medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.15.20061879; this version posted April 17, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

BRAIN RE-IRRADIATION IN LUNG CANCER —NOT AN EXERCISE IN FUTILITY
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ABSTRACT

BACKGROUND: Whole brain radiation therapy (WBRT) is an effective palliative measure and
provides durable symptom relief in lung cancer patients with multiple brain metastases (BM).
Clinico-radiological progression of BM after WBRT is a common and challenging scenario;
treatment is tailored, with various factors like driver mutation status, age, performance status,
progression free interval and time since last irradiation influencing the treatment decision.
Surgery or focal RT with stereotactic techniques may be an option for patients with oligo-
metastases. However, they might not be a feasible option for patients with multiple BM. We am
to study the impact and outcome of patients with BM from lung cancer receiving reWBRT for
clinico-radiological progression.

MATERIALS AND METHODS: We retrospectively analyzed patients with BM from lung
cancer who were registered at Tata Memorial Hospital, Mumbai, India between January 2016 to
January 2019 and had undergone two courses of WBRT. Data of patients were retrieved from
electronic medical records. Patients were treated using conventional or conformal technique with
either tele-cobalt or Linear accelerator.

RESULTS: Out of 446 patients with lung cancer, diagnosed and treated with WBRT for BM,
6% patients (n=28) received re-WBRT. There were 16 men and 12 women with a median age of
53 years (range 30 to 70 years). Primary histology was adenocarcinomain all except two patients
who had small cell histology. Eighteen patients had driver mutation positive disease (11 with
EGFR and 7 with ALK mutation) and a majority of patients (54%) had BM at presentation.
Clinico-radiological progression was the commonest indication of reeWBRT. A mgjority of these
patients had developed new symptoms while about 25% had recurrence of previous symptoms.
Mean Karnofsky performance score (KPS) prior to reeWBRT was more than 70 in 13 patients
(57%). Mean time interval between the two courses of WBRT were 16 months (range 5-37
months). Most patients received WBRT using a conventional technique (91%) and were treated
in a tele-cobalt unit (83%). Re-WBRT fractionation schedule was 25 Gy/10 fractions (n=17,
61%) or 20 Gy/5 fractions (n=10, 36%). Mean biological effective dose (BED.gy) for the first
and second courses of WBRT were 63Gy and 56Gy respectively. The average cumulative
BED,g, Was 118.91Gy (range 116.25 — 120Gy). Almost all patients received short acting steroids
during the course of reeWBRT. All patients except for one completed the course of treatment. At
a median follow up of 2.5 years, median survival of patients after reWBRT was 5 months.
Median survival since reWBRT was 8 months if pre first course of WBRT ds-GPA was 3.5-4
vs 1 monthif it was0-1 (p= 0.025).

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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CONCLUSION: In lung cancer patients with symptomatic progression of multiple BM and
good prognostic features (driver mutation positive, good performance status and long time
interval since last WBRT), reWBRT is safe and associated with better outcomes.

INTRODUCTION

Brain metastasis is one of the most common sites of distant metastasis in cancer patients
and 20-40% of patients diagnosed with cancer are estimated to develop brain
metastases(1).Almost 16-20% of non-small cell lung cancer develop brain metastasis and around
10% patients present with upfront metastasis. Incidence of brain metastasis is higher in EGFR
mutated and ALK re-arranged NSCLCs;24.4% at diagnosis and 46.7% at 3 years in EGFR-
mutated and 23.8% at diagnosis and 58.4% at 3 years in ALK-rearranged NSCLCs (2). Prior
studies have reported intracranial relapse after whole brain irradiation in around 47-86% of
patients (3).In small cell lung cancer (SCLC) patients treated with prophylactic cranial
irradiation (PCI), brain recurrenceis reported to be around 10-15%(4)(5).

