths in this study.

The number of patients who need third-line therapy is in-
creasing, and third-line therapy represents a clinical problem
foradvanced NSCLC treatment. However, thereisno standard
definition for third-line therapy because the population of pa-
tients who could be grouped as potential candidates is heter-
ogeneous [13] and clinical trial information regarding this
population is sparse. Retrospective analyses from three insti-
tutions reported that 20.3%, 28.2%, and 38.4% of patients re-
ceived third-line chemotherapyin clinical practice [11, 14, 26].
Those analyses showed that the ORR was 5.6%~17.0%, the
DCR was 34.4%—44.4%, the median PFS was 2.4 months, and
the median OS was 5.8-12.0 months. Patients who received
third-line therapy benefited over those who did not.

In the second-line or later settings, the MST is not associ-
ated with the ORR, but is associated with the DCR [27]. Be-
cause amrubicin has a different mechanism of action from
those of other anticancer agents and is associated with a high
DCR with tolerable toxicity [15, 17], we conducted the present
study in which the DCR was chosen as the primary endpoint.
Based on a DCR of 33%—56% in previous phase lll trials of sec-
ond-and third-line therapy of NSCLC patients [7, 8, 28, 29] and
the third- and fourth-line settings of this study, we assumed
thata DCR of 50% was a desirable target and that a DCR of 30%
was irrelevant. The lower end of the 95% Cl in the present
study was higher than the threshold DCR of 30%, and the pri-
mary endpoint was met. Single-agent chemotherapy and
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EGFRTKItherapy had advantages over doublet chemotherapy
in prolonging PFS and decreasing toxicity when used in third-
line therapy [26]. In a BR.21 trial, erlotinib demonstrated sur-
vival benefits when administered as a second- or third-line
therapy, compared with placebo (OS, 6.7 months vs. 4.7
months, respectively) [7]. That landmark trial included 49% of
patients receiving third-line therapy; thus, treatment with er-
lotinib is recommended as a third-line therapy for patients
with a PS of 0—3 who have not received prior EGFR TKls. These
data are not sufficient to make a recommendation for or
against using a cytotoxic agent as a third-line therapy. How-
ever, there is no prospective trial of cytotoxic agents in that
setting, which encouraged us to conduct the present study.

Similar to any phase Il study, this analysis has several limi-
tations. All patients enrolled in this study had an ECOG PS of
0-1, except for one patient with PS score of 2. Thus, these pa-
tients may not be representative of the population of patients
with NSCLC who receive third- or fourth-line therapy in clinical
practice. Additionally, seven (17%) patients harboring an
EGFR mutation had an excellent prognosis (median 0S, 16.7
months; range, 10.8-27.2 months). The survival outcome
might have been influenced by the good health condition of
these patients or by the indolent nature of the patients’ dis-
ease. Therefore, further evaluation is warranted to imple-
ment this regimen into daily clinical practice as a third- or
fourth-line therapy.

Concrusion
In conclusion, amrubicin is a promising agent associated with
effective disease control and manageable toxicity as a third-or

fourth-line treatment for patients with advanced NSCLC. This
study provides relevant data for routine practice and future
prospective trials evaluating third- or fourth-line treatment
strategies for patients with advanced NSCLC.
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Background

Methods

Resuits

Conclusions

The epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) signaling pathway is crucial for regulating tumorigenesis and cell
survival and may be important in the development and progression of non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC). We
examined the impact of EGFR-tyrosine kinase inhibitors (TKlIs) on progression-free survival (PFS) and overall
survival (OS) in advanced NSCLC patients with and without EGFR mutations.

Randomized trials that compared EGFR-TKIs monotherapy or combination EGFR-TKls-chemotherapy with chem-
otherapy or placebo were included. We used published hazard ratios (HRs), if available, or derived treatment
estimates from other survival data. Pooled estimates of treatment efficacy of EGFR-TKIs for the EGFR mutation—
positive (EGFRmut*) and EGFR mutation—negative (EGFRmut) subgroups were calculated with the fixed-effects
inverse variance weighted method. All statistical tests were two-sided.

We included 23 eligible trials (13 front-line, 7 second-line, 3 maintenance; n = 14570). EGFR mutation status was
known in 31% of patients. EGFR-TKIs treatment prolonged PFS in EGFRmut* patients, and EGFR mutation was pre-
dictive of PFS in all settings: The front-line hazard ratio for EGFRmut* was 0.43 (95% confidence interval [Cl] = 0.38 to
0.49; P < .001), and the front-line hazard ratio for EGFRmut- was 1.06 (95% Cl = 0.94 to 1.19; P = .35; P eraction < -001).
The second-line hazard ratio for EGFRmut* was 0.34 (95% Cl = 0.20 to 0.60; P < .001), and the second-line hazard ratio
for EGFRmut was 1.23 (95% Cl = 1.05 10 1.46; P=.01; P, eraction < -001). The maintenance hazard ratio for EGFRmut* was
0.15 (95% Cl = 0.08 to 0.27; P<.001), and the maintenance hazard ratio for EGFRmut~ was 0.81 (95% Cl = 0.68 to 0.97;
P =.02; P, eraction < -001). EGFR-TKIs treatment had no impact on OS for EGFRmut* and EGFRmut patients.

EGFR-TKIs therapy statistically significantly delays disease progression in EGFRmut* patients but has no demon-
strable impact on OS. EGFR mutation is a predictive biomarker of PFS benefit with EGFR-TKIs treatment in all
settings. These findings support EGFR mutation assessment before initiation of treatment. EGFR-TKIs should be
considered as front-line therapy in EGFRmut* advanced NSCLC patients.

J Natl Cancer Inst;2013;105:595-605

The greatest changes in the treatment of advanced non-small cell
lung cancer (NSCLC) have been novel molecular-targeted agents
and the concomitant ability to personalize treatment. Controversy
continues in many areas related to the incorporaton of these
changes into clinical medicine. How should such therapy be selected
for individual patients? Is molecular testing required or is the use of
demographic factors (such as histologic NSCLC type, sex, smoking
history) sufficient for personalizing therapy? Questions remain con-
cerning whether therapy with chemotherapy or with agents affecting
the epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) influence progres-
sion-free survival (PFS) and/or overall survival (OS) in patents who
do or do not harbor known mutations associated with EGFR. Is PFS
a good surrogate for OS, or is PFS a useful endpoint on its own?
Data directed at answering these controversies can guide oncologists

jnci.oxfordjournals.org

in interpreting trials and in making more appropriate diagnostic and
therapeutic choices for hundreds of thousands of patients each year.

The objective of this meta-analysis is to estimate better the
treatment effect of EGFR-tyrosine kinase inhibitors (TKIs) on
PFS and OS while examining for heterogeneity of treatment effects
between groups of patients with and without EGFR mutations. The
EGFR signaling pathway is crucial for regulating tumorigenesis
and cell survival and may be overexpressed in the development
and progression of NSCLC (1-3). Patients with activating somatic
mutations in the region of the EGFR gene that encodes the
tyrosine kinase domain are highly responsive to EGFR-TKIs (4-6).
Previously published meta-analyses have been limited by studying
the minority of patients with NSCLC—that is, the influence of
EGFR-TKIs only in the population of patients harboring EGFR
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mutations and predominantly in the front-line treatment setting
(7-9). These meta-analyses have not demonstrated an OS advantage
for patients with EGFR mutation treated with EGFR-TKIs. This
analysis uses all trial data available to date and examines the effect
of EGFR-TKIs treatment in major clinical settings—front-line,
maintenance, and second-line or subsequent therapies. Additionally,
the impact of EGFR-TKIs-chemotherapy combinations compared
with EGFR-TKIs monotherapy is also explored. Itis now recognized
that as with EGFR mutations, other genetic alterations [such as
EML-ALK abnormalities (10) and ROS-1 mutations (11)] are also
more common in nonsmokers with adenocarcinoma, but these
latter groups do not benefit from EGFR-TKIs—directed therapy.
Such findings highlight the need for more specific molecular testing
of patients and the need to include the most recent data from meta-
analyses to understand better the treatment effects.

