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ABSTRACT
Background: Treatment of peritoneal mesothelioma (PeM) poses significant challenges owing
to its rare incidence, heterogeneity and limited clinical evidence. This manuscript describes

results from a national consensus aimed at addressing management of PeM.

Methods: An update of the 2018 Chicago Consensus Guidelines was conducted using a Modified
Delphi technique, encompassing two rounds of voting. The levels of agreement for various

pathway blocks were assessed.

Results: Of 101 participants responding in the first round of Modified Delphi voting, 95 (94%)
responded in the second round. Over 90% consensus was achieved in 5/6 and 6/6 pathway
blocks in rounds I and II, respectively. Observation was recommended for benign neoplasms,
with guidance for interventions in the presence of symptoms or concerning clinicopathologic
features. For malignant pathology, management was outlined based on a multidisciplinary
assessment of patient characteristics, disease histology, and predictive success of medical and
surgical interventions. Additional emphasis was placed on multimodal therapy for Intermediate-
Risk and appropriate High-Risk patients. A rapid review demonstrated limited availability of
data and inconclusive findings regarding optimal systemic therapy timing. There was unanimous

support for considering clinical trial enrollment.

Conclusions: Given limited evidence, the consensus-driven pathway provides essential guidance
regarding the management of PeM. To further direct clinical care, additional dedicated research

to generate higher-quality evidence is needed.
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INTRODUCTION

Peritoneal mesothelioma (PeM) represents a spectrum of neoplasms arising from epithelial and
mesenchymal cells of the peritoneum!. PeM is remarkably rare, with an overall incidence in the
United States of 0.1/100,000 people, or 300-400 new diagnoses per year>3. Asbestos and other
carcinogen exposures are associated with PeM development'. Diagnosis is overall challenging,
owing to nonspecific symptoms at presentation, limitations of cross-sectional imaging in
characterizing peritoneal surfaces, and the need for expert pathology review*’. Despite clinical
advancements, PeM remains an aggressive disease with a median overall survival less than 12
months if left untreated®'°. At present, there remains a paucity of literature and high-level evidence

to direct clinical management of PeM.

Herein, we present the results of a national consensus on the clinical management of peritoneal
mesothelioma patients, updated in line with recent evidence and expert opinion. A rapid review
was conducted to investigate the role and timing of systemic therapies for PeM patients.
Additionally, the consensus sought to incorporate an international perspective to assess variability

in practice worldwide.

METHODS:

This initiative was part of a national multidisciplinary consortium group process aimed at
streamlining guidelines for the care of patients with peritoneal surface malignancies (PSM). Full
consensus and rapid review methodology has been described in detail in a separate manuscript

(Submitted)!!. The major components are summarized below:
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Consensus Group Structure

The Peritoneal Mesothelioma Working Group consisted of eight experts in surgical oncology,
medical oncology, and pathology (HA, MK, BL, HK, JH, AH, GN, MZ, KR). Two core group
members (LB, SW) coordinated this effort. A team of three medical students and surgical trainees

conducted the rapid review. Reviewer conflicts were evaluated by a surgical oncology fellow.

Modified Delphi Process

A modified Delphi method with two rounds of voting was employed to gather feedback regarding
the clinical management pathway following preliminary synthesis of major updates since the last
guideline iteration. Experts rated their agreement levels on a five-point Likert scale via a Qualtrics
questionnaire. A 75% consensus threshold was set, with blocks below 90% agreement undergoing
further review. Simultaneously, a summary table outlining first-line systemic therapies was

generated based on histology designation.

Rapid Review of the Literature

A MEDLINE search via PubMed between January 2000 and August 2023 addressed the key
question: In patients with PeM undergoing cytoreductive surgery (CRS), what are the optimal
sequences and regimens of systemic therapy? A search strategy was developed and reviewed by a
medical librarian specialist, and the review protocol was pre-registered in PROSPERO
(PROSPERO 2023 CRD42024519208). The search strategy included review of PubMed studies
performed on humans from any date until 06/15/2023. The search strategy included the following

keywords: “peritoneal mesothelioma” OR “mesothelioma” OR "Mesothelioma, Malignant" AND
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"surgery peritoneal" OR "surgery peritoneum" OR '"resection peritoneal" OR '"resection
peritoneum" OR “Cytoreduc” OR “CRS” OR “intraperitoneal chemotherapy” OR “HIPEC” OR
“intraperitoneal chemotherapy” OR “hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy”. Full details of
the search strategy can be found in Supplemental Table 1. The Covidence platform facilitated
title and abstract screening, full-text review, data extraction, and quality assessment using the

12714 The review was conducted in alignment

Newcastle Ottawa Scale for non-randomized studies
with recommendations from the Cochrane Rapid Review Methods Groups and reported in line
with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020

guidelines!>16,

External Perspectives

Patient advocates within the Mesothelioma Applied Research Foundation reviewed the treatment
pathway to offer patient-focused insights regarding clinical trial enrollment, research outcomes,
and available resources for patients with peritoneal mesothelioma. Additionally, members of the
Peritoneal Surface Oncology Group International (PSOGI) Executive Council were invited to
appraise the second version of the pathway. Their comments were consolidated to evaluate

alignment with global practices regarding the management of peritoneal mesothelioma.