Whole brain radiation therapy (WBRT) provides temporary palliation of symptoms,
improves quality of life(6) and also survival (3)(7)(8). In the QUARTZ trial where patients were
randomized between optimal supportive care with dexamethasone vs dexamethasone with
WBRT, improved survival was seen in patients <60years of age, good performance status and
controlled primary (9). Application of QUARTZ trial in clinical practice has shown that gender,
performance status and EGFR mutation had impact on survival (10). However, ailmost half of the
patients treated with WBRT gradually develop progressive intracranial disease(11). The median
survival of lung cancer patients with brain metastases is around 4 months (12). With the advent
of nove therapeutics like targeted therapy for driver mutation positive lung cancer patients,
survival of patients with brain metastasis has improved(13). As such, there are more patients
warranting treatment for progressive brain metastases. Re-irradiation (re-RT) in such patients can
be offered usng WBRT, partial brain radiotherapy (RT) or high dose conformal stereotactic
radiotherapy (SRT). But considering tolerance dose of brain and weighing the risk-benefit ratio
of re-RT, only 3-10% of patients are offered reRT(11).

Though there have been severa studies(3)(14)determining the outcome of re-RT in
patients with brain metastases, those studies included patients with metastases from various

primary sites- breast cancer being the most common cause. The aim of our study is to determine
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outcomes of lung cancer patients receiving re-irradiation with WBRT (reWBRT) for brain
metastases and to find corre ation between outcome and various clinica features.

MATERIALSAND METHODS
Source Of Data:
We selected patients from a prospectively maintained database which comprised of

patients with brain metastases from lung cancer who received reWBRT at our institution,
between January 2016 and January 2019. Data regarding patient, disease and treatment-related
variables were collected from electronic medical records and treatment planning systems. The

study was approved by the Institutional review board and consent was waived.
Patients:

Patients who had histopathological proof of lung cancer, age > 18 years and had received
re-irradiation for brain metastases were included in the study. Patients treated outside our
ingtitution were also included in the study provided that complete treatment details were
retrievable. Karnofsky performance score (KPS), disease specific graded prognostic assessment
(DS-GPA) and recursive partition analysis (RPA) were noted before initial RT and re-RT.
Epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) mutation and anaplastic lymphoma kinase (ALK)

mutation status were also documented.
| nterventions:;

All patients had received two courses of radiotherapy to whole brain. These included
patients receiving either prophylactic cranial irradiation (PCI) or whole brain RT with palliative
intent. The decision regarding first course of RT and reeWBRT were decided based on either
clinical symptoms or imaging findings. Neuro-imaging was done using either computed
tomography scan (CT scan) or magnetic resonance imaging (MRI). Treatment was delivered on a
linear accelerator or on a tele-cobalt therapy unit to whole brain with appropriatemargins to
account for set-up errors. A total dose of 20-30 Gy in 5- 10 fractions at 3-4Gy per fraction over
1-2 weeks was delivered using either conventional or 3-dimensional conformal techniques
(3DCRT) based on clinical decision.
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After completion of radiotherapy, patients were followed up at regular intervals with
clinical examination and repeat imaging when indicated.

Outcomes:

Overdl survival (OS) of patients and survival of patients since reWBRT were calculated

and their association with driver mutation status was analyzed.
Statistical Analysis:

Overal survival of patients was calculated from date of registration to date of death or
date of last follow-up whichever was later. Survival of patients since reeWBRT was calculated
from last date of reWBRT to date of last follow-up or date of death whichever was later. All
analysis were done using SPSS version 21. Patient characteristics were described with median
and extreme values for continuous variables and with frequencies and percentages for categorical
variables. Overall survival and survival since ree-WBRT was plotted using Kaplan-Meier survival
curves. Log-rank test was used to determine association between driver mutation status and

survival.

RESULTS:

We retrieved data of 446 consecutive patients of lung cancer with brain metastases who
had received whole brain radiotherapy. Of these, 28 (6.3%) patients had received re WBRT. The
patient age ranged from 30-70 years, median age being 53 years. More than half of the patients
were male (=16, 57.1%). Most of the patients did not have any habits and only 14.3% of the
patients were smokers. Table 1 lists the demographic features of the patient population.

