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Abstract
PURPOSE

We compared 2 years of rituximab maintenance (RM) with a response-adapted postinduction
approach in patients with follicular lymphoma who responded to induction
immunochemotherapy.

METHODS

We randomly assighed treatment-naive, advanced-stage, high-tumor burden follicular
lymphoma patients to receive standard RM or a response-adapted postinduction approach
on the basis of metabolic response and molecular assessment of minimal residual disease
(MRD). The experimental arm used three types of postinduction therapies: for complete
metabolic response (CMR) and MRD-negative patients, observation; for CMR and MRD-
positive (end of induction or follow-up) patients, four doses of rituximab (one per week,
maximum three courses) until MRD-negative; and for non-CMR patients, one dose of



ibritumomab tiuxetan followed by standard RM. The study was designed as noninferiority trial
with progression-free survival (PFS) as the primary end point.

RESULTS

Overall, 807 patients were randomly assigned. After a median follow-up of 53 months (range,
1-92 months), patients in the standard arm had a significantly better PFS than those in the
experimental arm (3-year PFS 86% v 72%; P <.001). The better PFS of the standard versus
experimental arm was confirmed in all the study subgroups except non-CMR patients (n = 65;
P =.274). The 3-year overall survival was 98% (95% CI, 96 to 99) and 97% (95% CI, 95 t0 99) in
the reference and experimental arms, respectively ( P =.238).

CONCLUSION

A metabolic and molecular response-adapted therapy as assessed in the FOLL12 study was
associated with significantly inferior PFS compared with 2-year RM. The better efficacy of
standard RM was confirmed in the subgroup analysis and particularly for patients achieving
both CMR and MRD-negative.

INTRODUCTION

The use of the monoclonal anti-CD20 antibody rituximab (R) has improved the outcome of
patients with newly diagnosed follicular lymphoma (FL).1-3 R is currently used in combination
with chemotherapy for the induction treatment of patients with high-tumor burden FL and is
recommended for 2-year maintenance treatment in patients responding to induction
immunochemotherapy (ICT).4,5 The use of R for maintenance treatment is based on a formal
demonstration of its ability to reduce the risk of FL progression compared with observation
only.5-8 However, lacking a similar effect on the overall survival (OS) efforts to better predict
the individual risk of failure in patients with FL early in the course of disease has become a key
research priority in the field.

CONTEXT
Key Objective

The FOLL12 study has been conducted with the hypothesis that a fluorodeoxyglucose-
positron emission tomography and minimal residual disease response—-adapted
postinduction management of patients with high-tumor burden follicular lymphoma (FL)
responding to standard immunochemotherapy was noninferior in terms of progression-free
survival compared with standard rituximab maintenance (RM).

Knowledge Generated

We demonstrated that (1) RM was better than the response-adapted managementin terms of
progression-free survival, (2) Standard RM reduced the risk of disease progression also for
patients with the best quality of response, and (3) the lack of any overall survival difference
between study arms.

Relevance (J.W. Friedberg)



The results of the FOLL12 trial do not support a response-adapted treatment paradigm in FL.
Minimal residual disease needs further validation before being incorporated as an integral
biomarker in future trials of FL.**Relevance section written by JCO Editor-in-Chief Jonathan W.
Friedberg, MD.

Among the several prognostic factors and indices that have been correlated with patients'
outcomes, recent data have demonstrated the prognostic role of metabolic or molecular
response evaluated by using 18 F-fluorodeoxyglucose (FDG)-positron emission tomography
(PET) or by applying minimal residual disease (MRD), respectively. FDG-PET is now the
recommended technique to define end-induction response on the basis of international
criteria.9-12 MRD evaluation by polymerase chain reaction (PCR) targeting the BCL2-
immunoglobulin heavy chain (IGH) rearrangement is the most widely used and standardized
molecular approach in FL on the basis of the documentation of the independent predictive
value of MRD detection in FL.13 MRD negativity in the bone marrow and peripheral blood has
been strongly associated with a reduced risk of recurrence, and MRD reappearance during
follow-up may anticipate clinical progression.14-17

Although the results of randomized trials have confirmed that rituximab maintenance (RM)
improves patient outcomes, the question is whether there is an alternative to standard RM to
manage postinduction treatment. To this end, there are convincing arguments to support the
use of available methods to define the quality of response and to adapt the intensity of the
intervention to an accurate assessment of FL response. The FOLL12 trial aimed to show the
noninferiority of a response-adapted postinduction strategy on the basis of FDG-PET and
MRD response assessment after ICT, with 2-year maintenance with rituximab in patients with
previously untreated advanced FL. Here, we present the mature results of the study
performed after a median follow-up of 50 months.18

METHODS

FOLL12 was a prospective randomized open-label multicenter phase lll trial designed for
patients with previously untreated FL. The study was conducted in compliance with the
Declaration of Helsinki, was approved by the appropriate Research Ethics Committee, and
required that each patient gives written informed consent before registration and random
assignment (ClinicalTrials.gov identifier: NCT02063685 ).