Individual trials and meta-analyses have clearly indicated that
PES and response rates are improved in patients with EGFR muta-
tion who are treated with EGFR-TKIs, when compared with chem-
otherapy (7-9). The impact on OS is less clear, especially in patients
treated beyond first-line therapy. Two separate trials have indicated
that erlotinib is effective as second-line (12) and maintenance (13)
therapy, with no statistically significant difference in treatment effect
between those with EGFR mutation and wild-type tumors. However,
a recent trial reported that chemotherapy was superior over erlo-
tinib as second-line treatment for patients without EGFR mutations
in exon 19 or 21 (14). Clearly, newer and larger meta-analyses are
required to resolve these differences. Definitive analyses can provide
stronger rationales for the choice of a specific therapy and can result
in better utilization of health-care resources with these costly agents.
For these reasons, we conducted this meta-analysis, which included
the largest number of studies and patients to date with known EGFR
mutation status and tested both PFS and OS as outcomes.

Methods

Study Eligibility and Identification

All randomized trials of EGFR-TKIs monotherapy vs any chem-
otherapy, EGFR-TKIs and chemotherapy vs the same chemo-
therapy alone, and EGFR-TKIs monotherapy vs placebo or best
supportive care were eligible for inclusion.

Trials were identified from previous meta-analyses (7-9), and a
search of Medline, Embase, CancerLit, and the Cochrane Central
Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) using the follow-
ing terms: lung neoplasms, non-small cell lung cancer, gefitinib,
erlotinib, EGFR, meta-analysis, systemic review, randomized, and
clinical trials. Database searches were restricted to articles pub-
lished in the English language between January 1, 2004, and June
6, 2012. Trials that enrolled patdents with prior EGFR-TKIs treat-
ment were excluded. Abstracts from conference proceedings of the
American Society of Clinical Oncology, the European Society for
Medical Oncology, and the World Lung Cancer Conference were
searched to identify unpublished studies. Individual study sponsors
(Hoffmann-La Roche and AstraZeneca) were contacted for rel-
evant presentation slides and posters from these conferences when
they were inaccessible from the websites. Individual investigators
were also contacted if essential information relevant to this meta-
analysis was unavailable from these sources.

596 Review | JNCI

Data Extraction
Informadon recorded from each trial included study name, year of
publication or conference presentation, study design, line of weat-
ment, and clinicopathological and demographic data. Mutational
analysis data were also extracted, and the different methods of
EGFR mutation assessment were recorded. We classified patients
as EGFR mutation—positive (EGFRmut*) based on the presence
of a mutation as detected using molecular assessment tools such as
Sanger sequencing, polymerase chain reaction clamp, and amplifi-
cation refractory mutation system. Patients were classified as EGFR
mutation-negative (EGFRmut) if no mutation was detected. We
did not classify patients’ EGFR mutation status based on immu-
nohistochemistry and fluorescent in situ hybridization for EGFR
gene copy numbers. Most trials analyzed exons 19 and 21 for EGFR
mutations, and some trials also included exons 18 and 20.

Data were extracted independently by three authors (J. C.-H.
Yang, C. K. Lee, and C. Brown), and discrepancies were resolved
by consensus including a fourth author (V. Gebski).

Statistical Analyses

We extracted the hazard ratios (HRs) and the associated 95% con-
fidence intervals (Cls) for PFS and OS outcomes to assess treat-
ment efficacy within the EGFRmut* and EGFRmut- subgroups.
Where available, we included the most updated OS data. If hazard
ratios and confidence intervals were not reported, these were esti-
mated where possible using the methods of Parmar (15).

Pooled estimates of the treatment efficacy of EGFR-TKIs for
the EGFRmut* and EGFRmut~ subgroups were calculated by using
the fixed-effects inverse variance weighted method. We performed
indirect comparisons to quantify the benefits of adding chemother-
apy to EGFR-TKIs over EGFR-TKIs alone in both subgroups.

A sensidvity analysis was also conducted to examine the impact
of the overall results from this study by limiting the analyses on
front-line trials that were known to have determined EGFR muta-
tion based on exons 19 and 21 only.

We used the 2 Cochran Q test to detect for heterogeneity across
the different studies and between subgroups defined by EGFR muta-
tion status, study setting, and study design. The nominal level of sig-
nificance was set at 5%. All 95% confidence intervals were two-sided.

Cochrane Review Manager (version 5, Cochrane Collaboration,
Copenhagen, Denmark, http://ims.cochrane.org/home) was used
for all analyses.

Results

The search strategy identified 40 studies, of which 23 (12-14,16-44)
were eligible for inclusion in this meta-analysis (Figure 1). Tiial data
were obtained from published manuscripts and conference abstracts for
19 trials, and additional data on treatment efficacy by EGFRmut and
EGFRmut subgroups were obtained directly from study investigators
for four studies [ISEL (41), V-15-32 (31), TOPICAL (43), and IFCT-
GFPC 0502 (32,44)]. Treatment estimates for the TALENT study (37)
were calculated on the basis of data extracted from presented survival
curves. The hazard ratos for OS for ISEL (41), IFCT-GFPC 0502
(32,44), and V-15-32 (31) were estimated on the basis of the observed
number of deaths. In all other studies, hazard ratios and associated
variances were obtained directly from trial reports.
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Figure 1. Flow diagram showing inclusion and exclusion of studies. EGFR = epidermal growth factor receptor.

A total of 14570 patients participated in these 23 trials.
EGFR mutation status, as determined by mutation analysis only,
was known for at least 31% (n = 4473) of trial patents. [In the
TALENT study (37), the treatment comparisons for the subgroups
were reported, but the number of patients in each subgroup was
unknown.] Clinicopathological and demographic characteristics of
patients enrolled in these studies are summarized in Table 1.

Trials investigated EGFR-TKIs for front-line therapy in
treatment-naive patients (n = 13 trials), second-line or subsequent
treatment after failure of chemotherapy (n = 7 trials), and main-
tenance treatment in patients with nonprogressive disease after
front-line chemotherapy (n = 3 trials). Among the 13 front-line
studies, eight compared EGFR-TKIs as monotherapy vs chemo-
therapy (16-21,23,27,33-35,38), four compared EGFR-TKIs with
chemotherapy vs chemotherapy alone (22,24-26,37,45), and one
was a placebo-controlled trial (36,43). Among the seven second-
line and subsequent treatment trials, five compared EGFR-TKIs
as monotherapy vs chemotherapy (12,14,28,29,31,42), and two
were placebo-controlled studies (39-41). All three maintenance
studies had a placebo arm (13,30,32,44).

jnci.oxfordjournals.org

Benefit of EGFR-TKIs on PFS in Different Settings
Data on PFS were available from 21 trials except ISEL (41) and
BR21 (39). The wreatment effect of EGFR-TKIs in different settings
is shown in Figure 2. The test of interaction between treatment and
EGFR mutation status was statistically significant (front-line setting:
P < .001; second-line or subsequent treatment: P < .001).

In EGFRmut* patients, EGFR-TKIs treatment was associated
with a lower risk of disease progression in the front-line setting
(HR = 0.43; 95% CI = 0.38 to 0.49; P < .001) and second-line or
subsequent treatment (HR = 0.34; 95% CI =0.20 to 0.60; P < .001).

In EGFRmut patients, EGFR-TKIs did not show a treatment
advantage in the front-line setting or beyond. There was no
statistically significant difference between EGFR-TKIs and
chemotherapy in reducing the risk of disease progression in
front-line therapy (HR = 1.06; 95% CI = 0.94 to 1.19; P = .35).
EGFR-TKIs treatment was statistically significantly inferior to
chemotherapy in second-line or subsequent therapy (HR = 1.23;
95% CI =1.05 to 1.46; P = .01).

