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Supplemental content
IMPORTANCE Second-line treatment with chemotherapy plus bevacizumab or cetuximab
is a valid option for metastatic colorectal cancer.

OBJECTIVE To evaluate the progression-free survival (PFS) rate at 4 months with
chemotherapy plus bevacizumab vs cetuximab for patients with progression of metastatic
colorectal cancer after bevacizumab plus chemotherapy.

DESIGN, SETTING, AND PARTICIPANTS A prospective, open-label, multicenter, randomized
phase 2 trial was conducted from December 14, 2010, to May 5, 2015. The main eligibility
criterion was disease progression after bevacizumab plus fluorouracil with irinotecan or
oxaliplatin in patients with wild-type KRAS exon 2 metastatic colorectal cancer. All analyses
were performed on the modified intent-to-treat population.

INTERVENTIONS Patients were randomized to arm A (FOLFIRI [fluorouracil and folinic acid

combined with irinotecan] or modified FOLFOX6 [fluorouracil and folinic acid combined with
oxaliplatin] plus bevacizumab) or arm B (FOLFIRI or modified FOLFOX6 plus cetuximab); the
second-line chemotherapy regimen was chosen according to first-line treatment (crossover).

MAIN OUTCOMES AND MEASURES The primary end point was the 4-month PFS rate.
Secondary end points included safety, objective response rate, overall survival, and PFS.

RESULTS A total of 132 patients (47 women and 85 men; median age, 63.0 years [range,
33.0-84.0 years]; 74 patients with an Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group performance
status of O, 54 patients with a performance status of 1, and 4 patients with unknown
performance status) were included at 25 sites. The 4-month PFS rate was 80.3% (95% Cl,
68.0%-88.3%) in arm A and 66.7% (95% Cl, 53.6%-76.8%) in arm B. The median PFS was
71 months (95% Cl, 5.7-8.2 months) in arm A and 5.6 months (95% Cl, 4.2-6.5 months) in arm
B (hazard ratio, 0.71; 95% Cl, 0.50-1.02; P = .06), and the median overall survival was 15.8
months (95% Cl, 9.5-22.3 months) in arm A and 10.4 months (95% Cl, 7.0-16.2 months) in
arm B (hazard ratio, 0.69; 95% Cl, 0.46-1.04; P = .08). A central analysis of KRAS (exons 2, 3,
and 4), NRAS (exons 2, 3, and 4), and BRAF (V600) was performed for 95 tumor samples.
Eighty-one patients had wild-type KRAS and wild-type NRAS tumors.

CONCLUSIONS AND RELEVANCE The results of the PRODIGE18 (Partenariat de Recherche en
Oncologie DIGEstive) study showed a nonsignificant difference but favored continuation of

bevacizumab with chemotherapy crossover for patients with wild-type RAS metastatic Author Affiliations: Author

colorectal cancer that progressed with first-line bevacizumab plus chemotherapy. affiliations are listed at the end of this
article.
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n metastatic colorectal cancer (mCRC), the available

drugs are classified into 3 major therapeutic classes:

cytotoxic agents (eg, fluoropyrimidines, irinotecan, and
oxaliplatin), angiogenesis inhibitors (eg, bevacizumab), and
anti-epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) antibodies
(eg, cetuximab and panitumumab). The chemotherapy regi-
men often consists of fluorouracil and folinic acid combined
with either oxaliplatin (FOLFOX) or irinotecan (FOLFIRI).
A patient’s treatment depends on numerous factors, includ-
ing the therapy received in earlier treatment lines and the
tumor mutation status.!

Three antiangiogenic compounds—bevacizumab, afliber-
cept, and ramucirumab—are currently validated as second-
line treatments for mCRC in combination with the appropriate
chemotherapy regimen.?* Large randomized phase 3 clinical
trials have also confirmed a role for the anti-EGFR agents
panitumumab and cetuximab for patients with mCRC after
failure of first-line treatment. The oldest study, the EPIC
(ERBITUX Plus Irinotecan for Metastatic Colorectal Cancer) trial,
which was performed before the identification of the RAS mu-
tation as a predictive factor for resistance to anti-EGFR
antibodies, showed that irinotecan plus cetuximab increased
median progression-free survival (PFS) vs irinotecan alone.® In
aselected population with wild-type (wt) RAS mCRC, FOLFIRI
plus panitumumab was superior to FOLFIRI alone in terms of
objective response rate, median PFS, and overall survival (OS).°