The trial included previously untreated patients age 18-75 years with a histologically
confirmed diagnosis of FL grade 1, 2, or 3a according to the WHO classification,19 Ann Arbor
stage II-1V, Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group performance status of 0-2, and Follicular
Lymphoma International Prognostic Index 2 (FLIPI2) of > 0. The complete list of eligibility
criteriais listed in the Data Supplement (online only).

Random Assignment and Treatment Protocol

Eligible patients were centrally randomly assighed before treatment start and were stratified
by FLIPI2 score (1-2 v 3-5).20

All patients received induction therapy with six cycles of R in combination with
cyclophosphamide, doxorubicin, vincristine, and prednisone or bendamustine (choice made
by the local investigator) followed by two additional doses of R.



At the end of induction (EOI) ICT, response was determined by the local investigator by
computed tomography (CT) scan according to the 2007 revised international criteria.21 For
the purpose of this study, EOIl response was also assessed using FDG-PET and using
BCL2/IGH MRD analysis by nested PCR on peripheral blood and bone marrow samples in
patients with available molecular marker (MM). Both EOI FDG-PET and MRD analyses were
conducted in a centralized laboratory (refer to the Data Supplement for details).

For all patients showing partial remission or complete remission at EOI CT scan,
postinduction management was delivered according to random assignment. Patients
randomly assigned to the reference arm were prescribed standard maintenance, which
consisted of 12 doses of R administered at 375 mg/m 2 (one dose every 8 weeks).

For patients randomly assigned to the experimental arm, postinduction treatment was
managed on the basis of metabolic response (MR) as defined by FDG-PET and MRD analysis
(Data Supplement).

Patients with a complete metabolic response (CMR, Deauville score 1-3) who were MRD-
negative by nested PCR were only observed and were followed up with MRD monitoring and
CT scan at 6-month intervals for 2 years and then annually. Patients with CMR who were MRD-
positive at EOl assessment or who turned MRD-positive during follow-up received four weekly
rituximab doses before an additional MRD assessment as suggested by a previous
experience.22 The weekly dose of R was repeated until MRD negativity was achieved (one
dose per week, maximum 12 R doses overall) or up to three times. Patients with CMR for
whom a MM at baseline was not available remained under observation with regular follow-up.

Patients without CMR, regardless of their MRD status, received intensified treatment with
radioimmunotherapy (RIT) with (90)Y-ibritumomab tiuxetan followed by RM every 2 months,
for a total of 11 infusions.

Statistics and Assessment of Efficacy

The primary end point was progression-free survival (PFS), defined as the time from the date
of study entry to the last follow-up or to one of the following events: disease progression or
relapse confirmed at CT scan or to the date of death from any cause.

Additional study end points were OS, response, and toxicity.

The study was initially designed as a superiority trial. However, as the first interim monitoring
showed a higher-than-expected rate of CMR, the study was amended to a noninferiority
design (see the Data Supplement for details) that was based on the hypothesis that the
primary end point was not inferior in the experimental versus the reference arm in terms of
PFS. A total accrual of 770 patients with 387 expected failures was planned under H1 to give
83% power to demonstrate noninferiority between the two arms, with an increased risk of <
1.309 in the PFS failure rate (see the Data Supplement for statistical details).

RESULTS

Between December 2012 and March 2018, 807 patients were randomly assigned by 50 Italian
institutions. Twenty-one (2.6%) patients were subsequently excluded, leaving 786 patients
who were fully eligible, 393 in the reference arm and 393 in the experimental arm ( Fig 1). The



two arms were balanced in terms of patient characteristics and response to induction
treatment (Data Supplement).

Of these 744 patients, 712 achieved a response, defining an overall response rate of 96%
(95% ClI, 94 to 97).

After a median follow-up of 53 months (range, 1-92 months), 197 PFS events were recorded,
including 186 disease progressions and 11 deaths for causes unrelated to lymphoma
progression. Overall, the 3-year PFS was 79% (95% ClI, 76 to 82): 86% (95% CI, 82 to 89) for the
reference arm and 72% (95% ClI, 67 to 76) for the experimental arm ( Fig 2A). The experimental
arm was worse than the reference arm, even given the noninferiority margin. The risk of
progression was significantly higher for the experimental arm (hazard ratio, 1.92; 95% ClI, 1.43
to 2.56, also when adjusted by FLIPI2 and induction treatment, P <.001).