Maintenance therapy with EGFR-TKIs compared with placebo
was effective in reducing the risk of disease progression in EGFRmut*
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of patients*

¢6¢—1III
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No. of EGFR Present/ Adeno-
Study name (year) Treatment EGFR mutation No. of EGFR* No.of EGFR- unknown Age,y, former carcinoma,
(reference) compatison assessment method patients (%) patients (%) patients (%) median Asian, % Males, % smokers, % %
Front-line treatment
INTACT 1 (2004) (24,43) Gefitinib + CisG vs CisG  Direct sequencing 32 (2) 280 (13) 1818 (85) 60 6 74 NK 46
INTACT 2 (2004) (25,43) Gefitnib + CP vs CP 62 NK 60 NK 55
TRIBUTE (2005) (22) Erlotinib + CP vs CP Direct sequencing 29 (3) 198 (18) 851 (79) 63 3 61 89 61
TALENT (2007) (26,37) Erlotinib + CisG vs CisG  NK NK NK NK 61 4 77 NK 38
IPASS (2009) (19,20) Gefitinib vs CP ARMS 261 (21) 176 (15) 780 (64) 57 100 21 6 96
NEJ002 (2010) (17,38) Gefitinib vs CP PCR clamp 228 (100) 0 0 63+ 100 36 38 94
GTOWGT (2010) (27) Erlotinib vs CV Direct sequencing 10 (4) 75 (26) 199 (70) 76 NK 68 83 50
TOPICAL (2010) (36,43) Erlotinib vs placebo SequenomOncoCarta 28 (4) 362 (54) 280 (42) 77 2 61 95 38
Panel
WJTOG3405* (2010) (21,33)  Gefitinib vs CisD Direct sequencing, 172 (100) 0 0 64 100 31 31 97
PCR clamp
OPTIMAL* (2011) (16,35) Erlotinib vs CG Direct sequencing 164 (100) 0 0 58 100 41 29 87
First-SIGNAL (2012) (23) Gefitinib vs CisG Direct sequencing 43 (14) 54 (17) 212 (69) 57 100 1 NK NK
EURTAC* (2012) (18) Erlotinib vs platinum-G Direct sequencing 173 (100) 0 0 65 0 27 31 92
or platinum-D
LUX Lung 31 (2012) (34) Afatinib vs CisPem TheraScreen EGFR29 345 (100) 0 0 61 72 35 32 100
Maintenance therapy
IFCT-GFPC 0502* (2010) (32) Erlotinib or G vs placebo  NK 8 (3) 106 (34) 196 (63) 58 0 73 90 65
SATURN (2010} (13) Erlotinib vs placebo Direct sequencing 49 (6) 388 (44) 452 (50) 60 15 74 83 45
INFORM (2011) (30) Gefitinib vs placebo NK 30 (10) 49 (17) 217 (73) 55 100 59 46 71
Second-line/subsequent treatment
ISEL (2005) (41) Gefitinib vs placebo Direct sequencing, 26 (2) 189 (11) 1477 (87) 62 20 67 78 45
ARMS
BR21 (2005) (39,40} Erlotinib vs placebo Direct sequencing, 34 (5) 170 (23) 527 (72) 61 13 65 75 50
ARMS
INTEREST (2008) (28,29) Gefitinib vs D Direct sequencing 44 (3) 263 (17) 1169 (80) 61 22 65 80 54
V-15-32 (2008) (31) Gefitinib vs D Direct sequencing 31 (6) 26 (6) 432 (88) NK 100 62 68 78
TITAN (2012) (12) Erlotinib vs pemetrexed  Direct sequencing 11 (3) 149 (35) 264 (62) 59 13 76 83 50
orD
TAILORT (2012) (14) Erlotinib vs D Direct sequencing 0 219 (100) 0 67 0 68 77 69
KCSG-LU08-01 (2012) (42) Gefitinib vs Pem Direct sequencing 33 (24) 38 (28) 64 (48) 61 100 16 0 100

*

++  —+

ARMS = amplifcation refractory mutation system; CG = carboplatin-gemcitabine; CisD = cisplatin-docetaxel; CisG = cisplatin-gemcitabine; CisPem = cisplatin-pemetrexed; CP = carboplatin-paclitaxel; CV = carboplatin-

venorelbine; D = docetaxel; EGFR* = presence of epidermal growth factor receptor mutation; EGFR- = absence of epidermal growth factor receptor mutation; G = gemcitabine; NK = not known; PCR = polymerase
chain reaction; PEM = pemetrexed.

EGFR mutation based on exon 19 and exon 21 only.

Trials reported in abstract format.

Median age not available; mean age calculated instead.
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Hazard ratio

Hazard ratio

Study (95% CI) (95% CI)
EGFRmut " (front-line therapy)

EURTAC 0.37(0.25 to 0.54) —
First-SIGNAL 0.54 (0.27 to 1.10) I a—
GTOWG 1.08 (0.24 to 4.90) I
INTACT1-2 0.55(0.19 to 1.60) 1
IPASS 0.48 (0.36 to 0.64) —

LUX LUNG3 0.58 (0.43 t0 0.78) —
NEJ002 0.32(0.24 to 0.44) —_—

OPTIMAL 0.16 (0.1 to 0.26) —

TALENT 0.59(0.21 to 1.67) e
TOPICAL 0.90(0.39 to 2.06) R S
TRIBUTE 0.49(0.20 to 1.20) B
WJTOG3405 0.52(0.38 to 0.72) _
Subtotal (95% Cl) 0.43 (0.38 to 0.49) ¢

EGFRmut” (second-line/subsequent therapy)

INTEREST 0.16 (0.05 to 0.50) T
KCSG-LU08-01 0.30(0.13t0 0.71) et

TITAN 0.71(0.13 t0 3.92)

V-15-32 0.74 (0.22 to 2.47) IS E—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 0.34 (0.20 to 0.60) -
EGFRmut” (maintenance therapy)

IFCT-GFPC 0502 0.32(0.05 to 1.95) A e e ma—
INFORM 0.17 (0.07 t0 0.42) —

SATURN 0.10(0.04 to 0.25) —

Subtotal (95% CI) 0.15 (0.08 to 0.27) <

EGFRmut” (front-line therapy)

First-SIGNAL 1.42(0.82 t0 2.47) T
GTOWG 2.09(1.28 to 3.41) T
INTACT1-2 0.73(0.53 to 1.01) -]
IPASS 2.85(2.05 to 3.97)

TALENT 0.95(0.68 to 1.32) —
TOPICAL 0.85(0.69 to 1.05) -
TRIBUTE 0.80 (0.60 to 1.07) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 1.06 (0.94 to 1.19) 2
EGFRmut” (second-line/subsequent therapy)

INTEREST 1.24 (0.94 to 1.64) —
KCSG-LU08-01 0.56 (0.28 t0 1.12) I
TAILOR 1.45(1.08 to 1.94) —_
TITAN 1.25(0.88 to 1.78) T
V-15-32 0.85(0.34 to 2.14) I
Subtotal {95% Cl) 1.23 (1.05 to 1.46) 0
EGFRmut” (maintenance therapy)

IFCT-GFPC 0502 0.92(0.60 to 1.40) ——
INFORM 0.86 (0.48 to 1.53) I
SATURN 0.78 (0.63 to 0.96) BE
Subtotal (95% CI) 0.81 (0.68 to 0.97) L 4

0102 05 1 2 5 10
Favors EGFR-TKIs Favors Control

Figure 2. Forest plot of hazard ratios comparing progression-free survival in subgroups of epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) mutation—
positive (EGFRmut*) and EGFR mutation-negative (EGFRmut") patients who received EGFR-tyrosine kinase inhibitors (TKls) vs control. Hazard
ratios for each trial are represented by the squares, and the horizontal line crossing the square represents the 95% confidence interval {Cl). The
diamonds represent the estimated overall effect based on the meta-analysis fixed effect of the trials. Al statistical tests were two-sided.

jnci.oxfordjournals.org JNCI | Review 599

I —293

$107 ‘2T KB\ U0 AJISIoATU[) [EOIPOJN BUBARNEA 18 /810 sjeuanofpiorxo touly/:dny woiy papeojumo



and EGFRmut™ subgroups (EGFRmut*: HR = 0.15,95% CI = 0.08
to 0.27, P < .001; EGFRmut: HR = 0.81, 95% CI = 0.68 to
0.97, P = .02). The test of interaction between treatment and EGFR
mutation status was statistically significant (P < .001).