In the setting of mCRC, anti-EGFR and antiangiogenic anti-
bodies combined with chemotherapy have been compared for the
treatment-naive patients with wtKRAS tumors. The CALGB/
SWOG (Cancer and Leukemia Group/Southwest Oncology Group)
80405 trial assessed cetuximab or bevacizumab combined with
FOLFIRI or FOLFOX.” The median PFS and the median OS were
similar in the treatment arms. Similarly, the FIRE-3 study assessed
cetuximab or bevacizumab combined with FOLFIRL® The median
PFSwas similar in the 2 treatment arms, but the median OS was
significantly longer with the cetuximab-FOLFIRI combination.

Inline with these findings, the management of nonresect-
able mCRC has progressively integrated the concept of a mul-
tiline strategy combined with the determination of some
tumor characteristics (ie, KRAS, NRAS, and BRAF mutational
status). Maintenance therapy and the reintroduction of che-
motherapy regimens make up the therapeutic schedules
sequentially offered to patients with nonresectable mCRC. Fur-
ther progress in elucidating the optimal treatment algorithm
in mCRC was made when the TML (Treatment Multiline) study
demonstrated that sustained vascular endothelial growth fac-
tor inhibition with bevacizumab was beneficial in patients pro-
gressing after first-line bevacizumab plus chemotherapy.® This
study showed that continuing bevacizumab with chemo-
therapy (switched from the first-line chemotherapy regi-
men) significantly prolonged OS and PFS with second-line
treatment compared with chemotherapy alone for patients
with mCRC who had received bevacizumab plus standard che-
motherapy in the first-line setting. In an exploratory analysis
of the TML study, patients with wtKRAS exon 2 tumors
achieved a statistically significant PFS and OS benefit from the
continuation of bevacizumab beyond disease progression vs
chemotherapy alone.!®
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Key Points

Question Which is the most appropriate treatment for patients
with wild-type RAS metastatic colorectal cancer progressing after
bevacizumab plus chemotherapy: chemotherapy with
bevacizumab or cetuximab?

Findings Inthis randomized phase 2 study, the 4-month
progression-free survival rate was numerically higher with bevacizumab
plus chemotherapy than with cetuximab plus chemotherapy, though
the difference was not statistically significant.

Meaning The present PRODIGE18 (Partenariat de Recherche en
Oncologie DIGEstive) study highlights that, after a first
progression of metastatic colorectal cancer with bevacizumab plus
chemotherapy, continuation of bevacizumab plus a switch of
chemotherapy may be the most appropriate option.

Based on these data, the present randomized phase 2 clini-
cal trial evaluated standard fluoropyrimidine-based chemo-
therapy combined with either bevacizumab or cetuximab
among patients with wtKRAS exon 2 mCRC who had previ-
ously received bevacizumab plus standard chemotherapy in
the first-line setting.

Methods

Patients

Patients were enrolled in this trial from December 14, 2010,
through May 5, 2015. The trial protocol is available in Supple-
ment 1. Patients were 18 years of age or older, with an Eastern
Cooperative Oncology Group performance status of O or 1, with
histologically or cytologically proven mCRC, and with wtKRAS
exon 2 (assessed by local molecular biology platforms in for-
malin-fixed paraffin-embedded tumor tissue from the pri-
mary or metastatic tumor). From September 14, 2014, an
amendment restricted inclusion to patients with wtRAS tu-
mors (KRAS exons 2, 3, and 4 and NRAS exons 2, 3, and 4).
Documented progressive disease (PD) during or after first-
line treatment of mCRC with bevacizumab plus fluoropyrimi-
dines and irinotecan or oxaliplatin, according to the
Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid Tumors (RECIST), ver-
sion 1.1," was required. A stop and go strategy and/or mainte-
nance therapy was permitted as first-line treatment for mCRC;
an escalating-dose schedule was not allowed. Other main
inclusion criteria included adequate bone marrow and ad-
equate hepatic and renal function. The eligibility criteria are
described in eTable 1 in Supplement 2. This trial was per-
formed in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki'? and
Good Clinical Practice Guidelines. The study was approved by
Comité de Protection des Personnes. All patients provided
written informed consent before starting the trial.