Details on MR at EOl were available for 691 of 712 patients: CMR was confirmed in 628 (90%),
whereas 65 patients had positive EOlI FDG-PET (9%) and two patients had indefinite result.
Overall, the 3-year PFS was 81% (95% ClI, 77 to 84) and 60% (95% ClI, 47 to 71) for patients
with and without CMR, respectively (P <.001). Among patients with CMR, the 3-year PFS was
90% (95% Cl, 86 to 93) and 72% (95% CI, 67 to 77) in the reference and experimental arms,
respectively (P <.001; Fig 3A).

According to the intention-to-treat analysis, of the 65 patients who did not achieve CMR, the
3-year PFS for the 31 cases in the reference arm was 50% (95% Cl, 32 to 66) and for the 34
cases in the experimental arm, it was 70% (95% CI, 51 to 82; P =.274; Fig 3B).

Overall MM was lacking in 334 of the 786 randomly assigned eligible patients. In the subgroup
of 712 patients who responded to induction therapy, 300 were identified as no marker, and no
further MRD analysis was conducted in this group. The absence of the baseline MM was not
associated with a different PFS compared with patients with MM (data not shown).

Of the 345 patients with MM of the 628 who achieved a CMR, 299 were MRD-negative (87%) at
EOIl and 46 (13%) were MRD-positive. The 3-year PFS for MRD-negative patients was 92%
(95% ClI, 78 t0 91) in the reference arm (n = 143) and 78% (95% CI, 61 to 77) in the
experimental arm (n=156; P <.001; Fig 3C).

During follow-up, 81 of the 299 (27%) MRD-negative patients became MRD-positive, at a
median time from EOI of 14 months (range, 5-36 months): 26 patients in the reference arm
and 55 in the experimental arm. Overall, 51 patients were MRD-positive in the reference arm
and 76 in the experimental arm, of whom 46 received weekly rituximab according to protocol.
After receiving weekly R, 26 of these 46 patients achieved a molecular response at the
subsequent MRD time points. Of the 51 MRD-positive patients in the reference arm, 32
achieved negative MRD status at subsequent time points (Data Supplement).



Overall, the use of weekly R in MRD-positive patients in the experimental arm was associated
with inferior 3-year PFS compared with that of MRD-positive patients in the reference arm ( Fig
3D; P<.001).

The better performance of the reference arm over the experimental was consistent across all
different subgroups in a post hoc exploratory analysis of patient subgroups categorized by
age, sex, induction treatment, FLIPI and FLIPI2 scores, stage llI-1V, and nodal areas ( Fig 4).

At the time of current update, 30 deaths were recorded, of which 15 were associated with
disease progression or recurrence. Other causes of death were secondary malignancies (n =
3, 10% [gastric cancer, lung cancer, and mesenchymal abdominal cancer]), sepsis (n =5,
17%), heart failure (n = 1, 3%), central nervous system disease (n = 2, 6%), pulmonary edema
(n=1, 3%), and three with cause not reported (10%). The 3-year OS was 98% (95% ClI, 96 to
99) in the reference arm and 97% (95% CI, 95 to 99) in the experimental arm ( P =.238; Fig 2B).

Safety

The safety analysis was available for 786 patients in the induction phase and for 712 in the
postinduction phase.

During the induction phase, no difference in toxicity was observed between the two study
arms (Data Supplement).

During the postinduction phase, 254 events with any grade were reported. In patients with
CMR after induction ICT, the most common grade 3-4 adverse event was neutropenia (13.0%
v 3.6%, in reference and experimental arms, P <.001). In patients without CMR after induction
ICT (n =30 in the reference arm and n = 32 in the experimental arm), the most frequent grade
3-4 events were neutropenia (10.0% v 43.8%; P =.004) and thrombocytopenia (0% v 37.5%; P
<.001; Table 2).

In the group of 712 patients analyzed for the principal end point of the study, 39 second
malignancies (SM) were registered. Considering deaths as a competing risk, the overall 5-year
cumulative incidence (Cl) of SM was 6.4% (95% ClI, 4.6 to 8.9; Data Supplement).