Effect of EGFR-TKis Combined With Chemotherapy

on PFS

Data were available for four trials [INTACT 1 and 2 (45),
TRIBUTE (22) and TALENT (37)] that combined EGFR-TKIs
with chemotherapy. Combination EGFR-TKIs and chemother-
apy compared with chemotherapy alone was effective in reduc-
ing the risk of disease progression in both subgroups (EGFRmut*:
HR =0.54,95% CI=0.30 t0 0.95, P=.04; EGFRmut: HR = 0.82,
95% CI =0.68 to 0.98, P = .03; treatment-by-EGFR mutation sta-
tus interaction: P = .17) (Figure 3). When EGFR-TKIs monother-
apy was compared with chemotherapy, EGFR-TKIs treatment
was associated with a reduced risk of disease progression in the
EGFRmut* subgroup (HR =0.42; 95% CI=0.37 t0 0.48; P <.001)
but an increased risk in the EGFRmut subgroup (HR = 1.56; 95%
CI'=1.36 to 1.80; P < .001).

Within the EGFRmut* subgroup, an indirect comparison of data
available from these trials indicates EGFR-TKIs treatment in combi-
nation with chemotherapy was not more effective than EGFR-TKIs
alone in reducing the risk of disease progression (HR = 1.42; 95%
CI = 0.80 to 2.53; P = .23). By contrast, within the EGFRmut" sub-
group, EGFR-TKIs treatment in combination with chemotherapy
was more effective in reducing the risk of disease progression than
EGFR-TKIs alone (HR = 0.51; 95% CI = 0.43 to 0.62; P < .001).

Effect of EGFR-TKIs on OS in Different Settings

Data on OS were available from 19 trials except Lux Lung
3 (34), TAILOR (14), KCSG-LU08-01 (42), and INFORM
(30). Subgroup analyses by treatment setting are summa-
rized in Figure 4. The test interaction for treatment and EGFR

mutation status was not statistically significant (front-line setting:
P=.91; second-line or subsequent therapy: P =.37). For EGFRmut*
patients, there was no treatment advantage of EGFR-TKIs in the
front-line setting (HR = 1.01; 95% CI = 0.87 to 1.18; P = .86) or
for second-line or subsequent therapy (HR = 0.74; 95% CI = 0.45
to 1.19; P = .21) in the risk of death. Similar results were observed
in EGFRmut patients.

Only two studies [SATURN (13) and IFCT-GFPC 0502
(32,44)] reported OS in the maintenance setting. There was no
clear benefit of treattnent with EGFR-TKIs over placebo in either
EGFRmut patients (HR = 0.78; 95% CI = 0.33 to 1.84; P=.57) or
EGFRmut patients (HR = 0.84; 95% CI = 0.69 to 1.04; P = .10).
The test for interaction between treatment and EGFR mutation
status was not statistically significant (P = .87).

Publication Bias

In this meta-analysis, the overall treatment effect was not statistically
significant for the OS outcome. Any potential publication bias
through the exclusion of non-statistically significant studies would
therefore not have influenced these results.

Sensitivity Analysis

EGFR mutation, based on exons 19 and 21 only, was known to .

have been examined in three trials in a front-line setting (Table 1).
One trial (34) provided the treatment estimate for PES limited to
patients with exons 19 and 21 only. In the front-line setting, similar
qualitative results were obtained when the analyses were limited to
only these four trials on PFS and OS outcomes for the EGFRmut
subgroup (Supplementary Figures 1 and 2, available online).

Discussion

This study extends the analysis beyond prior publications of the
most clinically important molecular factor relevant to the treatment

Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Study (95% ch (95% Cl)
EGFRmut”
INTACT1-2 0.55 (0.19 to 1.60) —
TALENT 0.59 (0.21 to 1.67) ——
TRIBUTE 0.49 (0.20 to 1.20) S —
Subtotal (95% CI) 0.54 (0.30 to 0.95) -
EGFRmut’
INTACT1-2 0.73(0.53 to 1.01) &
TALENT 0.95(0.68 to 1.32) 4
TRIBUTE 0.80 (0.60 to 1.07) B
Subtotal (95% Cl) 0.82 (0.68 to 0.98) €

0102 05 1 2 5 10
Favors Favors
EGFR-TKIs & chemotherapy ~ chemotherapy

Figure 3. Forest plot of hazard ratios comparing progression-free survival in subgroups of epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) mutation—-positive
(EGFRmut*) and EGFR mutation-negative (EGFRmut) patients who received EGFR-tyrosine kinase inhibitors (TKls) and chemotherapy vs chemo-
therapy. Hazard ratios for each trial are represented by the squares, and the horizontal line crossing the square represents the 95% confidence interval
(Cl). The diamonds represent the estimated overall effect based on the meta-analysis fixed effect of the trials. All statistical tests were two-sided.
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Hazard ratio

Hazard ratio

Study (95% CI) (95% CI)
EGFRmut” (front-line therapy)

INTACT1-2 1.77 (0.50 to 6.25) —
TRIBUTE 0.88 (0.20 to 3.90) —
TALENT 0.95(0.19 to 4.72)

First-SIGNAL 1.04 (0.50 to 2.18) —_—
IPASS 1.00(0.76 to 1.32) 1
OPTIMAL 1.04 (0.69 to 1.57) o
WJTOG3405 1.19(0.77 to 1.83) -
GTOWG 0.73(0.14 to 3.82)

NEJ002 0.89 (0.63 to 1.24) =
TOPICAL 1.07 (0.43 to 2.67) —_—
EURTAC 1.04 (0.65 to 1.67) T
Subtotal (95% CI) 1.01 (0.87 to 1.18) L 4
EGFRmut” (second-line/subsequent therapy)

ISEL 0.33(0.04 to 2.48) ¢

BR21 0.55(0.25 to 1.20) I
INTEREST 0.83(0.41 to 1.68) T
V-15-32 4.66 (0.46 to 47.40) 4
TITAN 1.19(0.12 to 11.64) >
Subtotal (95% Ci) 0.74 (0.45 to 1.19) <
EGFRmut” (maintenance therapy)

SATURN 0.83 (0.34 t0 2.02) —_—T
IFCT-GFPC 0502 0.43 (0.02 0 7.75) ¢

Subtotal (95% CI) 0.78 (0.33 to 1.84) =g
EGFRmut” (front-line therapy)

INTACT1-2 0.91 (0.67 to 1.23) -
TRIBUTE 0.78 (0.53 to 1.16) T
TALENT 1.15(0.79 to 1.67) T
IPASS 1.18 (0.86 to 1.62) N —
First-SIGNAL 1.00 (0.52 to 1.91) —
TOPICAL 1.01 (0.81to 1.24) -
Subtotal (85% Cl) 1.00 (0.88 to 1.14) <
EGFRmut” (secondHine/subsequent therapy)

ISEL 1.16 (0.79t0 1.71) T
BR21 0.74 (0.52 to 1.05) I
INTEREST 1.02 (0.78 to 1.33) -
V-15-32 0.60 (0.12 to 2.98)

TITAN 0.85 (0.59 to 1.22) —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 0.93(0.79 to 1.10) &
EGFRmut” (maintenance therapy)

IFCT-GFPC 0502 1.20(0.77 to 1.88) B
SATURN 0.77 (0.61 t0 0.97) =
Subtotal (95% CI) 0.84 (0.69 to 1.04) ©

0102 05 1 2 5 10

Favors EGFR-TKls Favors Control
Figure 4. Forest plot of hazard ratios comparing overall survival in subgroups of epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) mutation—positive
(EGFRmut*) and EGFR mutation—-negative (EGFRmut’) patients who received EGFR-~tyrosine kinase inhibitors (TKls) vs control. Hazard ratios for

each trial are represented by the squares, and the horizontal line crossing the square represents the 95% confidence interval (Cl). The diamonds
represent the estimated overall effect based on the meta-analysis fixed effect of the trials. All statistical tests were two-sided.
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of NSCLC. Increased confidence in the findings is evident through
the incorporation of results from 23 trials in nearly 15000 patients
with more than 4000 having molecular analysis. Additionally, this
study approached issues not addressed in prior meta-analyses. As
such, results from this study have implications for treatment and
for study interpretation and design.

