
Correspondence: Dr. Jeffrey Bogart, bogartj@upstate.edu, 750 East Adams Street, Syracuse, NY 13210.
Author Contributions:
Jeffrey Bogart:
Conception and design of the study, interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual 
content, and final approval of the revised manuscript.
Xiaofei Wang:
Interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual content, and final approval of the 
revised manuscript.
Gregory Masters:
Conception and design of the study, interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual 
content, and final approval of the revised manuscript.
Junheng Gao:
Interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual content, and final approval of the 
revised manuscript.
Ritsuko Komaki:
Conception and design of the study, interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual 
content, and final approval of the revised manuscript.
Laurie E. Gaspar:
Conception and design of the study, interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual 
content, and final approval of the revised manuscript.
John Heymach:
Conception and design of the study, interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual 
content, and final approval of the revised manuscript.
Michael Christian Dobelbower:
Acquisition and interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual content, and final 
approval of the revised manuscript.
Charles Kuzma:
Acquisition and interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual content, and final 
approval of the revised manuscript.
Tom Stinchcombe:
Conception and design of the study, interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual 
content, and final approval of the revised manuscript.
Everett Vokes:
Conception and design of the study, interpretation of data, drafting and revising the manuscript critically for important intellectual 
content, and final approval of the revised manuscript.

Publisher's Disclaimer: This is a PDF file of an unedited manuscript that has been accepted for publication. As a service to our 
customers we are providing this early version of the manuscript. The manuscript will undergo copyediting, typesetting, and review 
of the resulting proof before it is published in its final form. Please note that during the production process errors may be discovered 
which could affect the content, and all legal disclaimers that apply to the journal pertain.

ClinicalTrials.gov Identifier: NCT00632853

Conflict of Interest Statement

1. Jeffrey Bogart-Conflicts of interest: None

2. Xiaofeo Wang

a. NUH U10-CA180882; the grant is for Statistics and Data Center for the Alliance for Clinical Trials in 
Oncology. As the statistician locations at The Statistical Center, I provided statistical support for this Alliance/
CALGB study.

3. Gregory Masters- Conflicts of interest: None

4. Junheng Gao- Conflicts of interest: None

5. Ritsuko Komaki- Conflicts of interest: None

6. Laurie Gaspar- Conflicts of interest: None

7. John Heymach-

a. Grants: AstraZeneca, GlaxoSmithKline and Spectrum

b. Royalties or licenses: Spectrum

c. Consulting Fees: AstraZeneca, Boehringer-Ingelheim, Catalyst, Genentech, GlaxoSmithKline, Guardant 
Health, Foundation medicine, Hengrui Therapeutics, Eli Lilly, Novartis, Spectrum, EMD Serono, Sanofi, 

HHS Public Access
Author manuscript
Lung Cancer. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 June 01.

Published in final edited form as:
Lung Cancer. 2021 June ; 156: 68–71. doi:10.1016/j.lungcan.2021.04.016.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://ClinicalTrials.gov
https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT00632853


Short Communication: Interim toxicity analysis for patients with 
limited stage small cell lung cancer (LSCLC) treated on CALGB 
30610 (Alliance) / RTOG 0538

Jeffrey Bogart1, Xiaofei Wang2, Gregory Masters3, Junheng Gao2, Ritsuko Komaki4, 
Laurie E. Gaspar5, John Heymach4, Michael Christian Dobelbower6, Charles Kuzma7, Tom 
Stinchcombe8, Everett Vokes9

1.State University of New York Upstate Medical University, New York, NY

2.Alliance Statistics and Data Center, Duke University, Durham, NC

3.Helen Graham Cancer Center, Newark, DE

4.MD Anderson Cancer Center, University of Texas, Houston, TX

5.Banner MD Anderson Cancer Center, Greeley, CO

6.University of Alabama, Birmingham AL

7.FirstHealth of the Carolinas-Moore Regional Hospital, Pinehurst, NC

8.Duke Cancer Institute, Duke University Medical Center, Durham, NC

9.University of Chicago Comprehensive Cancer Center, Chicago, IL

Abstract

Introduction—The CALGB 30610/RTOG 0538 randomized trial was designed to test whether 

high-dose thoracic radiotherapy (TRT) would improve survival compared with 45 Gy twice-daily 

(BID) TRT in limited stage small cell lung cancer (LSCLC). Two piloted experimental TRT 

regimens were of interest to study, 70 Gy daily (QD) and 61.2 Gy concomitant boost (CB). 