RESULTS
Delphi Consensus and Rapid Review
In all, 101 field experts and thought leaders voted on the clinical pathway for PeM in the first

round of the Modified Delphi method, of which 95 (94%) voted in the second round. The
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participants included 75 (74%) surgical oncologists, 13 (13%) medical oncologists, 10 (10%)
pathologists, and 3 (3%) experts in other domains. Given the low quality of existing evidence in
the literature, recommendations were based largely on expert opinion. The clinical pathway was
divided into six blocks designated by key clinical aspects of management (Figure 1). The final
pathway, as designated by Figure 1, represents consensus modifications to the initial proposed
pathway through the Modified Delphi method (Supplemental Figure 1). Overall consensus
remained high with an average of 92.8% and 97.5% of participants in agreement for Round 1 and

2, respectively (Tables 1-2).

A rapid review assessing the role and timing of systemic therapy in PeM revealed 588 abstracts,
of which 29 full texts were reviewed, and 11 studies were included for data extraction and quality
assessment (Figure 2 — PRISMA Diagram). The included studies are summarized in Table 3 and
incorporated into Block 4. Summary of updates and results from the Modified Delphi consensus

and rapid review are detailed below.

Summary of Major Updates

Building upon the 2018 Chicago Consensus Guidelines, the current approach involves a more
stringent consensus and review methodology while engaging a larger spectrum of experts and
patient advocates!’. Major updates emphasize the importance of a comprehensive preoperative
evaluation and the role of a multidisciplinary team for diagnosis, management, and surveillance of
PeM patients. In addition, the new pathway also incorporates patient-focused, psychosocial

interventions in preparation for possible medical and surgical intervention.
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Management is outlined based on underlying histology, incorporating additional patient and
disease-related factors. Observation is recommended for benign pathologies, including Peritoneal
Inclusion Cysts and Well Differentiated Papillary Mesothelial Tumors (WDPMT); additional
recommendations for concerning patient and tumor features are now reported. Surgical resection
is reserved for patients who are sufficiently symptomatic or for those with recurrent, diffuse, or
microinvasive disease. Repeat tissue diagnosis is recommended to confirm pathology, as these
features are concerning for underlying malignancy. For malignant variants, the current guideline
incorporates risk stratification based on underlying patient factors and predictive success of
medical and surgical interventions in addition to histologic subtypes. More granular
recommendations are made for Intermediate- and High-Risk categories, which are additional
subgroup recommendations based on disease factors defined to further direct care. Imaging-based

surveillance strategies are now defined for each tumor histology.

Given the limited randomized controlled data for treatment of PeM, the updated guideline
emphasizes the importance of ongoing research efforts. Clinical trial enrollment should be
considered at every step of treatment, not only to expand our knowledge of this rare disease but

also to enhance patient care opportunities.

Block 1: Diagnostic and Preoperative Considerations

(Agreement: Round 1 — 95%, Round 2 — 98%)

Comprehensive preoperative evaluation includes a thorough history and physical examination,
diagnostic workup, and multidisciplinary tumor board discussion. Diagnostic imaging of choice

includes CT or MRI of the abdomen/pelvis with oral and intravenous contrast to both optimize
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disease detection and radiographic approximation of tumor burden, as diffuse intra-abdominal
spread portrays a risk for significant visceral organ involvement!®2°. Although extra-abdominal
metastasis is rare, CT Chest is recommended to evaluate for bicavitary disease®?!. PET scans may
be considered on an individual patient basis; however, the utility of this adjunct imaging has not

been associated with improved outcomes®?%23.

Diagnosis requires tissue confirmation to assess depth of invasion for proper pathological
review”?*. Laparoscopic approach is preferred over image-guided core needle biopsy, as the extent
of intra-abdominal dissemination can be approximated and aids assessment of surgical candidacy
for cytoreduction. Cytology is discouraged, as this method is unlikely to provide enough material

for review and does not maintain tumor architecture® 27

. Pathological review remains difficult and
should be performed by an expert pathologist to ensure accurate diagnosis’%. Histological subtype
and nuclear grade have been shown to be independent predictors for patient outcomes, therefore
these determinations are imperative for proper patient assessment™?*3%, In addition,
immunohistochemistry (IHC) for Ki-67, programmed death ligand-1 (PD-L1), and anaplastic
lymphoma kinas (ALK) translocation is recommended, as these markers have also been associated
with patient outcomes and may influence treatment recommendations. High Ki-67 (>9%) indices
are associated with increased tumor invasion, along with worse median survival**-2, High PD-L1
expression is associated with more aggressive histologies (sarcomatoid, biphasic) but prognostic
importance appears subtype specific as epithelioid tumors with high expression demonstrate
improved survival®*>2*, Currently, it remains unclear if PD-L1 status impacts candidacy for

immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICI). A 2018 phase II trial investigating the utility of

pembrolizumab in previously treated PeM demonstrated PD-L1 staining positively correlated with
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progression free survival (PFS)*. However, in an expanded cohort, pembrolizumab demonstrated
similar efficacy in both PD-L1-positive and -negative patients, and therefore merits additional
study*®. ALK translocations represent a potential genomic aberration to exploit for treatment
applicable to peritoneal—but not pleural—mesothelioma. According to a 2018 report, ALK
positive PeM was found in approximately 3% of patient genomes and was associated with female

sex and younger age at diagnosis®’.