First course of WBRT:

At basdline, the median KPS of patients were 80 (range 40-90). Patients were subdivided
into groups with KPS < 70 and KPS >/= 70. Most of the patients were of class II RPA. Half of
the patients had ds-GPA of 1.5-2 (n= 14, 50%), as depicted in table 2

Around one-third patients had metastass in brain only while 64.3% (n=18) had

metastasis in brain as well as extra-cranial site. Among the patients, 53.6% (n=15) had presented
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upfront with brain metastasis while the remaining patients (n=13, 46.4%) developed brain
metastasis during the course of their treatment. Headache was the most common symptom at
initial presentation (n=12, 42.9%), followed by seizure (n=6, 21.4%) and weakness (n=6,
21.4%). Only 32.1% (n=9) patients had neuro-deficit at presentation. Three patients with small
cdl lung cancer (SCLC) received prophylactic cranial irradiation. Seven patients (25%) received
WBRT due to radiological indication.

Twenty-five patients (89.3%) patients had adenocarcinoma, 2 (7.1%) had SCLC and 1
(3.6%) had both adeno and small cell component. EGFR mutation was present in 39.3% (n=11)
patients and only 25% (n=7) patientswere ALK positive.

All patients had undergone imaging prior to first course of WBRT. MRI was donein 22
patients (78.6%) and 3 patients (10.7%) underwent contrast-enhanced CT (CECT) scan of brain.
In 3 patients, brain metastasis was detected in PET-CECT scan done as a part of metastatic
work-up. Majority of the patients (n=21, 75%) had multiple brain metastases, 17.9% patients
(n=5) had single metastasis and 2 had none (prophylactic cranial irradiation).

Almost all patients received radiation to whole brain using conventional techniques
except 1 who had received WBRT using 3DCRT. Twenty-one patients (71.6%) were treated
with cobalt 60 gamma rays and 6 were treated with 6 MV photons in a linear accelerator. Dose
delivered was 20-30Gy delivered at 3-4Gy per fraction over 1-2 weeks. The Mean biological
effective dose (BED2gy) was 62.94Gy.

Re-irradiation:

The median KPS of patients was 70 (range 30-80). Fifteen patients were of RPA class ||
and 75% patients had ds-GPA 1.5-2 as depicted in table 2. Mgjority of the patients (n=18,
64.3%) had developed new symptoms post initial WBRT necessitating reeWBRT. Only 7
patients (25%) had recurrence of similar symptoms as that prior to first course of WBRT and 2
had both new as well as recurrence of symptoms. Twenty-two patients (78.6%) received re-
WBRT due to clinical as well as radiological progression. Contrary to initial presentation, the
most common presenting symptom was weakness (n=12, 42.9%). Seven patients (25%) had
headache and 5 patients (17.9%) had presented with seizure. Radiological evidence of

progression was seen in 89.3% patients.
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Twenty patients (71.4%) had undergone MRI prior to starting reWBRT, 5 patients
(17.9%) had CECT brain while 3 patients did not have any imaging and was started on re-
WBRTbased on clinical judgement. Three patients had single brain metastasis which had
progressed from before, 1 patient had developed |eptomeningeal disease and 21 patients had

multiple brain metastasis.
Re-WBRT details:

Median time interval between reeWBRT and first course of WBRT was 16 months (range
5-37 months). Most of the patients (n=23, 82.1%) were treated with cobalt 60 gamma rays and 5
(17.9%) patients were treated with 6MV photons in linear accelerator. Two of these five patients
were treated with 3DCRT while rest of the patients were treated with conventional technique.
Re-WBRT fractionation schedule was 25 Gy in 10 fractions (n=17, 61%) or 20 Gy in 5 fractions
(n=10, 36%)" one patient received 12Gy in 2 fractions once weekly. Mean biological effective
dose (BED2gy) for reWBRT was 55.97Gy (range 56.25 — 60Gy). The average cumulative
BEDcy was 118.91 Gy (range 116.25 — 120Gy).

Compliance to radiation, toxicities and steroid usage:

There was good compliance to treatment and all patients completed WBRT. At the time
of re-irradiation, radiation was stopped early in one patient after completion of 16Gy delivered in
4 fractions at 4Gy per fraction due to poor tolerance and poor general condition. All other

patients completed reWBRT with good compliance.