This meta-analysis summarizes the best available evidence to
guide the use of EGFR-TKIs in patients with advanced NSCLC.
EGFR-TKIs treatment is associated with 57% and 66% reduction
in the risk of disease progression in EGFRmut* patents in front-
line and second-line settings, respectively, but with no benefit in
EGFRmut patients (Figure 2). This study also demonstrates that
EGFR mutation is an important predictive biomarker of TKIs treat-
ment benefit in terms of PFS for all settings: front-line, maintenance,
and second-line or subsequent therapy. This study demonstrates for
the first time that the magnitude of effect on PFS for EGFRmut
patients is similar in patients receiving EGFR-TKIs in either the
first- or second-line setting (HR = 0.43 and 0.34, respectively).

Even with mutational analyses in more than 4000 patients and
with alarge PFS benefit, this meta-analysis does not demonstrate OS
advantage with EGFR-TKIs. Regardless of EGFR mutation status,
the overall treatment effects on OS were similar. The frequently
suggested reason for this lack of OS effect is the confounding effect
of postprogression therapy between the randomization arms. None
of the front-line trials prohibited patients from crossing over to the
other treatment arm, and crossover was increasingly frequent over
the decade during which these trials were conducted. For example,
the NEJ002 trial randomly assigned patients to receive either gefi-
tinib or chemotherapy. Not only did most patients receive subse-
quent treatment, but 94.6% of patients in the chemotherapy arm
were reported to have received second-line gefitinib on disease
progression (17). A recent systematic review of chemotherapy trials
also indicated that PFS advantage is unlikely to be associated with
an OS advantage with increasing impact of salvage therapy and that
the prolongation of survival postprogression might limit the role of
OS for assessing true efficacy derived from front-line therapy (46).
Moreover, analysis of a recent trial indicated that compared with
EGFRmut patients, twice as many EGFRmut* patients responded
to chemotherapy (28). Crossover effects, lack of blinding in experi-
mental arms, and other factors that have been previously discussed
can make PFS a difficult surrogate for OS (47-49). Ongoing work
is still required to demonstrate the impact of other clinically mean-
ingful benefits of EGFR-TKIs beyond survival and PFS for these
patients.

Controversy continues regarding the role of the addition of
EGFR-TKIs in patients receiving chemotherapy. For this reason,
we analyzed this issue in four large, published, prospective,
randomized trials in front-line treatment [INTACT 1 and 2 (45),
TALENT (37), and TRIBUTE (22)]. Pooled results from these
four front-line trials showed that combining EGFR-TKIs with
chemotherapy over chemotherapy alone statistically significantly
delayed disease progression in both the EGFRmut* and EGFRmut"
subgroups. Preclinical studies (50,51) have demonstrated a
synergistic effect of combining EGFR-TKIs with chemotherapy.
However, indirect comparison of trial arms suggests that combined
EGFR-TKIs treatment and chemotherapy is not more effective
than EGFR-TKIs alone in reducing the risk of disease progression

602 Review | JNCI

in EGFRmut* patients (HR =1.42; 95% CI = 0.80 t0 2.53; P = .23).
A lack of additional benefit was confirmed in a prospective phase
II trial (52) in which erlotinib monotherapy was compared with
erlotinib chemotherapy combination in the EGFRmut* subgroup
(median PFS 14.1 vs 17.2 months).

This meta-analysis provides information to define better the
relative effectiveness of EGFR-TKIs for EGFRmut™ patients. In
front-line therapy, there was a non-statistically significant differ-
ence between EGFR-TKIs and control in reducing the risk of
disease progression (pooled HR = 1.06; P = .35). This finding is
consistent with previous in vitro studies that demonstrated a lack of
sensitivity of wild-type EGFRmut" receptor lung tumor to EGFR-
TKIs treatment (4-6). Although a small benefit of EGFR-TKIs
over placebo in the EGFRmut" subgroup has been demonstrated
in three maintenance studies [SATURN (13), INFORM (30), and
IFCT-GFPC 0502 (32,44)] (pooled HR = 0.81; 95% CI = 0.68 to
0.97; P = .02), it must be realized that this benefit is markedly and
both clinically and statistically significantly greater in EGFRmut*
subgroups (pooled HR = 0.15; 95% CI=0.08 t0 0.27; P<.001), and
the test of interaction between EGFR mutation status and treat-
ment is highly statistically significant (P <.001).

This meta-analysis also examined the role of EGFR mutation in
selecting patients for second-line or subsequent treatment. A 2012
editorial has illustrated the debate in this area (53). Although trials
have differed in their results, one study (TAILOR) reported that
chemotherapy was statistically significantly superior over erlo-
tinib in terms of tumor response and PFS (OS results are not yet
available) in patients without EGFR mutations in exon 19 or 21
undergoing second-line treatment, but the data remain premature
and only available as a conference presentation (14). In the current
meta-analysis, pooled results from trials of second-line and sub-
sequent therapies demonstrated that weatment with EGFR-TKIs
treatment, compared with chemotherapy, was associated with a
66% reduction in the risk of disease progression in the EGFRmut*
subgroup (Figure 2). In contrast, EGFR-TKIs treatment, compared
with chemotherapy, was 23 % inferior (Figure 2) in delaying disease
progression (but not OS) in EGFRmut" patients with good perfor-
mance status who were suitable to receive chemotherapy. The test
of interaction between EGFR mutation status and second-line or
subsequent treatment was statistically significant (P < .001), sug-
gesting that EGFR mutation is still an important treatment effect
modifier and should be used to guide treatment decisions in this
setting. Interestingly, updated results from the TOPICAL trial
demonstrated that rash during the first cycle predicted PFS ben-
efits with erlotinib in the EGFRmut~ subgroup (43).

This meta-analysis has several strengths. We performed a com-
prehensive review, reported the most up-to-date published data, and
contacted individual investigators to obtain relevant unpublished
data. By examining both the EGFRmut* and EGFRmut subgroups,
the value of EGFR mutation status as a treatment effect modifier
can be adequately assessed. This meta-analysis also overcomes the
problem of inadequate power of individual studies to compare sub-
groups. For example, only six studies (16,18,19,21,34,38) included
in this review had EGFRmut* results for more than 50 patients.
Reliable interpretation of independent treatment effects in most of
the individual studies in this review is not possible because of small
sample sizes. Altogether, more than 4000 patients with mutational
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analysis were included in this study. A major strength of this cur-
rent meta-analysis is that the pooled results allow examination of
second-line and maintenance treatment as well as elucidation of
the effect of adding EGFR-TXKISs to chemotherapy.

There are also limitations that should be noted from this analy-
sis. Firstly, we assumed that all EGFR-TKIs, including gefitinib,
erlotinib, and afatinib, have equivalent therapeutic efficacy for both
the EGFRmut* and EGFRmut subgroups. Secondly, EGFR muta-
tion status was only assessed in 31% of patients enrolled in eligi-
ble trials, with treatment efficacy estimated from small numbers of
EGFRmut* patients identified in many of these trials (Table 1). The
potential influence on the results of restricting our analyses to this
subset of patients is unknown. We further obtained efficacy data
in the subgroups with known EGFR mutation status through per-
sonal communication with investigators of four trials (31,32,41,43).
Although these subgroup data have not been published, the primary
trial outcomes of these studies have been peer reviewed. Although
nearly 15000 patients were included in the analysis, the fact that
only a minority had reported mutational analysis limits the abil-
ity to address several issues. Sequencing was the most commonly
used method to detect EGFR mutation, and it has poor sensitiv-
ity in detecting EGFR mutant alleles in DNA samples extracted
from tumors (54). These DNA samples may contain both malignant
and nonmalignant (from adjacent normal or tumor stroma) cells
and hence may impact the outcome of this meta-analysis through
misclassification of patients’ EGFR mutation status. Moreover,
mutation of EGFR exons 19 and 21 are sensitizing mutations pre-
dictive of PFS benefit with EGFR-TXKIs, whereas de novo muta-
tions in exon 20 might reduce the effectiveness of EGFR-TKIs
(55-57). In this meta-analysis, patients classified as EGFRmut* in
some trials included those with mutations in exon 20. However,
when we restricted our analysis to studies that classified patients as
EGFRmut* based on presence of EGFR exon 19 and exon 21 muta-
tions, we observed similar quantitative results. In front-line therapy,
information on crossover and postprogression therapies was often
not available, so adjustments could not be made to account for the
lack of OS benefitin EGFRmut* patients treated with EGFR-TKIs.