For initial evaluation, patients are recommended to undergo additional serologic and molecular
testing for comprehensive assessment. Elevated CA-125 is present in approximately 50% of PeM
patients and is associated with epithelioid histology and increased tumor burden®®*. Germline
testing is recommended for every patient, including assessment of BRCA1 associated protein
(BAPI) mutations, as this familial syndrome has been detected in up to 25% of PeM patients and
conveys an increased propensity of developing certain cancers including PeM?**43. At present,
tumor somatic sequencing is not routinely integrated into diagnostic assessment. Recent genomic
landscape studies of PeM have identified other frequently mutated genes, such as NF2, SETD2,
TP53, thought to underlie pathogenesis; however, additional research is needed to clarify if these

aberrations are clinically-useful biomarkers*+.

Additionally, establishment of a comprehensive patient support network is highly encouraged.
This includes social work referrals and early palliative care as indicated. Formal evaluation by a

multidisciplinary team or Tumor Board is critical to guide appropriate steps in management.
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Block 2: Benign Histology Management: Symptomatic, Progressive, Diffuse, or Microinvasive
Disease

(Agreement: Round 1 — 94%, Round 2 — 98%)

Benign or borderline lesions, including peritoneal inclusion cysts and WDPMTs, are rare and
remain poorly understood. The etiology of peritoneal inclusion cysts is currently debated, as many
of these multiloculated cysts are found in young female patients with a previous abdominal
surgical history, suggesting that these lesions may be reactive rather than neoplastic*®*’. Presenting
signs and symptoms are typically related to mass effect, including palpable abdominal mass and
distension®®. Although indeterminate, peritoneal inclusion cysts are believed to have borderline to
low malignant potential, with only a few reported cases of transformation in the literature®.
WDPMT are typically multifocal lesions also found in young females®®. WDPMT pathogenesis is
unknown, and as a result, it is unclear if this lesion represents a true benign neoplasm or a precursor
lesion for epithelioid PeM>!2, However, recent investigations have demonstrated that WDPMT
and PeM are molecularly distinct, with different genomic profiles and IHC staining, including
retained BAP1 nuclear expression in WDPMT?3, Despite our limited understanding, these
benign lesions are noted to be phenotypically indolent compared to PeM with the majority of cases

found incidentally¢.

Diagnosis of benign lesions requires careful review by an expert pathologist to ensure no missed
malignant disease. Importantly, mesothelioma in-situ (MIS), a premalignant lesion, histologically
resembles WDPMT; therefore, accurate diagnosis remains critical for patient management>-’,

MIS is genetically similar to PeM, including BAP/ and methylthioadenosine phosphorylase

10
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(MTAP) mutations, and thought to progress to invasive disease’®°. At present, there is no

evidence to guide management of MIS.

In contrast to PeM, peritoneal inclusion cysts and WDPMT are indolent and therefore are amenable
to observation with frequent outpatient follow up*’61:%2, For patients with benign lesions that are
sufficiently symptomatic or demonstrate evidence of progressive, diffuse, or microinvasive
disease, additional evaluation is required, due to the ongoing concern for underlying malignant
histology. Repeat histological examination is recommended to confirm diagnosis>®. Patients may
also be considered for cytoreductive surgery (CRS) with or without intraperitoneal chemotherapy
(IPCT) after multidisciplinary re-evaluation and discussion with the patient. The role of IPCT in
benign disease is traditionally thought to prevent possible malignant transformation and potentially
decrease risk of local recurrence; however, its utility remains controversial®!-**64, Of note, large
symptomatic peritoneal inclusion cysts are highly recurrent and surgical intervention may provoke
additional lesions*’. Systemic chemotherapy is not routinely implemented in patients with benign
lesions. In one study, Lee et al. demonstrated that WDPMT patients receiving adjuvant therapy
did not have evidence of recurrence; however, this study was limited by sample size%. Given the
indolence of disease, this consensus does not recommend systemic therapy for peritoneal inclusion
cysts or WDPMT. Patients with benign histology should undergo imaging surveillance (as

designated in Block 6).

Block 3: Benign Histology Management: Asymptomatic, Localized, Non-Invasive Disease

(Agreement: Round 1 — 95%, Round 2 — 97%)

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.10.24305432

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.10.24305432; this version posted April 13, 2024. 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.

Patients with demonstrated benign histology are more often asymptomatic and have localized,
noninvasive disease. As benign histology is not historically associated with a decrease in survival,
observation is recommended®®. Imaging surveillance dictated by underlying histology is
recommended and outlined in Block 6. If a patient has evidence of significantly progressive or
microinvasive disease or becomes sufficiently symptomatic, the patient should undergo clinical
re-evaluation, as designated in Block 2. Progressive, invasive, or symptomatic disease raises the

concern for the presence of undetected PeM®2,

Block 4: PeM Management by Risk Stratification

(Agreement: Round 1 — 91%, Round 2 — 99%)

The term 'mesothelioma’ implies malignant variants, therefore previously used designations of
‘diffuse’ and/or ‘malignant’ are not necessary when referring to PeM. In contrast to benign
pathologies, PeM is associated with significant mortality and disease aggressiveness is highly
dependent on the underlying histology as mentioned in the 2018 Chicago Consensus Guidelines®.
In addition to histologic subtypes, the current pathway stratifies patient risk and subsequent
management based on patient and disease factors and the anticipated adequacy of resection. Risk
stratification should be determined by a multidisciplinary group of surgical and medical

oncologists.