Driven by concerns about adequate patient accrual, a study design was employed that eliminated 
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one experimental TRT arm based on early interim toxicity and tolerability, with the study then 

continuing as a traditional 2-arm phase III study.

Methods—Patients with LSCLC were assigned to receive four cycles of cisplatin and etoposide 

chemotherapy with one of 3 TRT regimens starting with either the first or second cycle of 

chemotherapy. The interim endpoint was the cumulative highest toxicity calculated from a scoring 

system based on treatment-related grade 3 and higher toxicity and the ability to complete therapy 

in the experimental arms.

Results—The final interim analysis was performed after 70 patients accrued to each 

experimental cohort, and a difference in treatment related toxicity scoring was not found (p = 

0.739). Severe esophageal toxicity was comparable in both cohorts. Pulmonary toxicity was low 

overall, though 4 patients (5.7%) on the 61.2 Gy arm developed grade 4 dyspnea, which was not 

observed in the 70 Gy arm. A protocol mandated decision was made to discontinue the 61.2 Gy 

arm following review of toxicity with the Data and Safety Monitoring Board.

Conclusion—A randomized trial design using a planned early interim toxicity analysis to 

discriminate between experimental treatment arms is feasible in a phase III setting. Refinement of 

the design could increase the likelihood of detecting clinically meaningful differences in toxicity 

in future studies.

Keywords

small cell; radiotherapy dose; fractionation

1.0 Introduction

The optimal thoracic radiotherapy (TRT) regimen, concurrent with systemic chemotherapy, 

is an area of active study in limited stage small cell lung cancer (LSCLC). The current 

standard, 45 Gy BID in 1.5 Gy fractions, was defined in a prior Intergroup phase 3 trial (INT 

0096). Although overall survival (OS) was improved with BID TRT compared with QD 

TRT to the same dose of 45Gy1, the BID regimen has not been widely adopted as routine 

standard practice in the United States, in part because of the increased toxicity associated 

with BID TRT2. Moreover, the benefit of BID TRT has been questioned given the low 

biologic predicted efficacy of the 45 Gy QD RT regimen used on INT 0096. As such, two 

alternative regimens with substantially higher predicted biologic efficacy, 70 Gy QD TRT 

over 7 weeks and 61.2 Gy CB TRT over 5 weeks with BID treatment the final 9 days, were 

prospectively evaluated in the cooperative group setting with initial encouraging results3,4.

Both high-dose QD TRT and CB TRT were of interest to study, but it was recognized that 

conducting a three-arm phase 3 trial would not be feasible given the large number of patients 

required. Thus, a toxicity-based approach was utilized in designing Cancer and Leukemia 

Group B (CALGB) 30610/ Radiation Therapy Oncology Group (RTOG) 0538, with early 

assessment of toxicity and tolerability performed to discontinue one of the experimental 

arms. The study then continued as traditional randomized trial with a primary OS endpoint. 

CALGB is now part of the Alliance for Clinical Trials in Oncology.
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2.0 Methods

The overall trial design has been previously published5. Each participant signed an IRB

approved, protocol-specific informed consent document in accordance with federal and 

institutional guidelines. In brief, ECOG performance status 0–2 patients with LSCLC 

and regional lymph node involvement, excluding contralateral hilar and supraclavicular 

nodes, were randomly assigned 1:1:1 to receive four cycles of cisplatin and etoposide 

chemotherapy with one of three TRT regimens starting with either the first or second cycle 

of chemotherapy. Stratification factors included gender, performance status, weight loss of 

more than 5% prior to study entry, and radiotherapy planning technique (3D conformal vs 

intensity modulated). TRT was directed to the areas of disease involvement on CT and/or 

FDG-PET imaging and the ipsilateral hilum was included in the target volume regardless 

of clinical involvement. Allowance for repeat simulation and adaptation of the radiotherapy 

plan was included in both regimens.