Many reports have confirmed that EGFR mutations are more
commonly found in patients with adenocarcinoma and in patients
with low- and never-smoking histories. These factors have led to the
debate as to whether knowledge of such demographic factors, rather
than use of molecular studies, would be sufficient for treatment. The
current meta-analysis, which examines multiple treatment settings,
demonstrates that EGFR mutation status should guide personaliza-
ton of weatment. Additionally, recent findings have reported that
these same demographic features are more common in other genetic
differences [such as those associated with EML-ALK translocations
(10) and ROS 1 mutations (11)] that are not beneficially affected by
EGFR-TKIs and for which specific therapy is available. Determining
mutational status can avoid side effects of either EGFR-TKIs or
chemotherapy and can lead to rational decision making. In that only
the minority of all patients with NSCLC will have EGFR or other
treatment-altering mutations, and because nearly all lung cancer
therapy is costly, molecular analysis is increasingly important from
clinical, scientific, and economic perspectives.

In conclusion, based on this meta-analysis, treatment with
EGFR-TKIs statistically significantly delays disease progression in

jnci.oxfordjournals.org

EGFRmut* patients but has no demonstrable impact on OS. EGFR
mutation is a predictive biomarker of benefit with EGFR-TKIs
treatment in delaying disease progression in front-line, second-
line, and subsequent therapy and in maintenance settings. These
findings support assessment of EGFR mutation status before ini-
dation of EGFR-TKIs treatment and indicate that EGFR-TKIs
should be considered as front-line therapy in EGFRmut* patients
with advanced NSCLC.
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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Introduction: The optimal chemotherapy with thoracic radiotherapy (TRT) for locally advanced non-
small-cell lung cancer (NSCLC) remains to be established. This randomized phase 1l study of concurrent
chemoradiotherapy was conducted to compare uracil/tegafur (UFT) and cisplatin with vinorelbine and
cisplatin for stage I NSCLC.
Patients and methods: Patients with unresectable stage 1l NSCLC were randomized to receive UP
ﬁ?rrwords: (400 mg/m? UFT on days 1-14 and 29-42 and 80mg/m? cisplatin on days 8 and 36) or NP (20 mg/m?
Vinorelbine vinorelbine on days 1, 8, 29, and 36 and 80 mg/m? cisplatin on days 1 and 29). TRT began on day 1 (total
Cisplatin 60 Gy in 30 fractions).
Chemoradiotherapy Results: Of 70 enrolled patients, 66 were evaluable for efficacy and safety. The overall response rates were
Locally advanced 80% (95% Cl: 67-93%) and 71% (95% Cl: 55-87%) for the UP arm and the NP arm. With a median follow-up
Non-small-cell lung cancer of 20.2 months, the progression-free survival and median survival time were 8.8 and 26.9 months in
Randomized phase Il trial the UP arm, and 6.8 and 21.7 months in the NP arm. The 2-/3-year survival rates were 51.0/34.3% and

46.9/33.4% for the UP arm and the NP arm, respectively. Grade 3/4 neutropenia occurred in 20% and 58%
of patients in the UP and NP arms, respectively.
Conclusion: Combined with concurrent TRT, the UP arm achieved better efficacy and safety compared
with the NP arm, suggesting it to be a promising candidate as a standard regimen for locally advanced
NSCLC. Further evaluation of the UP arm is warranted.

© 2013 Elsevier Ireland Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction radiotherapy (TRT) for stage Il NSCLC improved median survival
time (MST) and 5-year survival compared with TRT alone [3,4].

Lung cancer remains the leading cause of death related to can- In the 1990s, two randomized studies that compared concurrent

cer worldwide [1]. Non-small-cell lung cancer (NSCLC) accounts for
80% of lung cancer cases, and approximately 30% of NSCLC patients
present with locally advanced disease [2].

In the 1980s, US cooperative groups showed that cisplatin-
based, second-generation chemotherapy followed by thoracic

* Corresponding author. Tel.: +81 22 222 6181; fax: +81 22 713 8013.
E-mail address: swara357@cat-v.ne.jp (S. Sugawara).

0169-5002/% - see front matter © 2013 Elsevier Ireland Ltd. All rights reserved.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lungcan.2013.04.010

versus sequential cisplatin-based, second-generation chemoradio-
therapy demonstrated that the concurrent approach provided
superior survival outcome, although it was also associated with
greater toxicity [5,6]. However, even in a meta-analysis, the supe-
riority of concurrent chemoradiotherapy to sequential one was
reported [7]. Thus, concurrent chemoradiotherapy is regarded as
the standard treatment for locally advanced NSCLC.

During the last decade, platinum-based third-generation
chemotherapies, such as paclitaxel, vinorelbine, gemcitabine,
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and docetaxel, have been proven to improve the survival of
patients with metastatic NSCLC compared with second-generation
chemotherapies [8-10]. In addition, several phase I and II studies
of third-generation chemotherapy with concurrent TRT for locally
advanced NSCLC provided promising survival outcomes [11-17].
However, it seems to be difficult to deliver full doses of the above-
described regimens because of dose-limiting toxicities.

Concurrent chemoradiotherapy with vinorelbine and cisplatin
(NP) is one of the commonly used regimens for locally advanced
NSCLC in Japan, yielding a reasonable response rate, median sur-
vival time (MST), and 3-year survival rate in a phase I trial and
retrospective analysis [17,18]. Subsequently, in a recent phase I
study comparing second- and third-generation regimens with con-
current TRT for unresectable stage III NSCLC, weekly paclitaxel,
carboplatin, and TRT followed by 2 courses of triweekly consoli-
dation provided good results in terms of both efficacy and toxicity
[19]. And also weekly docetaxel, cisplatin and TRT provided bet-
ter efficacy and hematological toxicities [20]. It has therefore been
suggested that these regimens should be regarded as standard
treatments for locally advanced NSCLC.

Although UFT, an oral preparation of uracil and tegafur, is sel-
dom used for metastatic NSCLC, two phase II studies of UFT plus
cisplatin (UP) in advanced NSCLC have exhibited efficacy almost
equivalent to other potent regimens [21,22]. Moreover, a full dose
regimen of UP chemotherapy with concurrent TRT for locally
advanced NSCLC in a multi-institutional phase I trial has shown
a promising outcome with low hematological toxicity [23].

The optimal combination chemotherapy with TRT for locally
advanced NSCLC remains to be established. Thus, to select a proper
candidate for a phase lll study of chemoradiotherapy, we conducted
arandomized phase Il study comparing the UP arm with the NParm.

2. Patients and methods
2.1. Patient eligibility

The study population consisted of patients between 20 and
75 years of age inclusive, with cytologically or histologically
confirmed NSCLC with unresectable stage IlIA or IIIB disease. Medi-
astinoscopies were not performed and lymph node metastases
were clinically diagnosed based on the results of computed tomo-
graphy (CT) scan and/or positron emission tomography (PET) scan.
Unresectable stage IlIA disease was defined by the presence of mul-
tiple/bulky N2 mediastinal lymph nodes on CT such that, in the
judgment of the treating investigator, the patients were unsuitable
as candidates for surgical resection. Patients were required to have
lesions measurable with the Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid
Tumors (RECIST) version 1.0.

Other eligibility criteria included an Eastern Cooperative Oncol-
ogy Group (ECOG) performance status (PS) of 0 or 1, no prior
systemic chemotherapy, TRT or thoracic surgery. Laboratory
requirements included a white blood cell count of 4000 mm™3 or
more, a neutrophil count of 2000 mm~3 or more, a platelet count
of 100,000 mm~3 or more, a hemoglobin level of 10 g/dL or more, a
total bilirubin level of 1.5 mg/dL or less, an AST/ALT value of twice
the upper normal limit or less, a creatinine level of 1.5 mg/dL or less,
a creatinine clearance of 60 mL/min or more, and partial pressure
of arterial oxygen of 60 torr or more.