Currently, there is no consensus on timing or utility of systemic therapy in PeM patients. Prior

studies are largely non-randomized, single institution retrospective analyses notable for significant

selection bias due to the rarity and heterogeneity of PeM subtypes. To address this deficit, a rapid

12
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review was implemented to investigate the available literature. Our review of 11 appropriate
studies indicated a significant paucity of available and applicable data for analysis. Therefore,
meta-analysis was unsuitable due to significant heterogeneity between studies. A descriptive
summary of aggregated studies and quality assessment are included (Table 3, Table 4,

respectively). Additional recommendations regarding systemic therapy are provided below.

Low-Risk patients are those with resectable disease and minimal perioperative risk. Current
literature remains mixed for the utility of neoadjuvant therapy. In two studies, Deraco et al. and
Kepenekian et al., patients who received neoadjuvant systemic therapy demonstrated significantly
worse progression free survival (PFS) and overall survival (OS), potentially attributable to

67.68 However, several

selection bias due to aggressive disease biology in the neoadjuvant groups
other studies noted no survival difference, decrement or improvement, with neoadjuvant therapy®-
2. One study, Naffouje et al. demonstrated improved 1-year survival with neoadjuvant therapy;
however, this OS benefit was nullified upon additional follow-up at longer time intervals’.
Therefore, as surgical resection is strongly associated with prolonged survival, Low-Risk patients
should proceed to upfront surgical intervention with CRS+IPCT74-76, Details of the approach to
CRS-IPCT are outlined below in “Principles of Surgery”. Adjuvant therapy may be reserved for

those with concerning tumor or patient risk factors and for those with incomplete cytoreduction

(Intermediate- or High-Risk patients).

Intermediate-Risk disease is best approached with multimodal therapy consisting of systemic

therapy and surgical resection. Considerations for systemic therapy timing include bulk of disease

predicting incomplete cytoreduction and patient factors including symptomatic burden that may

13
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influence perioperative care. The role of neoadjuvant therapy in facilitating surgical resection
remains controversial. Le Roy et al. demonstrated an overall decreased tumor volume after
neoadjuvant therapy, thus allowing previously unresectable patients to undergo complete
cytoreduction’’. However, additional studies by Deraco et al. and Kepenekian et al. did not

6768 Similar to neoadjuvant therapy,

demonstrate improved completeness of cytoreduction
adjuvant therapy demonstrated inconsistent effects on survival between studies. Adjuvant therapy
was associated with significantly improved median survival (Jin et al.) and PFS (Kepenekian et
al. and de Boer et al.); however, in Jin et al. and de Boer et al., adjuvant treatment was compared
to best supportive care alone without surgical intervention, therefore confounding the survival
benefits®® 787, Several other studies did not demonstrate an overall survival benefit with adjuvant
therapy, including Deraco et al., 2013.97-7%73, Notably, in a recent January 2024 publication, an
expanded, propensity score-matched cohort including the initial Deraco et al. patients
demonstrated that adjuvant therapy was associated with improved OS on multivariate analysis,
warranting additional study®®. Neoadjuvant and adjuvant regimens were overall well tolerated in
the included studies, with the exception of Wang et al. in which adjuvant systemic therapy patients
exhibited more complications requiring cessation or transition of therapy as compared to those
receiving neoadjuvant therapy®’%>8!. As the current literature remains inconsistent, patient
treatment plans regarding multimodal therapy should be highly individualized after discussion

with a multidisciplinary team. Additional research is warranted to further delineate the role of

perioperative systemic therapy.

High-Risk patients comprise a group with significant perioperative risk, high burden of disease, or

with tumors of aggressive histology that would benefit from systemic therapy alone. Choice of

14
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systemic therapy, either chemotherapy or immunotherapy, is largely directed by underlying tumor
biology and patient factors, and patients should undergo formal medical oncology assessment prior
to initiation of therapy. Details of systemic therapy strategies are outlined below in “Principles of
Systemic Therapy”. Disease response and patient quality of life after initiation of systemic therapy
should be closely monitored. For High-Risk patients with evidence of disease progression while
on systemic therapy, transition to an alternative therapy should be considered, along with goals of
care discussion. If significant response to systemic therapy is demonstrated, select patients can
further be considered for CRS+IPCT; however, this requires assessment by a multidisciplinary

team.

Block 5: Patient Risk Stratification Designation

(Agreement: Round 1 — 88%, Round 2 — 96%)

Criteria for patient risk stratification represents multidisciplinary consensus on established disease
and patient factors. Underlying histology represents a major delineation of disease and disparate
patient outcomes and therefore is a core component. Epithelioid histology, associated with a more
favorable prognosis, is found in an estimated 75-90% of all patients'®2. Sarcomatoid and biphasic
variants have high recurrence rates after surgical intervention and median overall survival rates of

approximately 7 and 10 months, respectively’+83-85,

Demographics of Low-Risk patients include female sex and age younger than 75 years old, as

these patient factors are historically associated with more favorable prognoses*’>7%-86:87 Germline

BAPI mutations confer a less aggressive disease phenotype with a 7-fold improvement in 5-year

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.10.24305432

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.10.24305432; this version posted April 13, 2024. 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.

survival compared to wild-type patients®®. Low-Risk tumors demonstrate epithelioid histology and

low proliferative index (Ki-67<10%), factors associated with improved patient survival®6-87-90,