Patients had minimal toxicities both post first course of WBRT and post reeWBRT. Post
first course of WBRT, 2 patients had developed grade | skin reaction, 1 patient had decreased
memory. Even after reWBRT, only 2 patients (7.1%) had developed grade | skin toxicity and
rest did not develop any toxicity. Almost all patients had received steroids in tapering dose
ranging from 12-24mg daily in 2 to 3 divided doses during both courses of radiation.

Clinical and radiological benefit:

Post first course of WBRT, partial or complete relief of symptoms was seen in 7 patients.
After completion of reWBRT, 8 patients had complete or partial symptomatic relief, one patient
had increased drowsiness while one had increased neurological deficit.
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Post reeWBRT, 7 patients had undergone response assessment MRI and 1 had undergone
CT scan. Twenty patients had not undergone any imaging. Of the patients who had undergone
imaging, 3 patients had stable disease, 4 had progressive disease and 1 had decrease in size and

number of metastases. Radio-necrosis was not seen in any of the patients.

Survival outcomes:

At a median follow-up of 2.5yrs, the median survival since reWBRT was 5 months.
There was no statistically significant survival since reeWBRT difference based on gender, age
(<60yrs vs >/= 60yrs) and presence of extra-cranial disease a presentation. There was no
statistically significant difference in median survival since reWBRT between EGFR mutated,
ALK positive and EGFR and ALK negative cohort (7 months vs 5 months vs 2 months
respectively, p= 0.43) (Fig 2).

It was seen that overall survival since reeWBRT was better if RPA and ds-GPA prior to
first course of WBRT were more. Median survival since reWBRT was 8 months if pre first
course of WBRT ds-GPA was 3.5-4 vs 1 month if it was 0-1 (p= 0.025). In patients with pre
first course of WBRT ds-GPA >2, median survival since reeWBRT was 8 months while in those
with ds-GPA < 2, it was 2 months only (p=0.04) (Fig 3a). Survival was better in patients with
RPA class | prior to first course of WBRT (p=0.002). There is a trend of better survival in
patients of class | RPA at reeWBRT . However, ds-GPA at reWBRT did not affect survival
since reeWBRT.

There was no statigtically significant difference in survival since ree WBRT based on KPS
pre- first course of WBRT (8.8 months for KPS >/=70, 3.2 months for KPS < 70, p=0.1) and
KPS at reWBRT (9.8 months for KPS >/=70, 4.2 months for KPS < 70, p=0.08).

DISCUSSION

Re-irradiation for symptomatic progression of brain metastases is often a matter of debate
and there is no consensus as to which patients should ideally receive reWBRT. The American
College of Radiology recommends that management options should be based on patient
characteristics and preferences, previous treatments and potential risks and toxicities of
treatment(15). Though WBRT palliates symptoms and improves quality of life of patients, re-
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WBRT is often considered challenging owing to the risk of radio-necrosis and neurocognitive
decline. In our study, we had irradiated 28 patients of lung cancer with brain metastases for
either clinical or radiological progression post first course of WBRT and we found reeWBRT for
clinically progressive brain metastasisin lung cancer patients to be a safe and feasible option. At
a median follow-up of 2.5yrs, the median survival after reeWBRT in our study was 5 months.
Aktan et al(16) reported median survival of 5.3 months post re-irradiation and Akiba et al(14)
found median survival post reWBRT as 4 months. The median survival after reeWBRT reported
by various other studies also range from 2.5- 5 months(7)(17)(18) and this corroborated with
findings of our study. The benefit of reeWBRT was seen more in patients with good RPA and ds-
GPA prior to first course of WBRT. However, RPA and ds-GPA at reWBRT seemed to have
lesser impact on survival since reWBRT, though a trend towards better survival was observed in
patients of class | RPA at reeWBRT. Post reeWBRT patients had minimal toxicities and all had

completed treatment except one in view of poor general condition.