DISCUSSION

The FOLL12 prospective, randomized, open-label multicenter phase Il trial was conducted to
assess the efficacy of a response-adapted postinduction treatment in patients with FL who
responded to ICT. The study demonstrated that our response-adapted postinduction therapy
resulted in significant inferiority compared with standard maintenance in terms of 3-year PFS
(86% v 72%), with a hazard ratio of 1.92. Inferiority of the response-adapted experimental arm
was found in most subgroups and, in particular, in patients with the highest quality of
response defined by both CMR and MRD negativity. On the basis of these results, we



conclude that patients with FL responding to induction ICT should be offered 2-year R
maintenance to guarantee the lowest risk of lymphoma progression.

The FOLL12 findings require careful reflection to try to understand these negative results. The
rationale of the FOLL12 was based on the confirmed correlation between either metabolic or
molecular response and the risk of disease progression and of death10,12,14,16,23 and on
the suggested combined role of both parameters in improving the ability to predict patient
outcomes.24 The hypothesized success of our response-adapted approach was based on the
combined efficacy of therapeutic intervention for non-CMR patients and for MRD-positive
patients, as suggested by the promising results achieved in a previous experience of our
group,22,25 and of no intervention for patients with the best response defined by both CMR
and MRD negativity, assuming that the risk of progression in the latter group could not be
modified by maintenance therapy. In this context, the significant reduction in the risk of
progression observed for the group of patients with both CMR and MRD negativity who
received standard maintenance had the greatest impact on the trial results. Thus, even if we
were able to confirm the role of MR in predicting the risk of FL progression, we nevertheless
conclude that the better response as defined by FDG-PET was not enough to keep the risk of
progression low without RM. In the setting of CMR, molecular assessment of response was
not able to further contribute to our response-adapted approach. Indeed, most of the patients
with CMR also achieved MRD negativity (87%), although those in the experimental arm still
experienced a higher risk of progression, heralded by subsequent MRD reappearance.
Interestingly, for the smaller subgroup of CMR/MRD-positive patients for whom weekly
rituximab was administered in the experimental arm, treatment was still associated with
inferior efficacy compared with RM. Further analyses are thus required to improve the
favorable predictive value of a good response to ICT in FL and to implement novel algorithms
able to capture the concept of MRD as a kinetic approach during the different phases of
treatment rather than as a static analysis.

We expected that the intensification of treatment—the administration of one dose of
ibritumomab tiuxetan before RM—would contribute significantly to the efficacy of our
response-adapted approach for non-CMR patients. The choice of using RIT in this group of
patients was based on the combined findings of two randomized trials that showed the
efficacy of consolidation of RIT after induction ICT26 and also suggested the need for RM in
this group of high-risk patients treated with RIT.27 Unfortunately, we were not able to reach
any conclusion on the efficacy of the planned intervention mainly because of the low number
of treated patients. Indeed, one important result of the FOLL12 is the 90% CMR rate in our
series, which was much higher than what was initially expected but in line with what other
recent trials have reported.2,28 Moreover, the observed poorer survival of non-CMR versus
CMR patients confirmed that non-CMR patients are a high-risk group for whom more effective
active therapeutic options are warranted.

On the basis of the above observations, the FOLL12 trial suggests that postinduction
maintenance is appropriate for all responding patients. Our study, however, also confirms
that even if treated with standard therapy, FL shows heterogenous outcomes. Treatment
adaptation is thus a relevant clinical question to optimize treatment exposure, safety, and



costs, but caution should be used, as putative benefits may not compensate for an
acceptable loss of efficacy, as shown in the present study.

For the small group of nhonresponding high-risk patients, there is room to explore the activity
of some of the new agents that are currently in clinical development. Among these,
lenalidomide is currently being investigated in addition to maintenance rituximab therapy in
PET+ FL patients in the PETREA trial by colleagues in the United Kingdom and Australia. More
interestingly, novel bispecific agents and CART represent promising new options to
overcoming the poor outcome of non-CMR high-risk patients in a response-adapted approach
to patients with FL.

Conversely, for the larger group of patients with a low-risk profile, we believe that there is still
room for treatment adaptation. As our results show, not administering RM in this group of
patients increases their risk of lymphoma progression. Thus, we believe that a more promising
strategy for patients with low-risk FL could be to act on the cytotoxic component of ICT,
reducing it when not necessary.

In this scenario, the main aspect of treatment personalization is related to the choice of
accurate predictors and to the combination of available prognostic factors to define accurate
predictive models.