Intermediate-Risk designation comprises patients with similar histology but with patient factors
associated with more aggressive disease. These patients are typically of male sex and at least 75
years old, patient prognostic factors associated with overall worse survival*2%-73.7587.91

Preoperative baseline thrombocytosis has been established as a poor prognostic marker associated

with decreased overall survival®’-78:92,

The High-Risk group represents patients who are not appropriate for surgical intervention. These
patients have significant comorbidities, limited functional status (ECOG=2), aggressive histology
(biphasic/sarcomatoid), or a burden of disease not amenable for resection. Of note, patients with
bicavitary disease generally pursue nonoperative management; however, resection may be

considered for very select patients (i.e. germline BAP[-mutated patients)®>~%,

Patients with poor functional status (ECOG >3) are poor candidates for surgical intervention or

systemic therapy; therefore, best supportive care is recommended.

Block 6: Imaging Surveillance
(Agreement: Round 1 — 94%, Round 2 — 97%)
All patients are recommended to undergo imaging-based surveillance in addition to regular

outpatient follow up. Surveillance strategies are dictated by underlying histology. For benign

16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.10.24305432

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.10.24305432; this version posted April 13, 2024. 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.

lesions, cross-sectional imaging (either CT or MRI of the abdomen and pelvis) is recommended
every six months for the first two years after diagnosis. More frequent imaging (i.e. every three to
six months) can be considered due to the risk of malignant transformation or missed disease®®"7.
If disease remains stable, the interval for imaging may be extended annually for the following two
years, and then every two years if unchanged. PeM requires more frequent imaging surveillance
due to the increased risk of disease progression. After surgical intervention or initiation of medical
therapy, all PeM patients are recommended to undergo imaging every three months for the first

two years, every six months for the next two years, and finally annually if stable disease. If noted

progression or concerning features, prompt comprehensive re-evaluation is required.

Principles of Systemic Therapy:

Currently, multimodal treatment with CRS+IPCT and systemic therapy is recommended for
Intermediate-Risk patients, whereas systemic therapies are the mainstay treatment for High-Risk
patients. Low-Risk patients should proceed with upfront surgical resection without adjuvant
therapy. In addition to patient candidacy, choice of systemic therapy is largely based on underlying
tumor histology (Table 5) and clinical trial enrollment should be strongly considered for all PeM
patients if available. Given the paucity of data on systemic therapy in PeM, most of the available
information on its activity is extrapolated from studies performed in pleural mesothelioma. For
epithelioid tumors, first-line chemotherapy includes pemetrexed and platinum therapy (cisplatin
or carboplatin) with consideration of bevacizumab in patients without contraindication®®’. Recent
investigations such as the CheckMate743 trial have demonstrated a prolonged median survival

associated with the ICIs, nivolumab and ipilimumab, in pleural mesothelioma patients!'®. Real-
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world evidence of this combination in PeM shows comparable efficacy!’!. For biphasic or
sarcomatoid tumors, ICI have demonstrated significantly improved overall survival rates
compared to chemotherapy regimens in pleural mesothelioma, therefore these agents are preferred
as first-line agents for these histologies'®. Of note, alternative regimens such as
gemcitabine/platinum, pemetrexed alone, or vinorelbine regimens may be considered in select
patient populations®®192-1%_ Duration of therapy is defined by the regimen utilized. For patients
responsive to pemetrexed/platinum therapy, a total of 4-6 cycles are recommended prior to
transition to surveillance; these regimens may then be resumed if there is evidence of recurrent or
progressive disease. ICI regimens may be utilized for a maximum of two years. Maintenance

therapy in mesothelioma has not been associated with survival benefit!’.

After initiation of therapy, disease response should be closely monitored. Progressive disease on
active first-line therapy should prompt consideration of alternative agents for disease control.
Second-line regimens, consisting of a different class of therapeutics, is recommended for patients

who can tolerate subsequent therapy!'®

. A combination regimen consisting of pemetrexed and
platinum therapy, with consideration of bevacizumab in appropriate patients, is appropriate in
patients who underwent ICI treatment as first line therapy, and ICI as subsequent therapy for
patients who initially underwent pemetrexed/platinum treatment. Atezolizumab plus bevacizumab,
one of the few regimens evaluated prospectively in a phase 2 trial in peritoneal mesothelioma
patients, can also be considered'””. Gemcitabine, gemcitabine plus ramucirumab, or oral or
intravenous vinorelbine can be considered in select patient populations!%6:11%-112 For patients with

stable or responsive disease on first- or second-line therapies, consideration for surgical resection

after comprehensive review from a multidisciplinary team is appropriate.
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In addition to the above regimens, chemo-immunotherapy approaches used in pleural
mesothelioma may provide additional treatment options for PeM. Durvalumab, an anti-PD-L1 ICI,
in combination with pemetrexed/platinum regimens, was well tolerated and associated with

113.114 T the randomized

promising clinical outcomes in the DREAM and PrE0505 phase II trials
phase 3 trial IND227, pembrolizumab in combination with cisplatin/pemetrexed demonstrated an
improved median OS in unresectable pleural mesothelioma patients when compared to standard

therapy!!®. Although not yet approved for PeM, chemo-immunotherapy regimens are currently

being evaluated in clinical trials in this disease.