Several retrospective studies have evaluated the effect of reeWBRT with various dose and
fractionation schedules at. Shehata et al in their study had treated majority of the patients to a
dose of 10Gy single fraction. Aktan et al(16) had used a median dose of 30Gy in 15# for the
initial WBRT. Same dose schedule was observed by several other retrospective studies. The
median dose delivered in our study at first course of WBRT was 20Gy in 5# at 4Gy per fraction
delivered over 1week. Aktan et al used reeWBRT dose as 25Gy in 10# in mgority of patients
which was similar to that used in our study. They achieved a cumulative BED,g, of almost
130Gy. Akiba et al(14) in their retrospective study of 31 patients had achieved a cumulative
BED,gy of 228Gy. In our study was, cumulative mean BED gy of ree-WBRT was 116.25Gy (see
table 3).

Absence of extra-cranial disease, young age and better performance status (KPS>70) has
been associated with better outcomes post reeWBRT in our study and this was similar with
severa other studies.Cooper et al(18)found that patients with younger age and no extra-cranial
metastases had favorable outcomes. Wong et al(19)saw that 12 month and 18 month survival
rates of patients were significantly better in patients with no extra-cranial disease (14% vs 4%
and 11% vs 0%, p=0.025). Sadikov et al(20) and Aktan et al(16) also reported no difference in

overall survival in patients with respect to presence or absence of extra-cranial disease. Scharp et
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al(21) observed that patients with KPS >/= 80 had a median survival of 4.9months vs 3.1 months
in patients with KPS < 80.Akiba et al(14)found that KPS >/=70 at the time of re-irradiation had
significant better survival. Aktan et al also reported that patients with KPS > 70 had better
survival compared to patients with KPS < 70. However, they had not reported the impact of KPS
on survival since reeWBRT. We found that there was no statistically significant difference in
survival since reWBRT between KPS > 70 and KPS < 70 at either initial presentation or at re-
WBRT. We only found a single study evaluating the relation of RPA with post reeWBRT
survival(22). They reported that median survival was better in patients with post reWBRT RPA

class | and this was in concordance with findings of our study.

We, however, did not find any study analyzing the effects of ds-GPA and driver mutation
status on survival since reWBRT. We found that median survival since reWBRT was
significantly better if pre- first course of WBRT ds-GPA and RPA were higher. There was a
trend of improved survival since reeWBRT if RPA at ree WBRT was higher. However, we did
not find any statistically significant survival difference based on EGFR and ALK mutation
status. This may be due to small number of patientsincluded in the study.

The chances of toxicities associated with a second course of WBRT often precludes the
clinician from offering re-irradiation in many patients. Scharp et al(21) had reported that almost
10% patients had to discontinue their treatment owing to the toxicities. Wong et al(19)did not
report any severe toxicities. However, 5 patients had radiation related changes in imaging. Brain
atrophy post reeWBRT as detected in MRI has been reported in around 74% of patients and
cognitive disturbance or encephalopathy of grade 2 or higher was seen in around 30% patientsin
another study (14).Son et al(17)reported fatigue (35.3%), headache (23.5%),
nausea/vomiting(23.5%), ataxia (5.9%), skin irritation (5.9%), and dizziness (5.9%).In our study
we did not find any severe toxicities post reeWBRT. Maximum toxicity seen in our study was
RTOG grade | skin reaction. The reason for lower acute toxicity seen in our patients might be
due to better patient selection for offering reWBRT and preserved general condition of patients.
Radio-necrosis was seen in none of the patients who had undergone subsequent imaging after re-
WBRT.

The strength of our study is that we have reported the use of reeWBRT in patients with

lung cancer exclusively in contrast to majority of the previous studies that had taken into
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consideration all primary sites. Given the significantly better survival with the use of targeted
therapy in patients with driver mutation positive NSCLC, it isimportant to assess the role of re-
WBRT in thisclinical scenario. To our knowledge, oursis the only study reporting the outcomes
of reWBRT with regards to EGFR mutation and ALK positivity. We also acknowledge the
weakness of our study, including the retrospective nature of our study, small sample size,
absence of quantitative or qualitative measures of cognitive function and the non-availability of
post reWBRT imaging in all patients.