The FOLL12 study has some limitations. The first is related to the choice of the molecular
technique used to conduct MRD analysis: BCL-2/IGH PCR, although standardized by the
EuroMRD group,29 is still characterized by a 40% rate of patients who cannot be assessed
because of the unavailability of a MM. To overcome this issue, we managed patients without
MMs only on the basis of PET results, although this practical choice might have affected the
efficacy of the experimental strategy. This important issue of no marker cases might be
managed in future trials by increasing the number of translocation cluster regions30 or by
moving to high throughput technology, which, however, have only offered very preliminary
datain FL so far.31-35

As a second limitation, we acknowledge that a better assessment of a nonlifesaving therapy
such as RM should integrate the evaluation of efficacy, safety, and patient-reported outcomes
including quality of life that was lacking in our trial. Moreover, we also acknowledge that, as
frequently observed in pure academic trials, there is a tendency to under-report safety events.
However, this limitation does not affect the main study results, thanks also to the randomized
design.

In conclusion, the FOLL12 study clearly shows that, although MR and MRD negativization are
prognostic for PFS, the 2-year maintenance approach with R is clearly superior in different
subgroups, especially in those defined at low risk of recurrence on the basis of PET and MRD
response.

See accompanying editorial on page
698
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FIG 1. Treatment allocation and number of patients included in analysis, according to the CONSORT statement. Other
reasons: 1 LFEV < 50%, 1 stage la, 1 PET-, and 1 HBV+. CR, complete remission; EOI, end of induction; EW, early
withdrawal; FLIPI2, Follicular Lymphoma International Prognostic Index 2; tFL, transformed follicular lymphoma; HBV,
hepatitis B virus; LFEV, left ventricular ejection fraction; MCL, mantle cell lymphoma; NA, not assessed; PD, pro-
gressive disease; PET, positron emission tomography; PR, partial remission; R-B, ritwamab plus bendamustine; R-
CHOP, rituximab plus cyclophosphamide, doxorubicin, vincristine, and prednisone.

(n = 351)




TABLE 1. Characteristics of Patants at Basaline and Response With Full Induction
Treatment (n = 744)

Reference Arm Experimental Arm Total

Variable No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
Age, years

> 60 176 (48) 192 (51) 368 (49)
Sex

Female 191 (52) 195 (52) 386 (52)
B2M

> UNL 199 (54) 200 (53) 399 (54)
BM

- 202 (55) 213 (57) 415 (36)
LoDUN, cm

>6 203 (55) 212 (36) 415 (36)
Hemoghobin, g/

dalL

<12 61 (17) 49 (13) 110 (15)
Nodal sites

>4 157 {43) 146 (39) 303 (41)
Ann Arbor stage

- 324 (88) 335 (29) 659 (89)
LDH

> UNL 79 (22) 81 (22) 160 (22)
FLIPZ

1-2 221 (60) 227 (80) 448 (80)

35 147 (80) 149 (40) 296 (40)
FLIPt

o1 90 (25) (24) 179 (25)

2 142 (40) 152 (42) 294 (41)

35 122 (34) 123 (34) 245 (34)
Response at EOI

CR 801 (82) 300 (80) 301 (81)

PR 50 (14) 61 (16) 111 (15)

ORR 351 (96) 361 (96) 712 (96)

Abbreviations: B2M, bata-2-microgiobuln; BM, bone marrow; CR, compiete
remission; EOIL end of inductiony FLIPI2, Falicuiar Lymphoma Intemational Prognostic
Index 2; LDH, lactate dehydrogenase; LODUN, longest diameter of the largest involved
node; ORR, overall response rate; PR, partal remission; UNL, upper normal level
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FIG 2. (A) PFS and (B) OS in the reference and experimental arms (n = 712). Arm A, reference arm; Arm B,
experimental arm; 0S, overall survival; PFS, progression-free survival.
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1
Variable No. Fail . HR (95% ClI)
Age, years E
<60 365 96 ' R — 2.21(1.46 to0 3.36)
260 347 101 N 1.66 (1.11t0 2.48)
Sex :
Male 337 103 E —_— 2.03 {1.35 to 3.05)
Female 375 94 ' 1.79 (1.18t0 2.71)
R-CHOP 413 123 | —— 1.68 (1.17 to 2.43)
R-B 299 74 ! —_—— 2.37 (14810 3.81)
FLIPI2 |
1-2 437 94 b ——— 1.91(1.25t0 2.91)
35 275 103 : _— 2.02 (1.36t0 3.02)
Stage ‘
I 82 23 . 0.95 {0.42 to 2.17)
-V 629 174 E —_—— 2.13(1.56 t0 2.91)
NS :
<4 416 101 L — 1.83 (1.2210 2.74)
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FLIPI '
0-2 461 113 b —— 1.92 (13110 2.81)
35 226 79 | — 1.84 (116 t0 2.91)
'
1
Al v L) % ) A Al
0.3 05 07 1 2 3 5
Favor Experimental Arm Favor Reference Arm
Hazard Ratio

FIG 4. PFS with interaction terms (forest plot; n = 712). FLIPI, Follicular Lymphoma Interational Prognostic
Index; HR, hazard ratio; NS, nodal sites; PFS, progression-free survival; R-B, rituximab plus bendamustine; R-
CHOP, rituximab plus cyclophosphamide, doxorubicin, vincristine, and prednisone.