Principles of Surgery:

For benign lesions, surgery is reserved for patients with concerning signs or symptoms as
designated in Block 2. PeM warrants aggressive surgical intervention if amenable, as outlined in
Block 4. The survival benefit of CRS+IPCT in PeM patients has long been established by several
large-scale studies, as demonstrated in a meta-analysis by Helm et al. 7#7°, A recent retrospective
review of a large cohort of 2,683 PeM patients further demonstrated a profound survival benefit
for CRS+IPCT, in which median survival was 70.1 months for patients who underwent surgical
intervention compared to 3.0 months with no treatment. When stratified by histology, similar
findings were observed for epithelioid histology with a median survival of 89.1 months for patients
undergoing CRS+IPCT compared to 3.9 months for untreated patients''®. The goal of CRS is
complete resection (CC-0) or near complete cytoreduction (CC-1) of gross disease, otherwise

intervention is unlikely to have a substantial survival benefit’*. CRS typically requires extensive
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peritonectomies, as disease may be diffusely disseminated®. Resection of visceral organs, such as
small bowel, spleen, gallbladder, and colon, may be necessary and associated patient morbidity
should be considered prior to intervention. At present, there is no standard regimen for IPCT;
however, platinum-based agents alone or in combination with doxorubicin or mitomycin have
demonstrated survival benefits®®7®, The role of palliative debulking is largely undefined but may
provide symptomatic relief. Any palliative intervention should be reviewed on an individual

patient basis by a multidisciplinary team?*!17,

DISCUSSION

Management of peritoneal mesothelioma remains clinically complex due to the rarity and
heterogeneity of disease. The 2018 Chicago Consensus Guidelines instituted vital pathways for
clinical management; however, additional consideration for patient and disease factors from a
multidisciplinary perspective is required. By engagement of surgical oncology, medical oncology,
radiology, and pathology field experts, we have established a comprehensive clinical pathway for
disease management of peritoneal mesothelioma. Most notably, we emphasize the lack of high-
quality evidence to direct this guideline, necessitating additional investigations and clinical trial
enrollment. Despite the low level of evidence, this consensus offers valuable guidance regarding

diagnosis and management of benign entities and PeM.

Major limitations of this expert consensus merit discussion. Firstly, the available evidence for our
rapid review was of low quality and scarce. Therefore, the consensus methodology was employed
to provide guidance regarding matters of equipoise. Secondly, the expert panel consisted primarily

of surgical oncologists. Having expected this bias from the inception phases, thought leaders in
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medical oncology and other disciplines were involved early for reviewing feedback from the first
Delphi round and outlining principles of systemic therapy. Lastly, the Delphi consensus entailed
voting on blocks rather than individual itemized recommendations, aligning with the original
Chicago Consensus framework. While this approach helped mitigate survey fatigue, it may have

compromised the granularity of feedback received.

PSOGI: International Perspective

Recently, the Peritoneal Surface Oncology Group International (PSOGI) issued consensus
guidelines for management for peritoneal mesothelioma, peritoneal inclusion cyst, and WDPMTs
7118 ‘Overall, this consensus is in line with established international recommendations for disease
management. Both guidelines recommend the same diagnostic and preoperative evaluation for
new patients; however, the guideline presented here offer additional patient support considerations.
Similar to our updated guideline, PSOGI guidelines instituted patient stratification based on tumor
resectability and patient factors to direct PeM management. Shared emphasis of the importance of
a multidisciplinary team was present. The PSOGI guidelines also described the role of other
regional perfusion modalities, namely Early Postoperative IPCT and Normothermic IPCT, which
were absent in our recommendations given these approaches are not employed frequently in North

America.

Patient Advocate Perspective
The two patient advocate perspectives we obtained shared many similarities in terms of their
priorities, outlook on clinical trials, and sources of support and information. They stressed the

importance of clinical trials given the relatively limited therapeutic options for PeM. Neither
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patient participated in a clinical trial, one due to ineligibility and one due to positive response to
initial CRS+IPCT. Both patients noted the high morbidity of current treatment regimens, with one
patient writing that the “extensive surgery for this disease can be lifesaving but is also life
changing. Many of us have continuous quality of life issues that need to be addressed.” While both
patients agreed that survival should remain the most important research outcome, they emphasized
the importance of continuing to reduce morbidity while advancing treatment regimens. One patient
wrote that early connection to other healthcare providers (ex. mental health providers, physical
therapists, other specialist physicians) is integral for adequate comorbidity management, especially
as the number of patients living with PeM increases. Both patients cited peer support groups as an

important source of information and comfort throughout their disease course.

CONCLUSION

In summary, we report an updated Modified Delphi consensus on management of PeM that
included a multidisciplinary team of experts, including surgical/medical oncologists, radiologists,
pathologists, and patient support groups. For benign pathology, observational management with
frequent surveillance is recommended. PeM necessitates CRS+IPCT for amenable disease (Low-
and Intermediate-Risk patients); however, implementation of multimodal therapy or systemic
therapy alone requires detailed, multidisciplinary assessment for those patients at increased
perioperative risk and/or with aggressive disease (Intermediate- and High-Risk patients).
Additional research is needed to advance our understanding of both disease and appropriate

treatment for PeM patients.
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Figure 1: Pathway for the management of peritoneal mesothelioma.
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Figure 2: PRISMA flow diagram for the rapid review investigating the optimal sequences and

regimens of systemic therapy in peritoneal mesothelioma patients undergoing CRS.
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TABLES

Table 1 & 2: Agreement tables for the two rounds of the Modified Delphi consensus.