In conclusion, we found that reeWBRT is a safe and feasible option for lung cancer
patients with symptomatic or radiologic progression of brain metastases. Patients with higher ds-
GPA and RPA at baseline have better survival with reWBRT. The role of reeWBRT in EGFR
mutation and ALK positivity needs to be further validated in larger cohort of patients.
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Fig 1 (a, b)- Tlcontrast and T2 flair MRI at presentation; (c, d)-T1 contrast and T2 flair MRI images post
WBRT at progression; (e, f) - T1 contrast and T2 flair MRI images post Re- WBRT showing controlled disease

with no radio-necrosis.
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Fig 2: Survival sincereeWBRT in EGFR mutated vs ALK positive vs EGFR ALK negative.
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Fig 3: (a) Survival since reWBRT based on pre first course of WBRT ds-GPA< 2 vs ds-GPA >2. (b) Survival
since re-WBRT based on prefirst course of WBRT RPA
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Fig 4: (a) Survival since reWBRT based on reWBRT ds-GPA. (b) Survival since reWBRT based on re-
WBRT RPA.
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Table 1. Patient demographics

Parameter Number (%)

Age 53 years ( Range- 30- 70 years)

Sex Male 16 (57.1%)
Female 12 (42.9%)

Habits Smoking 4 (14.3%)
Tobacco chewing 3 (10.7%)
None 21 (75%)

Histology Adenocarcinoma 25 (89.3%)
Small cell 2 (7.1%)
Small cell + Adeno 1 (3.6%)

EGFR status Mutated 11 (39.3%)
Non-mutated 17 (60.7%)

ALK status Positive 7 (25%)
Negative 21 (75%)

EGFR- Epidermal growth factor receptor; ALK- anaplastic lymphoma kinase
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Table 2: Performance status of patients
Parameter At first course of WBRT At reWBRT
KPS <70 7 (25%) 12 (42.9%)
=/>70 21 (75%) 16 (57.1%)
RPA Classi 4 (14.3%) 1 (3.6%)
Classii 14 (50%) 12 (42.9%)
Classiii 10 (35.7%) 15 (53.6%)
DS-GPA SCORE 0-1 4 (14.3%) 6 (21.4%)
152 14 (50%) 21(75%)
2.5-3 7 (25%) 1 (3.5%)
3.5-4 3 (10.7%) 0
KPS- Karnofsky performance score; RPA- Recursive partition analysis, ds-GPA- disease specific
graded prognostic assessment
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Table 3:Comparison of various studies and outcomes

AUTHOR NO. OF PRIMARY WBRT RE-WBRT | INTERVAL MEDIAN TOXICITIES
PATIENTS DOSE DOSE SURVIVAL
SINCE RE-
WBRT
Shehata et a, 35 1X10Gy 1X10Gy - - 17% acute toxicity
1974 (23) 10X 3Gy
Kurup et a, 56 Lung, breast | 3X6Gy 10X2Gy 6.3months 3.5months 18% acute toxicity
1980 (24) (mean)
Cooper et d, 52 10X3Gy 10X2.5Gy >4 months 4 months -
1990 (18)
Wong et a, 86 Breast, lung, | 10X3Gy 10X2Gy 7.6 months 4 months 5 patient with
1996 colon, (median) radiologic abnormality
melanoma,
others
Son et a, 2012 17 Lung, breast, | 14X2.5Gy 12X1.8Gy 15 month 5.2 months 71% with acute side
(17) colorectal (median) effect
Scharp et al, 134 Lung, breast, | 15X2Gy 10X2 Gy 13.4 months 2.8 months 67% with acute side
2014 (21) melanoma, (median) effects, 10 did not
others complete treatment
Aktan et d, 34 Lung, breast, | 10X3Gy 10X2.5Gy 12.8 months 5.3months -
2015 (16) others (median)
Present study 28 Lung 5X4Gy 10X2.5Gy 16 months | 5.1months 7.1% acute skin
10X3Gy (median) reaction
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