An interim toxicity scoring system was developed specifically for this protocol assigning 

1 point for grade 3 non-hematologic toxicity and/or grade 4 hematologic toxicity, 2 points 

for grade 4 non-hematologic toxicity or failure to complete 4 cycles of chemotherapy, and 

3 points for any grade 5 toxicity. Only the highest single toxicity score (CTCAE v 3) for 

each patient was included. All treatment related AEs were used in the analysis, regardless of 

whether the AE was determined to be directly associated with radiotherapy. With the toxicity 

score of each patient, the p-values for a two-sample t-test and a permutation t-test from 

comparing the toxicity scores of the two experimental treatment arms were calculated. Data 

collection and statistical analyses were conducted by the Alliance Statistics and Data Center 

(SDC). Data quality was ensured by review of data by the SDC and by the study chairperson 

following Alliance policies.

The trial was designed such that toxicity severity scores were to be compared after accrual 

of 30, 50 and 70 patients to each experimental arm, and permutation t-test used to compare 

toxicity severity scores. If a significant difference was not found after analysis of 70 patients 

in each cohort, then the study mandated for discontinuation of a treatment arm following 

review by the study team and the Data and Safety Monitoring Board (DSMB).

3.0 Results

The trial was activated March, 2008. Seventy patents had been accrued to each experimental 

cohort from a total of 75 centers at the time of interim toxicity analysis in May, 2012. 

The DSMB released this data for presentation in 2019 and a confirmatory analysis was 

performed April, 2019.

The median age for patients on each treatment arm was 62 years, with a slightly higher 

percentage of male patients in the 70 Gy arm (51.4%) than the 61.2 Gy arm (47.3%). 

Flourodeoxyglucose F 18 (18F-FDG) positron emission tomography staging was performed 

in 36 patients (51%) in the 70 Gy arm and 33 patients (47%) in the 61.2 Gy arm. Additional 

patient and treatment characteristics are shown in table 1.
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Analysis following accrual of 30, 50, and then 70 patients to each experimental regimen 

failed to demonstrate a significant difference in treatment-related toxicity (p = 0.739, 

permutation t test). A significant difference in toxicity scores was also not observed when 

assessed without consideration of attribution of the toxicity to treatment (p-value = 0.630, 

permutation t test).

Table 2 lists grade 3+ treatment-related adverse events (AEs) occurring in more than 10% 

of either arm. Grade 3 and grade 4 overall toxicity was 21.4% and 54.3% in the QD arm 

vs. 20% and 57% in the CB arm, while grade 3 and grade 4 non-hematologic toxicity was 

10% and 12.9 % in the QD arm vs. 12.9% and 14.3% in the CB arm. Pulmonary toxicity 

was relatively uncommon with 2.9 % grade 3 pneumonitis observed in each cohort. Grade 

4 dyspnea was not observed in the QD arm, but reported in 4 patients (5.7 %) in the CB 

arm. Grade 4 pulmonary toxicity developed during active chemotherapy and either during or 

after TRT in each patient, resulting in discontinuation of protocol therapy. All were planned 

with 3D conformal radiotherapy. The sole death attributed to treatment was in the CB arm 

and related to febrile neutropenia. The eventual decision to close the CB arm was based on 

a qualitative review of the toxicity distribution as the protocol mandated discontinuing one 

experimental arm.

Variables that may impact toxicity such as stage, tumor volume, and tumor location were not 

readily available, but a post-hoc analysis was performed to assess radiation dose to normal 

lung and esophagus. Data was obtained for the majority of patients in each cohort (table 3).

4.0 Discussion

At the time that the CALGB 30610 trial was designed, there was substantial interest in 

studying high dose thoracic radiotherapy. Advances in radiotherapy planning and treatment 

techniques were thought to facilitate the safe delivery of higher doses of TRT in both locally 

advanced non-small cell lung cancer (LANSCLC) and LSCLC. The 70 Gy QD regimen 

studied by CALGB and the 61.2 Gy CB regimen developed by RTOG both had higher 

predicted efficacy than standard 45 Gy BID, but it was recognized that completing accrual 

to a full-fledged three arm trial would be challenging. This led to development of a design 

where relatively “real-time” assessment of toxicity of the 2 experimental arms could be 

performed and allow one arm to be dropped relatively early with the trial continuing as a 

traditional phase III comparison.