Percentage agreement corresponds to the proportion of responses marked as ‘Strongly Agree’ or

‘Agree’ per block.

Table 1: Round 1

Neither

Disagree
Block 1 67 29 2 3 0 101 95%
Block 2 62 33 5 1 0 101 94%
Block 3 62 34 5 0 0 101 95%
Block 4 56 36 8 1 0 101 91%
Block 5 54 35 11 1 0 101 88%
Block 6 62 33 6 0 0 101 94%

Table 2: Round 2

Neither

Disagree
Block 1 88 5 1 1 0 95 98%
Block 2 85 8 1 0 1 95 98%
Block 3 88 4 2 0 1 95 97%
Block 4 86 8 1 0 0 95 99%
Block 5 79 12 2 2 0 95 96%
Block 6 86 6 3 0 0 95 97%
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Table 3: Summary of included studies within rapid review investigating role and timing of systemic therapies in PeM patients

undergoing CRS.

Table 3. Description of Studies from Rapid Review
Year Start
Author Publish| Country Study Aim Study Design Date End Date Study Population Number of Patients Outcomes
ed
" Neoadjuvant therapy was not associated with worse overall median survival compared to
) Assess the outcomes of PeM patients | gjp e inciittion ) AT adjuvant chemotherapy (median OS not reached (NR) vs. 95.1 months, HR=0.89, p=0.89).
Wang et al United g s . Treatment-naive, non- (n=12 neoadjuvant
[69] 2022 States compared to those receiving adjuvant or " cohort 2009 2019 papillary PeM chemotherapy, n=8 adjuvant
o perioperative ci theray study chemﬂ;e! ) 4/8 adjuvant patients had with their chemoth ,as pared to 2/10
pe oy Py j patients (2 lost to follow up).
Analyze biphasic PeM as a distinct entity 37 ) . )
Votanopoulo 2018 F and present biphasic survival outcomes Multi-institution 1990 2016 Biphasic PeM patients (n=15 neoadjuvant No dﬂerenge n survwalwnh use of L f adm:n;w 79 (0.36-1. 7'1" bphaz:
setal.[72] rance | ptained after ive analysis CRS n=8 adjuvant| Patents analysis ( ). P=0
CRS+IPCT. " h o ) univariate analysis: postopefame chemotherapy HR=0.82 (0.29-2.28), p=0.7).
. . . F— . 84 N, h was not d with overall survival differences on univariate
Acs et al. Evaluate OS of patients with PeM after Single-institution PeM patients _ N .
0] 2022 | Germany muti therapy. retrospactive sis 2011 2021 undergoing CRS+IPCT (n=27 neoadjuvant (HR-1 .019, 95% CI=0.553-1.880, p=0.951) or multivariate (HR=0.094, 95% C|=0.562-2.132,
apy) p=0.791) analyses.
. " A ) 23 No significant difference in 5-year OS when comparing those who received neoadjuvant
Aydin et al. United [Describe outcomes of CRS+IPCT for PeM|  Single-institution PeM patients _ . 8 ) y
71 2015 States patients. retrospective sis 1999 2014 undergoing CRS+IPCT (n=8 neoadjuvant therapy (8 patients, 58% 5-year OS) vs.;gsg«;;mo did not (15 patients, 63% 5-year OS,
To assess the feasibility and toxicity of an
adjuvant treatment with intraperitoneal 10 Adjuvant sy ic therapy in with i therapy is well totelated 9/10
Bijelic et al. United P i with i Singh PeM patients _ N patients completed all 6 cycles of ch th (IP pt + 1V cié
811 2012 | gates cispiatin in patients with malignant phase Il trial 2007 2009 undergoing CRS+PCT g‘;:r‘:’oﬁ"“";
peritoneal mesothelioma who underwent apy One recorded Grade 3 toxicity (catheter infection) in study.
CRS+IPCT.
de Boer et al. Netherland | Describe PeM incidence, pattern of care, National registry y _ y Adjuvant sy with i OS than best supportive care|
79 2019 s and survival, retrospactive review | 199 2016 PeM patients (n=43 ad"”a“; on multivariate analysns (HR=0.33, C1=0.23-0.48, p<0.0001).
the effects of periop 16 No significant difference in OS botee chemothera omon apy, adj s
Deraco et al. 2013 Italy systemic chemotherapy on short-term Single-institution 1995 2011 PeM patients (n=60 neoadjuvant Py pai
67 surgical and long-term ic results in pective analysis undergoing CRS+IPCT chemotherapy, n=30 . " .
y ) ) Neoadjuvant chemotherapy had a worse PFS compared to patients with no chemotherapy
PeM patients treated with CRS-IPCT. adjuvant chemotherapy) (HR=2.47, 95% Cl=1.42-4.29, p<0.01).
y y . R y | 39 Adjuvant chemotherapy after CRS was d with signi median survival
Jin et al. [78]| 2015 China Assess potential mm:i{:c tors and retros 9 ﬁ"‘: sis 2003 2014 P:_‘M z:trﬁna‘ir:\?:;:g (n=22 adjuvant compared best supportive care or chemotherapy alone (12 momhs vs. 6 months and 8
g ) pec Y pal apy) months, respectively, p=<0.001).
Confirm the role of optimal debulking N
surgery in PeM, study the impact of 1136 rates c::n'd ade';vx:.";ur alone (86.0%, 86.7%, 73.6%, respectively; =<;yoe:’oss)uwwal
Naffouje et United | supplementary chemotherapy on patient | National database 2004 PeM patients treated (n=55 neoadjuvant par gery o o o, respec P
al. [73] 2018 States survival, and assess whether retrospective analysis 2014 with curative intent chemotherapy, n=228
N . ) . | Survival benefits of systemic chemotherapy ceased at longer follow-up (2-, 3-, 5-year survival,
(neo)adjuvant chemo with surgery adjuvant chemotherapy) y
5 . p=0.553, 0.201, 0.391, respectively).
impacts survival.
PeM patients who are 55% patients had signif P to bidir py and were for
Le Roy et al Describe after P not candidates for 20 Y , 50% ly underwent plete CRS+IPCT.
[7¥’1 “| 2017 | France | bidirectional chemolherapy forinitaly | 00 anis| 2013 2016 upfront surgery (n=20 bidirectional
unresectable PeM. pective analy iving bidirecti apy) Bidi therapy with CRSP+IPCT demonstrated significantly higher 2-year OS rate
chemotherapy compared to bidirectional therapy alone (88% vs. 44%, respectively, p=0.02).
S-year OS as follows: =40%, Adj =67%, P =62%, No
Chemotherapy = 56% (p=0.049).
126 ) ) . -
Evaluate the impact of perioperative ) (n=42 necadjuvant g apy with poorer OS (HR=2.30, 95% C1=1.07-4.94, p=0.03)
Kepenekian i jeson | Multi PeM patients treated chemotherapy, n=16 on multivariate analysis.
2016 France o b b . 5 1991 2014 with curative intent N . S-year PFS as follows: i =41%, Adju =67%, Periops =65%, No
et al. [68] survival and in p analysis CRS+IPCT adjuvant chemotherapy, Chemotherapy = 58% (p=0.014).
patients with PeM. n=16 perioperative Py P=0. "
apy) with imp: PFSon analysis (HR=0.31, 95%
CI=0 14-0.71, p=0.006), but not on multivariate analysis (HR=0.51, 95% CI=0.22-1.17,
p=0.113)
PeM: peritoneal mesothelioma; OS: overall survival, CRS: cy surgery, IPCT: i py; HR: hazard ratio; Cl: interval;, PFS: progs free survival
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Table 4: Quality assessments for included studies using the Newcastle Ottawa Scale for Cohort