Interventions and Randomization

The PRODIGE18 (Partenariat de Recherche en Oncologie
DIGEstive) study was an open-label, randomized phase 2 clini-
cal trial assessing 2 standard regimens—bevacizumab and
cetuximab—combined with chemotherapy (modified FOLFOX6
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[mMFOLFOX6] or FOLFIRI) after the failure of first-line treat-
ment containing bevacizumab in mCRC. Patients were ran-
domized in a 1:1 manner to the 2 regimens. The chemo-
therapy regimen was chosen according to the regimen used in
the first-line setting (crossover): patients initially treated with
irinotecan plus fluoropyrimidines received mFOLFOX6
(oxaliplatin, 85 mg/m?, folinic acid, 400 mg/m? [L-folinic acid,
200 mg/m?], a bolus dose of fluorouracil, 400 mg/m?2, and a
46-hour infusion of fluorouracil, 2400 mg/m?). Conversely,
those initially treated with oxaliplatin plus fluoropyrimi-
dines received FOLFIRI (irinotecan, 180 mg/m?, folinic acid,
400 mg/m? [L-folinic acid, 200 mg/m?2], a bolus dose of fluo-
rouracil, 400 mg/m?, and a 46-hour infusion of fluorouracil,
2400 mg/m?). Bevacizumab, 5 mg/kg (arm A), or cetuximab,
500 mg/m? (arm B), was administered with mFOLFOX6 or
FOLFIRI every 14 days until PD, the occurrence of unaccept-
able toxic effects, or the patient’s refusal. Randomization was
stratified by first-line chemotherapy (fluoropyrimidine with
oxaliplatin vs fluoropyrimidine with irinotecan), PFS with the
first-line therapy (<9 months vs >9 months), and the center.

Study End Points and Assessments

The primary end point was the PFSrate at 4 months. Progression-
free survival is defined as the time from randomization to docu-
mented disease progression or death from any cause, which-
ever occurred earlier. Secondary end points were the median PFS;
0S, defined as the time from randomization to death from any
cause; OS from the start of first-line therapy, defined as the time
from the start of first-line therapy to death from any cause; the
objective response rate, defined as the percentage of complete
or partial responses; and safety (assessed by the National
Cancer Institute Common Terminology Criteria for Adverse
Events [version 3.0]).)* Tumor response evaluations were per-
formed at baseline and every 6 weeks until PD, based on
RECIST, version 1.1, using spiral or conventional computed to-
mography or magnetic resonance imaging. Patients who dis-
continued treatment before PD and those who completed treat-
ment were followed up every 3 months after treatment for
survival data, subsequent anticancer therapy, and study drug-
related serious adverse effects (AEs); patients who discontin-
ued treatment before PD were assessed for tumor status until PD.

Molecular Analysis

Tissue sections (10 pm) were prepared from formalin-fixed
paraffin-embedded tumor samples, and DNA was extracted using
the QIAamp DNA FFPE Tissue Kit (Qiagen) according to the
manufacturer’s recommendation. Molecular testing was per-
formed using the KRAS/BRAF Mutation Analysis Kit Panel Kit for
Real-Time PCR (KRAS exons 2, 3, 4 and BRAF600; EntroGen) and
the NRAS Mutation Analysis Kit (exons 2, 3, and 4; EntroGen).
These polymerase chain reaction-based assays use allele-specific
probes toidentify KRAS (18 mutations), NRAS (11 mutations), and
BRAFV600 mutations, with a limit of detection of less than 1%.
This assay is approved for in vitro diagnosis.

Statistical Analysis
The trial was not powered for a direct comparison between

arms. In both groups, the sample size calculation was based
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on a 2-step phase II Simon method using the same hypoth-
eses. A 4-month PFS rate of 30% was considered insufficient
to warrant further investigation, and a rate of 50% was con-
sidered as the minimal target of clinical efficacy. With a1-sided
type 1 error a of 0.05 and a power (1 - 3) of 0.90, 59 evaluable
patients were required in each arm. In the first step, each treat-
ment arm was considered to have sufficient preliminary effi-
cacy to continue if 7 or more of 20 patients, with 4 months of
follow-up, were alive without progression. At the end of the
trial, proof of potential efficacy was considered if 24 or more
patients were alive without progression at 4 months. Assum-
ing that 10% of patients would be nonevaluable or lost to
follow-up, the study required 132 patients.