TABLE 2. Hematologic and Extra-Hematologic Adverse Events With CTCAE > 2 During Mainienance or Follow-Up in Patients With PET- and Paterts With

PET+ by Arm

Adverse Events i Patients With PET- at EOI (A = 284 and B = 280)

Hematolagsc Reference Arm, No. (%) Experimental Aam, No. (%)
Adverse Event Grade 1.2 Grade > 2 Grade 1.2 Grade > 2 P~
Anemia 13 (4.6) 200.7) ELIRY) 1(04) 100
Leukopenia 1967 200.7 6(2.1) 200 100
Neutropenia 15 (33) 37(130) 207 1038 < 001
Theombocytopenia &621) 103 5(1.8 0 100
Febrile reuropena 0 o 0 Q -
Extra-Hematologic Reference Arm, Na. (%) Experimental Aam, No. (%) P~
Adverse Event Grade 1-2 Grade > 2 Grade 1.2 Grade > 2
Cardidc disorders 4014 414 5(1.8 508 %0
Congenital andior amial andlor genetic disorders 0 0 0 0 —
Ear and labyrinth cisorders 6(21) 0 2.7 Q —
Endocrine disorders 0 0 0 207
Eye disorders 0 0 2.0 [} =
Gl dsorders 621) 0 10 (3.6 1(04) 456
General disorders 725 0 18 (6.4) Q —
Hegalobilary disorders 103 0 Q —
Immune system dsorders 0 0 1004) A56
Infections and Infestations 1035) 1003 4014 214
Injury andioe paisoning andlor procedural complicators 0 (4] 0 0 -
Irvestigatons 0 ] 1(1.4) 1004) 456
Metabolzm and nutriion deorders 200 0 1(0.4) Q —
Musculoskeletal and connective Sssue disorders 10103) 1003 10(3.6) Q 100
Necplasms benign and/or malignant andor unspecified 301 103 2100 4014) 214
Nerwous sysiem dsorders &6(21) 0 (2.9 200 246
Pregrancy andior puerperium and perinatal condtions 0 o 0 0 -
Psychiatric cisorders 103) ] 110.49) 104) 456
Renal and urinary disorders 3 103 414 1004) 100
Reproductive system and breast disorders 10103 '] 110.4) 104 456
Respratory or thooe and medastinal dsorders 13 (46) o 2118 1004) 456
Skin and subcutaneous tssue disorders 3 0 10 (3.6 1004) 456
Surgcal and medical procedures 0 0 1(0.4) [ —_
Vascular cisorders 200 0 5(1.8 Q0 —
Oerers (speciy) 932 103 1139 200 822
Agverse Events in Patients With PET+ at EOI (A = 30 and B = 32)
Hematolagsc Reference Arm, Na. (%) Experimental Aam, No. (%)
Adverse Event Grade 1-2 Grade > 2 Grade 1.2 Grade > 2 P
Anemia 133 0 5(15.6) 2(62) As2
Leukopenia 133 0 212 3(34) 238
Neutropenia 0 3(100) 2B2) 14370 oo

TABLE 2. Hematologc and Extra-Hematologic Adverse Events With CTCAE > 2 During Maintenance or Follow-Up In Patients With PET- and Fatents With

PET+ by Arm (continued)

Agverse Events in Patients With PET+ at EOI (A = 30 and B = 32)

Hematologse Reference Arm, Na. (%) Experimental Aam, No. (%)

Adverse Event Grade 1.2 Grade > 2 Grade 1.2 Grade > 2 P
Theombocytopenia 0 0 40125 2 < D01
Febrile neuropena 133 o 0 o —
Extra-Hematologic Reference Arm, Na. (%) Experimental Aam, No. (%) P~
Adverse Event Grade 1.2 Grade > 2 Grade 1.2 Grade > 2

Gl dsorders 260 3(100 13 o 107
General dsorders 133 0 354) 0 —
Inflections and Infestations 0 0 2B.2) 0 —
Injury andior paisoning andor precedural complicatons 0 0 0 ] —
Mculoskeletal and connective fssue disorders 0 0 13.1) 0 —
Necplasms benign and/or malignant andor unspecitied 0 ] 0 1431) 100
Nerwous system dsorders 0 133 0 0 Ag4
Respratory of thoroic and medastinal dsorders 3(100) 0 2B2) 0 —
Skin and subcutanecus fssue disorders 133 0 EL=3% 0 -
Oerers (specty) 0 0 21B.2) 0 —

Antreviatiore: CTCAE, Common Terminclogy Crieria for Adwerse Events; EOI, end of induction; PET, positron emission tomoegraphy.

