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Upstage Downstage Change in

Authors (ref) No. pa

) ) therapy (%)
HL
Buchman et al. 25 0 8
Wirth et al. 31 0 18
Pelosi et al. 35 0 9
Naumann et al. 88 8 18
NHL
Bangerter et al. 44 2 14
Partridge et al. 44 <10 25
Jerusalem et al. 33 1 1
Weiharauch et al. 22 0 5
Munker et al. 73 3 <1
Hutchings et al. 99 5 7

| Rigacci et al. 186 1 7
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Progression-free survival (%)
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Event-Free Survival According to Response
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Negative: No pathologic FDG uptake at any site.
Positive: Focal FDG concentration outside the physiological uptake areas,
with clearly increased activity relative to the background

Gallamini A et al. JCO 2007;25:3746-3752
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Patient PET PET

Authors (ref) No. Cycles SEREVE PFS (%) e PFS (%)
HL
Kostakoglu et al. 23 74 100 26 12.5
Hutchings et al. 85 72 94 13 38
Hutchings et al. 77 79 95 21 31
Zinzani et al. 40 80 97 20 12
Gallamini et al. 260 81 95 19 14
Markova et al. 50 72 100 28 86
NHL
Kostakoglu et al. 24 58 100 42
Jerusalem et al. 28 82 100 18 30
Spaepen et al. 47 47 84 53 0
Haioun et al. 90 60 82 40 43
Mikhaeel et al. 121 41.7 93 43 30
Zinzani et al. 91 61.5 89 38.5 17
; Cashen et al. 50 30 85 30 75
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Progression free survival
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Deauville 2009 Menton 2010 Menton 2011 Menton 2012

Deauville scale

No uptake

Uptake <= mediastinum

Uptake >mediastinum but <= liver
Uptake > liver at any site

a &~ oObdb-=

Uptake >> liver and/ or new sites
of disease
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Skin and soft tissues 5 12 0.44

Gastrointestinal (GI) tract 2 9 0.35
Others 11 14* NA
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Ki67 vs. 18F-FDG vs. 18F-FLT
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BF-FLT 4 '°F-FDG & #t & 8k % 46,98 74

50 ug 200 pg

baseline day +2 baseline day +2
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18F-FLT PET/CT vs Ki-67 (DLBCL)
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