All analyses were performed on the modified intent-to-
treat population (mITT; ie, patients who received atleast 1 dose
of treatment). Qualitative variables were described as percent-
ages, and quantitative variables were described by their me-
dian values, with ranges or mean values with SDs, depending
on whether the values were normally distributed. The me-
dian PFS and the median OS (with their 95% CIs) were deter-
mined using the Kaplan-Meier method. Hazard ratios (HRs) and
their 95% CIs were determined using Cox proportional haz-
ards regression models. The proportionality assumption was
verified. Log-rank and Cox proportional hazards regression
model Pvalues are reported in an exploratory manner. The me-
dian follow-up times and their 95% CIs were determined using
the reverse Kaplan-Meier method. Analyses were performed
using SAS, version 9.4 (SAS Institute Inc).

. |
Results

Patients

From December 14, 2010, through May 5, 2015, 133 patients were
enrolled at 25 centers in France (Figure 1). One patient random-
ized to arm A did not receive treatment owing to rapid clinical
deterioration; consequently, the mITT population comprised 132
patients. Baseline demographic and clinical characteristics were
well balanced between treatment arms (Table). During the study,
82 patients (62.1%) who received the FOLFIRI regimen as first-
line therapy received the mFOLFOX6 regimen and 50 patients
(37.9%) who received the mFOLFOX6 regimen as first-line
therapy received the FOLFIRIregimen. The distributions of use
of chemotherapy were similar in both study arms (Table).

All patients included in the study had mCRC typed as
WtKRAS exon 2 status. After inclusion of 101 patients, a proto-
colamendment restricted eligibility to patients with tumors with
not only wtKRAS exon 2 but also with wtKRAS exons 3 and 4 and
WENRAS exons 2, 3, and 4. A central analysis of KRAS, NRAS, and
BRAF mutations was performed. Of the 133 included patients,
109 provided written informed consent to participate in the bio-
marker analysis (54 patients in arm A and 55 patients in arm B).
Formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded tissue samples were col-
lected from 105 patients. Of these samples, 7 contained no re-
sidual tumor cells and 3 had DNA of insufficient quality for analy-
sis; therefore, complete tumor KRAS, NRAS, and BRAF status was
obtained for 95 patients. The subgroup with confirmed wtKRAS
and wtNRAS status represented 61.4% (n = 81) of the ITT
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Figure 1. Patient Enrollment

133 Patients randomized

1 Patient excluded owing to rapid
clinical deterioration

‘ 132 Patients included with mCRC wtKRAS exon 2 in intent-to-treat analysis ‘

v

v

65 Patients in bevacizumab + chemotherapy arm ‘

‘ 67 Patients in cetuximab +chemotherapy arm

65 Patients discontinued treatment
59 With disease progression
1 With an adverse event

1 Owing to investigator decision <— —> 2 With an adverse event
1 Owing to patient decision 1 Owing to investigator decision
1 Withdrew consent 3 Unknown

67 Patients discontinued treatment
61 With disease progression

86

2 Unknown

‘ 95 Patients underwent central review molecular analysis ‘

v

v

41 Patients with mCRC wtKRAS and NRAS
exons 2, 3, and 4

40 Patients with mCRC wtKRAS and NRAS
exons 2, 3, and 4

|

v

36 Patients with mCRC wtKRAS and NRAS
exons 2, 3, and 4 and wtBRAF

37 Patients with mCRC wtKRAS and NRAS
exons 2, 3, and 4 and wtBRAF

mCRC Indicates metastatic colorectal

cancer, wt, wild-type.

population; of these patients, 73 (55.3% of the ITT population)
had tumors that were wild type for all 3 biomarkers (WtKRAS,
WtNRAS, and wtBRAF) (Figure 1).

Efficacy

Efficacy data were assessable in the eligible population cor-
responding to 132 patients with wtKRAS exon 2 mCRC. The
median follow-up was 37.4 months (minimum follow-up,
1 month; maximum follow-up, 48 months).

After 4 months of follow-up for each patient, 12 PFS events
had occurred in arm A and 21 PFS events had occurred in arm
B. The median PFS was 7.1 months (95% CI, 5.7-8.2 months)
with bevacizumab plus chemotherapy and 5.6 months (95%
CI, 4.2-6.5 months) with cetuximab plus chemotherapy (HR,
0.71; 95% CI, 0.50-1.02; P = .06) (Figure 2A and eTable 2 in
Supplement 2).