Studies.

Table 4: Rapid Review Quality Assessments

Author Selection | Comparability | Outcomes Overall
Wang et al. otk ook s sk ok
[69] NA
Votanopoulos ook o *k %k st s s s sk
et al. [72] NA
Acs et al. [70] ok NA o B
Aydin et al. sk ks e o ok sk 5k
(7] NA
Bijelic et al. sk o *kk st s s o sk
(81] NA
de Boer et al. % * 5k sk ok
[79] NA
Deraco et al. s * 3 sk ok
[67]
Jin et al. [78] ok NA o R
Naffouje et ok sk ok * % 3k ok 3k 3k ok ok
al. [73]
Le Roy et al. *k% sk s e sk s e s
(7] NA
Kepenekian ok ok * *x ok kKK

et al. [68]
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Table 5: Recommended systemic therapy regimens for PeM.

Other First Preferred .
. . Adjunct
Line Subsequent Line Subsequent
. Preferred First Therapy Therapy
Histology Line Therapy (Select (Dependent on Therap).r (Sefect
. s . . Patient
Patient Initial First Line Populations)
Populations) | Therapy Utilized) P
Peritoneal .
Inclusion Cyst Egciﬁggsegherapy
or WDPMT
Platinum* +
Pemetrexed IFICI first-line:
+/- Bevacizumab o )
Gemcitabine/ Platinum* + )
; Atezolizumab/
) Platinum* Pemetrexed +/- .
Nivolumab + . Bevacizumab
Inilimumab Bevacizumab
Epithelioid priimu Pemetrexed o
- Gemcitabine
. . If chemotherapy
Clinical trial . ) .
Vinorelbine first-line: ) .
enrollment . Vinorelbine
Nivolumab +/-
should be Ipilimumab
considered as p
applicable’
Platinum* +
Nivolumab + Pemetrexed If ICI‘ﬁrst-hne:
o +/- Platinum* + )
Ipilimumab . Atezolizumab/
Bevacizumab Pemetrexed +/- .
- ) Bevacizumab
. . .. ) Bevacizumab
Biphasic or Clinical trial N
. Gemcitabine/ o
Sarcomatoid enrollment . Gemcitabine
Platinum* If chemotherapy
should be s
. first-line: ) .
considered as ) Vinorelbine
. + Pemetrexed Nivolumab +
applicable s
Ipilimumab
Vinorelbine
*Typically cisplatin, though carboplatin may be used in patients who cannot receive cisplatin
#Strongly consider neoadjuvant systemic therapy given high-risk feature
TConsider clinical trial enrollment for every therapeutic stage for all PeM patients
Abbreviations: WDPMT: Well Differentiated Papillary Mesothelial Tumor, ICI: immune
checkpoint inhibitor
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