Though significant differences in toxicity were not observed between experimental arms, 

the design facilitated a transition to a 2-arm trial, necessary for successful trial completion. 

The ultimate decision to discontinue the 61.2 Gy CB arm was based on qualitative toxicity 

assessment, including reporting of grade 4 pulmonary toxicity with CB but not with QD 

TRT, as well as consideration of maintaining the most clinically relevant experimental 

arm. Patterns of care studies show the majority of patients are treated with QD TRT in 

clinical practice, in part because of logistical considerations, but also due to concerns about 

heightened toxicity with BID TRT.2 Given the similar toxicity profile of the 2 experimental 

arms, retaining the 70 Gy daily regimen seemed to have the largest potential impact on 

clinical practice. Alternatively, the CB regimen design has the advantage of maintaining an 
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element of treatment acceleration while also increasing nominal TRT dose, and the reduced 

treatment time may be important in fast growing tumours such as SCLC. While a past trial 

assessed the CB regimen, long-term outcomes for this cohort in the current study will be of 

particular interest4.

The decision to use measures of toxicity and tolerability, rather than efficacy, to discriminate 

between experimental treatment arms was made in an effort to reduce the study to 2 arms 

in timely manner. Even then, it took longer than expected before a final decision to drop the 

CB TRT arm, in part because initial interim analyses failed to show differences in toxicity 

between arms.

Enhancements could be considered that might improve the trial design and permit both 

a speedier and perhaps more valid decision. There has been substantial recent experience 

defining the value of patient-reported outcomes (PROs), which are now appropriately 

routinely integrated in many trials6. This point is further emphasized by the inconsistency 

of traditional prospective data collection highlighted in table 2. For example, in the CB 

TRT arm 11 patients were scored as having Grade 3 + dysphagia with only 3 patients 

scored as Grade 3+ esophagitis, even though the definition is of both toxicities is the 

same. In addition, restricting revising the toxicity scoring system to only include AEs more 

directly related to radiotherapy treatment would also yield a more valid comparison, and the 

inclusion of AEs such as hypokalemia and hyponatremia (table 2) may have confounded 

the toxicity analysis. A better-balanced comparison could also be accomplished using a 

more sophisticated algorithm to stratify patients, which might consider both the extent of 

tumor and volume of normal tissue, such as lung esophagus and heart, at risk for TRT. In 

particular, outcomes from the RTOG 0617 trial in non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) have 

highlighted the potential impact of normal tissue dose on subsequent toxicity and ultimate 

OS7. A limited post-hoc analysis performed for the current study shows that dose to lung 

and esophagus were relatively higher for the QD cohort compared with the CB cohort (table 

3). This suggests that the QD cohort may have been at greater risk for treatment-related 

toxicity, though more in-depth analysis is needed.

Despite initial enthusiasm that increasing TRT dose via standard fractionation would 

improve outcomes, disappointing results from the CONVERT trial in LSCLC and the phase 

III RTOG 0617 trial in LANSCLC have called the approach of using high nominal dose 

once-daily TRT into question.7,8 A total nominal dose of 66 Gy QD TRT did not improve 

OS compared with the lower nominal dose of 45 Gy BID TRT in CONVERT, with the 

hazard ratio favouring the BID arm, and OS was significantly decreased with 74 Gy QD 

TRT (compared with 60 Gy) on RTOG 0617. The reason high dose QD TRT failed to 

improve outcomes on these trials is not clear, but may relate in part to the toxic effects 

of dose escalation, even though modern radiotherapy techniques were used and treatment 

volumes were limited by omitting elective nodal irradiation.