The 4-month PFS rate (primary objective) was 80.3% (95%
CI, 68.0%-88.3%) with bevacizumab (arm A) and 66.7% (95%
ClI, 53.6%-76.8%) with cetuximab (arm B) (eTable 2 in Supple-
ment 2). At the end of the study, 93 of the 132 patients in the
mITT population had died (43 in arm A and 50 in arm B). The
median duration of OS was 15.8 months (95% CI, 9.5-22.3
months) in the bevacizumab arm and 10.4 months (95% CI, 7.0-
16.2 months) in the cetuximab arm (HR, 0.69; 95% CI, 0.46-
1.04; P = .08) (Figure 3A and eTable 2 in Supplement 2).
Conversely, the objective response rate was 24.6% (95% CI,
14.1%-35.1%) in the bevacizumab arm and 31.8% (95% CI,
20.3%-43.2%) in the cetuximab arm.

In the subgroup with confirmed wtKRAS and wtNRAS
status, the median follow-up was 29.2 months (minimum
follow-up, O months; maximum follow-up, 48 months). The
median follow-up in the subgroup with wild-type tumors for
all 3 biomarkers was also 29.2 months (minimum follow-up,

JAMA Oncology January 2019 Volume 5, Number 1

0 months; maximum follow-up, 48.1 months). Subgroup analy-
sis of the 81 patients with wtKRAS and wtNRAS tumors found
a median PFS of 7.8 months (95% CI, 5.8-8.5 months) in arm
A and 5.6 months (95% CI, 3.5-7.1 months) in arm B; the me-
dian OS was 21.0 months (95% CI, 10.0-28.2 months) inarm A
and 10.7 months (95% CI, 6.8-22.4 months) in arm B. Sub-
group analysis of the 73 patients with wtBRAF tumors in ad-
dition to wtKRAS and wtNRAS found a median PFS of 8.2
months (95% CI, 6.6-8.6 months) in arm A and 5.7 months (95%
CI, 4.1-7.1 months) in arm B; the median OS was 21.1 months
(95% CI, 12.3-35.1 months) in arm A and 12.6 months (95% CI,
6.8-22.5 months) in arm B. eTable 2 in Supplement 2 shows
the efficacy outcomes in these subgroups, which confirm the
results obtained in the mITT population (Figure 2 and Figure 3).

After completion of study treatment, 49 of the 65 pa-
tients (75.4%) who had received bevacizumab plus chemo-
therapy went on to receive a third-line systemic therapy. Thirty-
one of these patients (63.3%) received an anti-EGFR antibody,
with or without chemotherapy, in the third line. In the cetux-
imab plus chemotherapy arm, 43 of 67 patients (64.2%)
received a third-line treatment.

In the mITT population, after a median follow-up of 54.7
months (minimum follow-up, 3.2 months; maximum follow-up,
90.8 months) from the start of first-line therapy (retrospec-
tively documented), OS was 32.7 months (range, 25.4-36.6
months) with bevacizumab plus chemotherapy and 25.5 months
(range, 21.8-34.8 months) with cetuximab plus chemotherapy
(HR, 0.89; 95% CI, 0.58-1.35; P = .58). Overall survival in the
WtKRAS and wtNRAS subgroup of the bevacizumab arm was
36.3 months (95% CI, 24.0-41.0 months) vs 24.8 months (95%
CI, 21.0-36.0 months; P = .56) in the same subgroup of the
cetuximab arm. Overall survival in the subgroups with wild-
type tumors for all 3 biomarkers of the bevacizumab arm was
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Table. Baseline Demographic and Clinical Characteristics

Figure 2. Kaplan-Meier Estimates of Progression-Free Survival

Patients, No. (%)

Bevacizumab +  Cetuximab +
Chemotherapy = Chemotherapy

Characteristic (n =65) (n=67)
Sex

Male 41(63.1) 44 (65.7)

Female 24 (36.9) 23(34.3)
Age, median (range), y 61 (33-83) 63 (37-84)
ECOG performance status

0 36 (55.4) 38(56.7)

1 27 (41.5) 27 (40.3)

Unknown 2(3.1) 2 (3.0)
Primary tumor location

Right colon 14 (21.5) 10 (14.9)