“Fisher's exact test of frequency CTCAE grade > 2 between reference and expermental armes



TABLE Al. Lit of FOLLLZ Study Irwestigators

TABLE Al. List of FOLL12 Study Investigators (continued)

Principal Principal
Imvestigator Sie Locatien vestgatar Site Lecation
Lademo Marco A.0.SS. Antonioe Bago e Cesare Amiga, SC. goncon Sona IRCCS ksttuto Romagnolo per o studio del
Ematdogia, Spako Marengo 4515121 Tumocel *Dino Amador*—IRST SA.L,
Ales=andria, taly Ematologa, Via Pero Marcncell 80—
Ofvieri Asilo ADU Ospecal Riunitl, Cinica di Emalologia, 47014 Mdidda, aly
Via Conca 71—E0126 Tarrete, Ancona, Mannna Donato  Azienda Ospecal Riuniti Papardo-Plemante,
Saly S.C. Ematologs, Contrada Pagarco, S8158
Percne ADU Puolclinico Consorziale, U.O. Ematologia Messing, Italy
Tommasira con Trapanto, Pazza Gulo Cesare 11— Badin Luca Ospedale Maggiore Polclinico—Fondazione
70124 Ban, Italy IRCCS C Granda, Ematoiogla, Via dela
Conconl Annarita  Ospedale Degll Infermy, 5.C. Oncologhe, Wia Commenda 1020122 Miana, ltaly
del Ponderanesi 2—13875 Ponderaro, Lucia Fadna Fondazione IRCCS ksttuto Naziorale deé
Bicla, maly Tumael di Milana, Ematdiogia, Via Glacomo
Stefoni Witiorio Fuldlinico S.0rsob-Malpighl, ktituto & Venezian 120133 Milano, Raly
Ematoiogla “Seragnal, Via Giseppe Zidli Visorio ASST Grande Ospedale Metrepoitano
Mazszarent 940138 Bdogna, faly Auggern Nguarda, SC Ematckgh, Pazza
Tucci Antonella  ASST Specal CMI di Brescia, Emaiclogla, CelOzpedale Maggore 320162 Miano.
Plazzale Spedali Chll 1—25123 Brescia, Raly
Haly Barl Aleszia Azenda
Pasiore Domenico  Ospedale Antorko Perring, U.0. Ematckga ¢ d Maodena, Dipatimentn di Scierae
Trapiants & Midollo, Str. per lo Spada 5— Medche e Crinrgiche Matemo-infantll ¢
72100 Brindisl, Raly celAdJto, Vi do Porzo 7141124
Usai Sara Veronica  Ospedale Businco, SC Ematologia € CTMO, awy
Via Edward Jerner 109121 Caglan, kaly  Bols Sivia ASST MONZA Ospedale S. Gerarda,
Ematologl, Via G. 8. Pergolest 3320800
Aghetta Mxsimo  Fondazione del Plemonte per Morza, :»
IRCCS, Ematologia, SP142 km 3¢
10080 Candiclo, Tering, laly = Pinto Antoria Istituto Nazicnale Tumor—IRCCS
Fondaziore G. Pascale, UOC Emakiogla
Criarenza Annalisa  ADU Polcinico—Vitiono Emanueie Presido Via Mariano Semmoks 53—
Ospedae Ferrarottn, Ematobogia, Via #0131 Napall, Baly
Sahvatore Citell 695123 Catania, Raly -
Casaluci  AOU Maggiore della Caria di Novara, SCOU
Centurioni Riccardo  Azienda Sanitaria Unica Regonale 8, Gloria Ematokogha, Corso Ghseppe Mazzin 18—
Medicina Inferna ¢ Ematologa, Via Ginenrl, 28100 Nowra, Raly
Contrachs S. Domenico 162012
Civianova Marche, Italy Doa Glanluca P.O. San Francesco, U.0.C. Ematkgh ¢
CTMO, Via Sahatore Mannirond, 08100
Castelino Ciuda A0 S. Croce ¢ Carle, S.C. o Ematologia ¢ Neorn, Haly
Tragianto di Midolo Osseo, Via Antonio
Carle 512100 Cuneo, kaly Calano Catelo Presidio cspecaliero "A. TORTORA®, U.O
Onco-ematologia, Via Alcide de Gaspen
Kowichuk Salya  Azenda Ospedalera Universiaria Caregsy, 584016 Pagani, kaly
Unita furzionale di Ematologia, Largo Plero - —
Falg 150139 Frerae, Italy Mancusa AQUF Gh;:;;m R, Via del
Ballerini Filppo Ospedale Polclinico San Mating SSR.L— —
IRCCS per MOncakogla, U.0. Ciinica Patti Caterina A0, Ospedal Riuniti Vila Sofa-Cervelo,
Ematologica, Largo Rosanma Serwl 10— Dweione di Ematoogia, Viake Strasburgo
16132 Genora, Raly 23350146 Palerma, Maly
Ghig Chiaea Ospedale Polclinico San Matina SSR.L— A Francesca AQU di Parma, UO Ematologia e CTMO, Viale
IRCCS per NOncokgla, Ematologia, Largo Aetonio Gramsdd 1443126 Pamma, Raly
Rosanma Berzl 1016132 Genowa, Maly  arcains Luca IRCCS Policinica S. Matteo di Pava, Div. &
Di Renzo Nicola o Vo Fazzl, € Plazza Ematcloga, Viale Camilo Golg) 1927100
Filippo Muraore 173100 Lecce, Haly Pavia, Raly
Fragasso Alberto  Ospedale Madonra delle Grazie, Ematologia,  Falni Ospecale S. Maria defla Meericordia,