Given these results, the ultimate outcomes of patients treated with 70 Gy QD TRT on 

CALGB 30610, which should be available for presentation in mid to late 2021, will be of 

particular value in helping to determine whether this is indeed a viable approach. Data from 

the ongoing prospective phase III NRG trial assessing the role of immunotherapy in LSCLC 
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(LU-005), which allows a choice of either 66 Gy QD or 45 Gy BID TRT, will further 

contribute to the knowledge base defining the TRT therapeutic ratio in LSCLC.9

Support:

Research reported in this publication was supported by the National Cancer Institute of the National Institutes 
of Health under Award Numbers U10CA180821 and U10CA180882 (to the Alliance for Clinical Trials in 
Oncology), UG1CA233253, UG1CA233324, UG1CA233327, UG1CA233329, and U10CA180868 (RTOG/NRG). 
https://acknowledgments.alliancefound.org. The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not 
necessarily represent the official views of the National Institutes of Health.

References

1. Turrisi AT III, Kim K, Blum R, et al.Twice-daily compared with once-daily thoracic radiotherapy 
in limited small-cell lung cancer treated concomitantly with cisplatin and etoposide. N. Engl. J. 
Med340 (4) (1999) 265–271. 10.1056/NEJM199901283400403. [PubMed: 9920950] 

2. Farrell MJ, Yahya JB, Degnin C, et al.Radiation Dose and Fractionation for Limited-stage Small-cell 
Lung Cancer: Survey of US Radiation Oncologists on Practice Patterns. Clin. Lung Cancer20 (1) 
(2019) 13–19, 10.1016/j.cllc.2018.08.015 [PubMed: 30219240] 

3. Bogart JA, Herndon JE 2nd, Lyss AP, et al.: 70 Gy thoracic radiotherapy is feasible 
concomitant with chemotherapy for limited-stage small-cell lung cancer: analysis of Cancer and 
Leukemia Group B study 39808. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys59 (2004) 460–468. 10.1016/
j.ijrobp.2003.10.021 [PubMed: 15145163] 

4. Komaki R, Paulus R, Ettinger DS, et al.Phase II study of accelerated high-dose radiotherapy with 
concomitant chemotherapy for patients with limited small-cell lung cancer: Radiation Therapy 
Oncology Group protocol 0239. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys83 (2012) e531–536, 10.1016/
j.ijrobp.2012.01.075 [PubMed: 22560543] 

5. Bogart JA. Rationale for phase Ⅲ trials of thoracic radiation therapy doses in limited-stage small
cell lung cancer. Clin. Lung Cancer9 (4) (2008) 202–205, 10.3816/CLC.2008.n.029 [PubMed: 
18650166] 

6. Siddiqui F, Liu AK, Watkins-Bruner D, Movsas B. Patient-reported outcomes and survivorship 
in radiation oncology: overcoming the cons. J. Clin. Oncol32 (26) (2014) 2920–2927, 10.1200/
JCO.2014.55.0707 [PubMed: 25113760] 

7. Chun SG, Hu C, Choy H, Komaki RU, Timmerman RD, Schild SE, et al.Impact of Intensity
Modulated Radiation Therapy Technique for Locally Advanced Non-Small-Cell Lung Cancer: A 
Secondary Analysis of the NRG Oncology RTOG 0617 Randomized Clinical Trial. J. Clin. Oncol35 
(2017) 56–62, 10.1200/JCO.2016.69.1378 [PubMed: 28034064] 

8. Faivre-Finn C, Snee M, Ashcroft L, Appel W, Barlesi F, Bhatnagar A, et al.: Concomitant once
daily versus twice-daily chemoradiotherapy in patients with limited-stage small-cell lung cancer 
(CONVERT): an open-label, phase 3, randomised, superiority trial, Lancet Oncol. 18 (2017) 1116–
1125, 10.1016/S1470-2045(17)30318-2 [PubMed: 28642008] 

9. NRG LU-005. Chemoradiation With or Without Atezolizumab in Treating Patients with Limited 
Stage Small Cell Lung Cancer. https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT03811002. (accessed January 
28,2021)

Bogart et al. Page 7

Lung Cancer. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 June 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

https://acknowledgments.alliancefound.org/
https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT03811002


HIGHLIGHTS

• CALGB 30610/RTOG 0538 used a novel design in order to select one of two 

high dose radiotherapy regimens to compare against standard 45 Gy BID in 

limited stage small cell lung cancer (LSCLC)

• The experimental regimen, either 70 Gy once-daily (QD) and 61.2 Gy 

concomitant boost (CB), would be chosen based on interim toxicity and 

tolerability

• Both experimental regimens appeared tolerable and had similar toxicity 

scores.