Left colon 32(49.2) 35(52.2)

Rectum 18 (27.7) 21(31.3)

Left and right colon 1(1.5) 0

Colon 0 1(1.5)
Surgery of the primary tumor 36 (55.4) 41 (61.2)
Metastatic sites

Liver 52 (80.0) 53(79.1)

Lung 30 (46.2) 31(46.3)

Peritoneal carcinomatosis 7 (10.8) 9(13.4)

Other 22(33.8) 32 (47.8)
Adjuvant chemotherapy 11 (16.9) 17 (25.4)
First-line progression-free survival, mo

<9 40 (61.5) 40 (59.7)

>9 25(38.5) 27 (40.3)
Bevacizumab chemotherapy partner
in first line

Irinotecan-based 40 (61.5) 42 (62.7)

Oxaliplatin-based 25(38.5) 25(37.3)

Abbreviation: ECOG, Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group.

36.6 months (95% CI, 20.1-45.6 months) and 28.1 months (95%
CI, 21.0-36.0 months; P = .71) in the same subgroup of the
cetuximab arm.

Tolerability
The median number of treatment cycles was 12 in both arms, with
arange of 1to 38 cyclesin the bevacizumab arm and 3 to 36 cycles
in the cetuximab arm. However, the median number of chemo-
therapy cycles was higher in the bevacizumab arm (12 [range,
1-38]) than in the cetuximab arm (9 [range, 1-37]). The median
treatment duration was 6.2 months (range, 2.4-20.0 months) in
the bevacizumab plus chemotherapy arm and 5.7 months (range,
0.8-20.7 months) in the cetuximab plus chemotherapy arm.
Atleast 1 AE was reported for all 65 patients (100%) in the
bevacizumab plus chemotherapy arm compared with 66 of 67
patients (98.5%) in the cetuximab plus chemotherapy arm. No
toxic deaths were reported in either arm. Grade 3 and 4 AEs
occurred in 52 of 65 patients (80.0%) in the bevacizumab plus
chemotherapy arm and 57 of 67 patients (85.1%) in the cetux-
imab plus chemotherapy arm (eTable 3 in Supplement 2). The
most common grade 3 or 4 AEs in the bevacizumab plus che-
motherapy arm were diarrhea (5 [7.7%]), fatigue (7 [10.8%]),
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and neutropenia (12 [18.5%]). In the cetuximab plus chemo-
therapy arm, grade 3 or 4 stomatitis (5 [7.5%]), diarrhea (6
[9.0%)), fatigue (7 [10.4%]), anemia (9 [13.4%]), neutropenia
(10 [14.9%]), and skin disorders (13 [19.4%]) were most fre-
quently recorded. Febrile neutropenia was reported in 3 pa-
tients (4.6%) treated with chemotherapy plus bevacizumab.
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Figure 3. Kaplan-Meier Estimates of Overall Survival
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In total, chemotherapy was discontinued because of AEs
among 3 patients (4.6%) in the bevacizumab arm and for 6
patients (9.0%) in the cetuximab arm. Bevacizumab admin-
istration was discontinued owing to AEs for 4 patients (6.2%),
and cetuximab administration was discontinued owing to AEs
among 17 patients (25.4%).
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Discussion

Therandomized phase 2 PRODIGEI8 clinical trial evaluated stan-
dard fluoropyrimidine-based chemotherapy combined with either
bevacizumab or cetuximab for patients with wtKRAS exon 2
mCRC who had previously received bevacizumab plus standard
chemotherapy as first-line treatment. Continuation of bevaci-
zumab with second-line chemotherapy after PD appeared to con-
fer an advantage for OS and PFS compared with the alternative
strategy of switching both the chemotherapy regimen and the tar-
geted therapy. These results were also confirmed for patients with
WtKRAS, wtNRAS, and wtBRAF tumors.