Patients were ineligible if they had concomitant malignan-
cies, active infectious diseases, serious complications such as
ileus, uncontrolled diabetes mellitus, heart failure, renal failure, or
hepatic failure, malignant pleural or pericardial effusion, intersti-
tial pneumonitis or pulmonary fibrosis apparent on chest X-ray,
and other medical problems regarded as making them ineligible for
this study by physicians. Lactating, pregnant or possibly pregnant

women, or those willing to become pregnant were also excluded.
The study protocol was approved by the institutional review board
of each hospital concerned and written informed consent was
obtained from each patient.

Prestudy radiographic assessment to document tumor stag-
ing for eligibility included CT of the thorax including the upper
abdomen, brain CT or magnetic resonance imaging and radioiso-
topic bone scan. PET scan was allowed to be substituted for
radioisotopic bone scan.

2.2. Treatment schedules

Patients were randomly assigned to one of two treatment arms
(UP arm and VP arm) as shown in Fig. 1 (CONSORT diagram), strati-
fied by gender (male v female), age (59 or younger v 60-64 v 65-69
v 70-75), histology (adenocarcinoma v squamous cell carcinoma v
large cell carcinoma v other), and clinical stage (11IA v IlIB).

In the UP arm, oral UFT (400 mg/m?/day) twice daily before
meals from days 1 to 14 and from days 29 to 42 and cisplatin
(80 mg/m?) via intravenous infusion on days 8 and 36 were admin-
istered. According to body surface area (BSA), the actual dose of
UFT was modified as follows: BSA less than 1.25 m2, 500 mg/day
(300 mg in the morning and 200 mg in the evening); BSA 1.25 m?
or more, 600 mg/day (300 mg b.i.d.). Concurrent TRT was given in
daily fractions of 2 Gy from day 1 up to a total of 60 Gy in 30 frac-
tions over a 6-week period. In the NP arm, vinorelbine (20 mg/m?)
on days 1, 8, 29, and 36 and cisplatin (80 mg/m?) on days 1 and
29 were administered intravenously. The schedule of TRT was the
same as that of the UP arm.

Two cycles of additional treatment with the same dosage were
optionally permitted in both arms as consolidation chemotherapy.
There was no evidence that consolidation chemotherapy prolonged
overall survival for locally advanced NSCLC. Therefore, consolida-
tion chemotherapy was considered at the investigator’s discretion.

2.3. Radiotherapy

Radiotherapy began on day 1 of chemotherapy in both arms with
a linear accelerator photon beam of 4 MV or more.

In this study, both 2D and 3D treatment planning systems were
allowed. Radiation doses were specified at the center of the target
volume. 3D dose constraints for both planning target volume
and normal-risk organs were not determined in the protocol.
The doses were calculated assuming tissue homogeneity with
correction for lung tissues in 3D treatment planning. As it turned
out, 3D treatment planning was performed for all 66 patients who
received radiotherapy.

The initial 40 Gy was delivered to the large field target volume,
which included the primary tumor, ipsilateral hilum, and medi-
astinum. No prophylactic irradiation of the supraclavicular fossa
area was given. The other 20 Gy was delivered to a pair of oblique
fields to avoid excess irradiation of the spinal cord.

2.4. Treatment modifications

The administration of cisplatin was withheld on either arm if
there was a decrease in the leukocyte count to below 3000 mm™3,
or the neutrophil count to under 1500 mm~3, or the platelet count
to less than 100,000 mm™3, or if grade 2 or more nonhematological
toxicities were observed, except for alopecia, anorexia, and malaise,
until resolution of toxicity to grade 0 or 1. In the UP arm, UFT was
stopped and then reduced in subsequent cycles from 600 mg or
500 mg to 400 mg or 300 mg, respectively if any grade 4 hemato-
logical toxicities, or grade 3 or worse nonhematological toxicities,
except for alopecia, anorexia, or malaise, were observed. Whenever
grade 2 diarrhea or stomatitis occurred, UFT was reduced. In the NP

I —301



S. Sugawara et al. / Lung Cancer 81 (2013) 91-96 93

Assessed for eligibility
(n=70
[
Randomly allocated
(n=70)
|

UP arm (n=36)
Withdrew after allocation (n=1)

NP arm (n=34)
Received other treatment
due to physician decision(n=1)

] ]

Ineligible patients (n=0) | Ineligible patients (n=2)
Stage IV (n=1)
PS 2 (n=1)
1 I
Analyzed (n=35) || Analyzed (n=31)

Excluded from analysis(n=0) || Excluded from analysis (n=0)

Fig. 1. CONSORT diagram. UP, uracil/tegafur and cisplatin; NP, vinorelbine and cis-
platin.

arm, the administration of vinorelbine on days 8, 29, or 36 was omit-
ted and a delay of up to 7 days was permitted if any grade 2 or worse
hematological or nonhematological toxicities were observed. TRT
was withheld on either arm in cases of any grade 4 hematologi-
cal toxicities, grade 3 or worse esophagitis or dermatitis, grade 1
or worse fever, or any sign of pneumonitis. Any patient unable to
receive a subsequent cycle within 7 days was removed from the
protocol treatment, but was included in the study analysis.

2.5. Evaluation of efficacy and safety

All eligible patients who received any protocol treatment were
regarded as evaluable for efficacy and safety. Complete blood cell
counts and biochemistry tests were performed once a week during
the treatment period. Thoracic CT was performed every 4 weeks
during and after the treatment period until progressive disease was
recognized.

The response was evaluated according to RECIST version 1.0 in
the extramural review. Progression-free survival (PFS) was defined
as the period from the date of randomization to the date when
disease progression was first observed or death occurred. Overall
survival (OS) was defined as the period between randomization
and death from any cause. Toxicities were assessed according to
the Common Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events (CTCAE)
version 3.0.

2.6. Statistical analysis

The primary endpoint was overall response rate (ORR), and
secondary endpoints included PFS, OS, and the level of toxicity.
Assuming that an ORR of 80% in eligible patients would indicate
potential usefulness, while an ORR of 60% would be the lower limit
ofinterest, with alpha = 0.05 and beta = 0.20, the estimated required
accrual was 33 patients in each arm. Allowing for dropouts, the
accrual goal was determined to be 35 patients in each arm.

Fisher’s exact test was used to estimate the correlation among
different variables between arms. Survival estimation was per-
formed according to the Kaplan-Meier method.

3. Results
3.1. Patient characteristics

Between February 2006 and May 2009, 70 patients were
enrolled from 5 institutions and were allocated to the UP arm

Table 1
Characteristics of patients in each treatment arm.

Characteristic UParm(n=35) NParm(n=31) P
No. % No. %
Gender 0.6841
Male 28 80.0 26 83.9
Female 7 20.0 5 16.1
Age (years) 0.8326
Median 62 61
59> 12 343 14 45.2
60-64 10 28.6 8 25.8
65-69 7 20.0 5 16.1
70-75 6 17.1 4 12.9
PS (ECOG) 0.8281
0 16 45.7 15 48.4
1 19 543 16 51.6
Histology 0.4765
Adenocarcinoma 17 48.6 19 61.3
Squamous cell carcinoma 15 429 11 35.5
Large cell carcinoma 2 57 0 0
Other 1 2.9 1 3.2
Stage 0.8888
1A 13 37.1 11 355
1B 22 62.9 20 64.5

(n=36) and NP arm (n = 34). Of the 70 patients enrolled, 4 patients
were excluded from final analysis, including one patient due to
withdrawal of the informed consent before the allocated treatment,
2 patients due to ineligibility (stage IV and PS 2), and 1 patient who
received a different regimen based on the physician’s judgment
instead of the protocol treatment. Eventually 66 patients (UP arm,
n=35 and NP arm, n=31) were evaluable for efficacy and safety
(CONSORT diagram, Fig. 1). No remarkable differences in demo-
graphic characteristics were found between the two treatment
arms (Table 1).

3.2. Treatment administered

As shown in Table 2, the median number of treatment cycles
was 3 (range 1-4) in both arms. 94.3% of patients in the UP arm and
93.5% of patients in the NP arm underwent the projected two cycles
of chemotherapy and concurrent TRT. As consolidation chemother-
apy, 60% of patients in the UP arm and 58.1% of patients in the NP
arm received the additional treatment with the same regimen as
allowed by the protocol. Main reason for quitting chemotherapy
after two cycles of the protocol treatment was investigator’s dis-
cretion. Most of patients who received consolidation chemotherapy
completed 4 cycle of treatment altogether as long as the progres-
sion was not observed.