• The decision to discontinue the 61.2 Gy CB arm was based on the observation 

that more patients experience grade 4 pulmonary toxicity with this regimen. 

It was also believed that studying 70 Gy QD would have the larger potential 

impact on clinical practice.

• Suggestions for improvement in similar trial designs are discussed.

• Long-term outcomes of the study will provide further data regarding the 

therapeutic ratio of high dose QD radiotherapy in LSCLC
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Table 1.

Select Patient and Treatment Characteristics

Arm B (N=70) Arm C (N=70) Total (N=140) p value

Weight Loss 6 Months Prior to Study 0.5316

 <=5% / 6 months 57 (81.4%) 54 (77.1%) 111 (79.3%)

 >5% / 6 months 13 (18.6%) 16 (22.9%) 29 (20.7%)

Performance Status 0.7957

 0 30 (42.9%) 30 (42.9%) 60 (42.9%)

 1 34 (48.6%) 36 (51.4%) 70 (50.0%)

 2 6 (8.6%) 4 (5.7%) 10 (7.1%)

Radiotherapy Method 1.0000

 IMRT 21 (30.0%) 21 (30.0%) 42 (30.0%)

 3D 49 (70.0%) 49 (70.0%) 98 (70.0%)

RT Start Time 0.5740

 Cycle 1 49 (70.0%) 50 (71.4%) 99 (70.7%)

 Cycle 2 21 (30.0%) 20 (28.5%) 40 (28.6%)

RT, radiotherapy

Lung Cancer. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 June 01.



A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

Bogart et al. Page 10

Table 2.

Commonly Occurring (> 10% in any arm) Grade 3+ Adverse Events (AE)

Arm B (N=70) Arm C (N=70) Total (N=140)

Evaluable for AE Analyses 64 (91.4%) 66 (94.3%) 130 (92.8%)

Neutropenia 50(71.4%) 47(67.1%) 97(69.3%)

Leukopenia 45(64.3%) 41(58.6%) 86(61.4%)

Anemia 15(21.4%) 16(22.9%) 31(22.1%)

Dehydration 17(24.3%) 11(15.7%) 28(20%)

Esophageal pain 13(18.6%) 15(21.4%) 28(20%)

Dysphagia 14(20%) 11(15.7%) 25(17.9%)

Lymphopenia 9(12.9%) 14(20%) 23(16.4%)

Hypokalaemia 8(11.4%) 13(18.6%) 21(15%)

Thrombocytopenia 10(14.3%) 11(15.7%) 21(15%)

Nausea 10(14.3%) 10(14.3%) 20(14.3%)

Febrile neutropenia 7(10%) 9(12.9%) 16(11.4%)

Fatigue 9(12.9%) 6(8.6%) 15(10.7%)

Hyponatraemia 7(10%) 8(11.4%) 15(10.7%)

Esophagitis 11(15.7%) 3(4.3%) 14(10%)

Emesis 9(12.9%) 5(7.1%) 14(10%)

AE, adverse event
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Table 3.

Radiation Dose to Normal Lung and Esophagus

Arm B Arm C All

Esophageal Mean Dose

 N 51 60 111

 Mean 2904 Gy 2500 Gy 2686 Gy

 Median 2890 Gy 2502Gy 2683 Gy

 Q1, Q3 1971, 3713 1739, 3054 1935, 3265

Lung Mean Dose

 N 53 60 113

 Mean 1940 Gy 1760 Gy 1844 Gy

 Median 1910Gy 1717 Gy 1830 Gy

 Q1, Q3 1615, 2341 1406, 2028 1477, 2135

Lung V20

 N 53 61 114

 Mean 33.3 % 30.9 % 32.0 %

 Median 33.0 % 32.0 % 32.0 %

 Q1, Q3 27.0, 39.5 25.7, 38.0 27.0, 38.6

N, number of patients; Q, quartile; V20, volume of lung to receive ≥20 Gy
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