In addition to the aforementioned TML study,® the BEBYP
(Bevacizumab Beyond Progression) trial has helped to estab-
lish second-line maintenance therapy with bevacizumab af-
ter failure of first-line therapy as a standard of care in unre-
sectable mCRC, with significantly longer OS than with the
discontinuation of bevacizumab.* The exploratory analysis of
KRAS status in the ML18147 study showed that patients with
WtKRAS exon 2 tumors gain a benefit from this multiline strat-
egy, with a PFS of 6.4 months for bevacizumab plus chemo-
therapy vs 4.5 months for chemotherapy alone (P < .001; HR,
0.61; 95% CI, 0.49-0.77) and an OS of 15.4 months for bevaci-
zumab plus chemotherapy vs 11.1 months for chemotherapy
alone (P = .005; HR, 0.69; 95% CI, 0.53-0.90).1°

Once the multiline strategy had been established, there was
aneed to define the optimal therapeutic approach. Trials were
performed that compared a switch of only the chemotherapy regi-
men between treatment lines, while others switched both the che-
motherapy regimen and the targeted therapy (bevacizumab or
anti-EGFRagents). The randomized phase 2 SPIRITT (Second-Line
Panitumumab Irinotecan Treatment Trial) study included
182 patients treated with FOLFIRI plus panitumumab or beva-
cizumab after PD with oxaliplatin-based chemotherapy plus
bevacizumab.'® Although no statistical difference was seen be-
tween the 2 arms, the PFS (9.2 vs 7.7 months) and OS (21.4 vs 18.0
months) were numerically higher with bevacizumab vs panitu-
mumab, with similar HRs for these 2 outcomes (1.01 for PFS and
1.06 for OS). An exploratory analysis of data from the FIRE-3 trial
examined the effect of subsequent treatment lines after FOLFIRI
plus cetuximab or FOLFIRI plus bevacizumab.!® In this analysis,
“PFS2nd” was defined as the time from first application of second-
line therapy to disease progression or death resulting from any
cause. Inlater treatment lines, 47.1% of patients originally assigned
toreceive FOLFIRI plus cetuximab subsequently received beva-
cizumab, and 52.2% of those who originally received FOLFIRI plus
bevacizumab were treated with an anti-EGFR antibody (cetux-
imab or panitumumab). In the wtKRAS exon 2 population, PFS2nd
was 6.5 months for patients treated with first-line FOLFIRI plus
cetuximab vs 4.7 months for patients treated with first-line
FOLFIRI plus bevacizumab (HR, 0.68; 95% CI, 0.54-0.85;
P <.001). A similar pattern was seen for OS with second-line treat-
ment (16.3 months with FOLFIRI plus cetuximab vs 13.2 months
with FOLFIRI plus bevacizumab; HR, 0.70; 95% CI, 0.55-0.88;
P =.002). To corroborate these findings, the randomized phase
3 COMETS trial randomized 110 patients with mCRC who had been
treated with first-line FOLFIRI plus bevacizumab to receive
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second-line irinotecan plus cetuximab or FOLFOX, with cross-
over as third-line treatment.!” Again, adding cetuximab after beva-
cizumab did not improve the median PFS or the median OS.

The biological mechanisms that potentially reduced the
efficacy of anti-EGFR antibodies when administered after
antiangiogenic therapy are not clearly understood. In vitro
studies using wtRAS mCRC tumor cells emphasized that an
anti-vascular endothelial growth factor may activate the RAS
pathway, promoting resistance to anti-EGFR antibodies.'®
Moreover, overexpression of the vascular endothelial growth
factor A level induced by bevacizumab was involved in the
acquired resistance to anti-EGFR antibodies.!®-2°

Limitations

The results must be interpreted with caution owing to the small
number of patients included and the phase 2 study design.
Consequently, no statistically significant difference was ob-
served between the 2 arms of this study for efficacy end points.

Original Investigation Research

. |
Conclusions

Our phase 2 randomized clinical trial is in line with the study
discussed above.!” The randomized phase 2 PRODIGE 18 clini-
cal trial suggests that cetuximab exhibits only modest activ-
ity as second-line treatment after PD with first-line bevaci-
zumab. Overall data obtained from the subgroup analysis of
the FIRE-3 trial,'® the SPIRITT,'®> and COMETS" trial reinforce
the opportunities of the multiline strategy in wtRAS mCRC.
According to the FIRE-3 trial, anti-EGFR antibody plus che-
motherapy could be the first choice of treatment followed at
progression with bevacizumab plus a chemotherapy switch.®
If bevacizumab is used during first-line treatment in this pa-
tient population, there is now a growing body of evidence to
recommend that anti-EGFR antibodies (panitumumab or ce-
tuximab) be used in third-line treatment after bevacizumab
beyond the first progression of disease.
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