In all except 1 patient in each arm, 60 Gy concurrent TRT was
completed.

Table 2
Treatment delivery.

UP arm (n=35)
No. % No. %

NP arm (n=31)

Cycle number
1 2 5.7 2 6.5
2 12 343 11 35.5
3 5 143 7 226
4 16 457 11 35.5
Median 3.0 3.0

TRT (Gy)
60 34 97.1 30 96.8
50-59 0 [¢] 1 3.2
40-49 1 29 0 0
Median 60.0 60.0
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Table 3
Objective response rates.

UP arm (n=35) NP arm (n=31)

No. % No. %

Complete response 2 57 1 32
Partial response 26 743 21 67.7
Stable disease 7 20.0 7 226
Progressive disease 0 0.0 2 6.5
Response rate (CR +PR?) 28 80.0 22 71.0
4 P=0.5659.

3.3. Efficacy

In the UP arm, the ORR was 80% (95% Cl, 67-93%), including 2
patients (6%) with a complete response (CR), 26 (74%) with a partial
response (PR), and no patient with progressive disease (PD). In the
NP arm, the ORR was 71% (95% Cl, 55-87%), including 1 patient (3%)
with CR, 21 (68%) with PR, and 2 (6%) with PD (Table 3). Although
the response rate in the UP arm was superior to that in the NP arm,
this difference between two arms was not statistically significant
(P=.566).

The PFS and OS data are shown in Fig. 2. With a median follow-
up of 20.2 months, 40 patients had died. The median PFS were 8.8
months (95%Cl, 6.7-11.1 months) in the UP arm, and 6.8 months
(95%Cl, 5.2-9.6 months) in the NP arm, respectively. The MST in
the UP arm was 26.9 months (95% Cl, 16.3-52.9 months) com-
pared with 21.7 months (95% CI, 14.5-45.3 months) in the NP arm.
The 2-/3-year survival rates were marginally higher in the UP arm
(51.0/34.3%) than that in the NP arm (46.9/33.4%).

The sites of first failure among 31 recurrent cases in the UP
arm, 12 (38.7%) were local and 19 (61.3%) were distant includ-
ing 11 patients with brain metastasis, whereas among 26 recurrent
cases in the NP arm, 14 (53.8%) were local, 12 (46.2%) were distant,
including 6 with brain metastasis (data not shown).

3.4. Safety

Grade 3 or worse toxicities in each arm are shown in Table 4.
Grades 3 and 4 neutropenia and febrile neutropenia were signif-
icantly more frequent in the NP arm than in the UP arm (P=.002
and .044, respectively). Although anorexia, nausea/vomiting, and
diarrhea over grade 3 tended to be more frequent in UP arm, there
were no statistically significant differences between the two arms
in these categories. No one had grade 3 or worse esophagitis in
either arm. Two patients in the NP arm died of radiation pneu-
monitis approximately five months after the completion of 60 Gy
of TRT.
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4. Discussion

We set out to compare oral fluoropyrimidine with third-
generation anticancer agent in platinum-based chemoradiother-
apy for locally advanced stage III NSCLC. The combined modality
strategy with chemotherapy and concurrent TRT is considered as
a standard treatment for locally advanced unresectable NSCLC.
However, the optimal chemotherapy regimen remains to be
determined. Two randomized phase III studies comparing third-
generation regimen with second-generation regimen combined
with concurrent TRT showed superior survival outcomes in third-
generationregimen|19,20]. Moreover, based onrecent randomized
phase Il and III studies, weekly carboplatin and paclitaxel with TRT
has become a commonly used regimen, and is regarded as the ref-
erence arm for future phase IIl studies [16,19].

In this trial, we adopted the response rate as a primary endpoint
because it is not influenced by post trial treatment. On the other
hand, most of recent chemoradiotherapy phase I trials choose
2-year survival rate or PFS as primary endpoint. Thus, we also care-
fully followed-up for PFS and OS. Both the UP arm and NP arm
showed a reasonably good response rate and survival outcomes in
the present study. These data were comparable to those of third-
generation regimens in other previous phase I and III trials. As to
the primary endpoint, the ORR of the UP arm was better, but not
with statistical significance, than that of the NP arm. In addition,
the median PFS, the median OS, and the 2-year survival rate in the
UP arm were better than those in the NP arm. There was a non-
significant trend toward more favorable survival data in the UP
arm than the NP arm although the small sample size in this study
prevented reaching a definite conclusion.

It cannot be denied that epidermal growth factor receptor
(EGFR)-tyrosine kinase inhibitors (TKIs) such as gefitinib and
erlotinib could contribute to long-term survival. EGFR mutation
screening was not routinely performed in this study, because this
examination was not available at the start of this study. Among
36 patients (UP arm, n=20 and NP arm, n=16) who subsequently
underwent EGFR mutation screening, 5 patients in the UP arm and
3 patients in the NP arm harbored mutated EGFR (data not shown).
Only 2 of them, both in the UP arm achieved PR and long-term sur-
vival. Hence, it is difficult to evaluate whether the use of EGFR-TKIs
would have resuited in better survival outcomes.

It is noteworthy in the present study that hematological tox-
icities were very mild in the UP arm. In particular, the incidence
of grade 3 or worse neutropenia in the UP arm was remarkably
lower than not only in the NP arm of this study but also in the other
regimens referred to above. Moreover, no febrile neutropenia was
observed in the UP arm. Although grade 3 gastrointestinal toxicities
which are common in fluoropyrimidines were more frequent in the
UP arm than in the NP arm, they were all reversible and manage-
able thus this does not seem to be a critical impact. Therefore, UP
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Fig. 2. (A) Overall survival and (B) progression free survival in each arm.
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Table 4
Grade 3 or worse toxicity.
UP arm (n=35) NP arm (n=31) P
Grade >Grade 3 Grade >Grade 3
3 4 No. (%) 3 4 No. (%)
Hematologic
Leucopenia 7 1 8 229 14 5 19 61.3 0.0024
Neutropenia 3 4 7 20.0 8 10 18 58.1 0.0022
Anemia 2 0 2 5.7 2 0 2 6.5 1.000
Thrombocytopenia 1 0 1 29 1 0 1 3.2 1.000
Febrile neutropenia 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 129 0.0437
Non-hematologic
Anorexia 5 0 5 14.3 3 0 3 9.7 0.7132
Nausea/vomiting 4 0 4 114 2 0 2 6.5 0.6762
Diarrhea 2 0 2 5.7 0 0 0 0 0.4942
Infection 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 6.5 0.2168
Pneumonitis 2 0 2 5.7 0 23 2 6.5 1.000

2 Both patients died of radiation pneumonitis.

might rise to a less toxic new standard regimen in comparison with
the third-generation regimen for locally advanced NSCLC.

S-1 is a novel oral fluoropyrimidine agent designed for enhanc-
ing anticancer activity and reducing gastrointestinal toxicity.
Indeed, it showed potent activity not only as a single agent but also
in combination with CDDP for metastatic NSCLC [24,25]. In addition
S-1 plus CDDP with concurrent TRT in a phase Il study yielded high
response rates, good survival data, and only mild toxicities [26,27].
Therefore oral fluoropyrimidines such as UFT and S-1 hereafter may
play an important role in terms of concurrent chemoradiotherapy
for locally advanced NSCLC.

As a limitation of this study, the radiation technique was
old-fashioned. At the start of this multi-institutional study, 3D
treatment planning system using CT was not available at all institu-
tions. Therefore, both 2D and 3D treatment planning systems were
allowed in the protocol. Because 3D dose constraints for both plan-
ning target volume and normal-risk organs were not determined
by modern radiation technologies, the quality of radiotherapy in
this study might have be rather lowered.

In conclusion, combined with concurrent TRT, UP achieved more
favorable efficacy and safety than NP, suggesting it to be a promis-
ing candidate as a standard regimen with concurrent TRT for locally
advanced NSCLC. Further evaluation of this regimen is warranted
in a phase IIl setting in comparison with platinum-based third-
generation chemotherapy with concurrent TRT.
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