Contrachs Cattedra Ambedante, 75100
Matera. Ity

Ematologh, Plazzale Giogio Merghind 1—
06129 Perugh, aly




TABLE Al. Lit of FOLLLZ Study Iwestigators (contirued)
Principal
Investigator Site Location
Argrili Francesco  P.O. Spirto Sanio di Pescana, UOS
Dipartimentale—Centro di dagrosl ¢
Terapia del Infomi, Via Fonte Romana 8—
65124 Pescana, laly

Accan Annalisa Ospedae Gugleimo da Salicetn,
U.0 Emaiclogla, Via Taverna Gluseppe
4329121 Pacenza, Maly

Sara Gakmberts ADU Pisana, U0, Ematologla, Via Roma 67—
56126 Pra, Raly

Steltano Caterina  Grande Ospedale Metropaitano Banchi
Malacrino Morell, Ematologl, Via
Gluseppe Meboring 2183124 Reggio
Cabbria, tay

Merl Arna Ospedale degh Infermi & Riming, U.0. &
E Vide Lug 2—
47923 Rmin, Ity

Via Packe Pio 185028 Ricnero In Yulture
FZ, tay
Putsond Nessandro  Policlinico Umberto -—Universith “La

di Precisione, Viake dof Policinico 155—
00161 Roma, Raly

Francesca Ricd Isttuto Clinkco Humanitas, U.0. Ematologh,
Via Nessandro Margoni 55—20089
Rozzano ML, Ealy

Cascavila Ncola Casa Solievo della Scflerenza, U.O.
Ematoiogia, Viale Cappuconi 171013
San Giovanni Rotonco FG, Ialy

Fabitri Aberio ADU Senese, U.0.C. Ematologia, Ve Maro
Bracci 1653100 Siena, Ialy

Uberatt Arva A0. 5. M@ di Tern|, SC. Oncoematologia,
Marna Viale Tristano & Joannuccio—05100 Temi,
Ialy
Boccominl Carda A0.U. Citta cella Salute e dedla Scierza di
Toring, S.C.Ematoiogia, Corso Bamante

88 10126 Torno, Raly

Crallo Fedenica A0.U. Citth cella Salute ¢ della Scieraa di
Torina, Ematdiogia Universitaria, Corso
Bramanie 88— 10126 Torno, Ity

Stefani Piero Maria  Ospedale Ca® Foncello, SC A
Plazzale Ospedale 131100 Trewiso, Raly
Pawore Vincermo  A0.C. Fanico, U.O.C Emaloiogha e Trapianto,
Via San Pio X 473039 Trcase LE, Ity
Ofrvieri Jacopo Azienda Sankaria Universiaria Frius Centrale
{ASU FC), SOC Cinica Ematologica, Via
Pozzucio 33033100 Udine, Raly

Passamont! Ospedae di Circolo, U.0.C Ematciog, Via
Francesco Lazio 3521100 Varse, tay




