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TS, DHFR and GARFT Expression in Non-squamous
Cell Carcinoma of NSCLC and Malignant Pleural
Mesothelioma Patients Treated with Pemetrexed
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Abstract. Background: Recently, pemetrexed (PEM), a new
generation antifolate, has been used for the treatment of
patients with advanced non-squamous cell carcinoma (SQ)
of non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) and malignant
pleural mesothelioma (MPM). However, no useful markers
for selecting appropriate candidates exist at present.
Materials and Methods: Tumor specimens were collected
from 5 lung non-SQ and 8 MPM patients who underwent
received PEM. Real-time PCR and
immunohistochemical (IHC) staining of the primary tumor

surgery and

were used to analyze the mRNA and protein expressions of
thymidylate synthase (TS)/dihydrofolate reductase (DHFR),
and glycinamide ribonucleotide formyltransferase (GARFT),
and to compare the expression status and clinical outcomes.
Results: TS, DHFR, and GARFT mRNA levels had a median
value of 2.39, 1.70, and 1.40 in non-SQ samples of NSCLC
patients. The TS and DHFR protein levels had a mean total
score of 2 and 4 in non-SQ of NSCLC patients. TS, DHFR,
and GARFT mRNA levels had a median value of 5.55, 3.73,
and 3.52 in MPM patients. TS and DHFR protein levels had
a mean total expression score of 1 and 3 in MPM patients.
No significant correlation was identified between the
expression levels of TS/DPD/GARFT mRNA and clinical
response for the non-SQ of NSCLC and MPM patients
treated with PEM. Conclusion: TS, DHFR, and GARFT
mRNA and protein expression may not be useful markers for
predicting clinical response in Japanese patients with non-
SO of NSCLC and MPM. Further investigations are
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necessary in order to develop biomarkers to determine the
clinical benefits of PEM treatment.

Lung cancer is the leading cause of cancer-related deaths in
the majority of countries (1). Non-small cell lung carcinomas
(NSCLCs) account for approximately 80% of all lung
cancers, and the proportion of the adenocarcinoma is
increasing (2). Conversely, MPM is a rare and a highly lethal
tumor associated in the vast majority of cases with asbestos
exposure (3). Furthermore, this fatal disease is largely
unresponsive to conventional chemotherapy or radiotherapy,
and surgical treatment has not shown a significant survival
benefit in comparison to supportive treatments (4).

Recently, PEM has been developed as a new generation
antifolate drug. A phase III study showed that PEM gave a
significant improvement in response rate and overall patient
survival when combined with cisplatin (CDDP), and PEM
was more effective than conventional chemotherapy in both
thoracic malignant tumors (3). PEM inhibits multiple
enzymes in the folate metabolic pathway, and TS, DPD, and
GARFT are the main targets (5). In regard to NSCLCs, the
median 7S gene expression is lower in adenocarcinomas than
in squamous cell carcinomas (SQ) (6), and clinical trials have
consistently reported a superior activity of PEM in patients
with non-SQ of NSCLCs (7, 8). Moreover, high baseline 7S
gene expression levels conferred resistance to PEM in vitro
(9). However, no useful markers that predict clinical response
exist at present. Therefore, it is necessary to identify those
patients who might benefit the most from PEM chemotherapy
to not only precisely select those patients who require
intensive treatment, but also to prevent the induction of
adverse events in patients who do not require treatment.

Whether TS, DHFR, GARFT or/are useful predictive
indicators of clinical response was examined here. The
present study is the first to demonstrate the molecular
analyses of TS, DHFR and GARFT expression and correlate
these parameters with clinical responses in Asian patients
with non-SQ of NSCLCs and MPMs.
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Materials and Methods

Patients, clinical features, follow-up, and clinical response. The
institutional review board approved this study and informed consent for
the use of the tumor specimens was obtained from all the patients or
from their legal guardians. Tumor samples were obtained from 291
patients with primary NSCLCs and 18 patients with MPMs who had
undergone a surgical resection between 2005 and 2007 and 2004 and
2008 in our department, respectively. Eventually, 5 lung non-SQ of
NSCLCs and 8 MPM patients were enrolled in this study under the
following conditions: i: They received PEM treatment for recurrence
after complete resection or advanced cases; ii: the tumor samples were
appropriate for the evaluation of TS, DHFR and GARFT status; and 3:
there were evaluable lesions for chemotherapy. The routine
clinicopathological data included sex, age, histology, complete history
and physical examination, thoracoscopic findings, and clinical response
for chemotherapy. Patients received either cisplatin (75 mg/m?) on day
1 plus PEM (500 mg/m?) on day 1 (n=8) (7, 10), carboplatin (CBDCA)
area under the curve (AUC) 5 on day 1 plus PEM (500 mg/m?2) on day
1 (n=1) (11, 12), or PEM as a single agent (500 mg/m?) on day 1 (n=4)
(13) (Tables I and II). Chemotherapy was repeated every 3 weeks for a
maximum of six cycles until there was evidence of disease progression.
All patients received a dexamethasone prophylaxis and the use of
vitamin B12 and folic acid supplementation.

Time to progression (TTP) was defined as the time from the start
of chemotherapy until the first evidence of disease progression,
established in terms of objective clinical worsening or radiologic
evidence. The objective response of the patients was evaluated using
the Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid Tumors (RECIST) (14).
Clinical response was determined to be effective and non-effective by
the evaluation of PR or SD with shrinking and SD with enlargement
or PD, respectively. A follow-up examination was conducted in all
patients. Routine clinical and laboratory assessments and chest X-rays
were performed biweekly, and CT scans were performed 1 month
after treatment and then every 3 months thereafter, and the imaging
studies (bone scan and brain imaging) were performed every 3
months after the initiation of PEM treatment.

The characteristics of 5 NSCLC patients are listed in Table I. All
of the patients were male. All of the tumors were pathologically
confirmed to be adenocarcinoma except one pleomorphic carcinoma.
The tumor stage was classified according to the International Union
against Cancer tumor-node-metastasis classification of malignant
tumors (15). All patients had recurrent disease after complete
resection. According to the pathological staging, two patients were
at stage at IIA, 1 at IIIA, and 2 at IIIB. Prior chemotherapy had been
administered in 4 patients. Three patients and 2 had stable disease
(SD) and progressive disease (PD), respectively. The characteristics
of 8 MPM patients are also shown in Table II. All of the patients
were male except 1 female. The histological types included 5
epithelial, 2 biphasic, and 1 sarcomatoid type. According to the
International Mesothelioma Interest Groups’ classification (16), two
patients were at stage II, 3 at III, and 3 at IV. Four patients had
recurrent disease after complete resection and 4 patients were
advanced cases. Prior chemotherapy had been administrated in 2
patients. One case showed a partial response (PR). Five and two
cases exhibited SD and PD, respectively.

Detection of TS/IDHFR/GARFT mRNA. TS, DHFR, and GARFT
expression was analyzed in all samples by a quantitative real-time
PCR, performed on a StepOnePlus Real-Time PCR System
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(Applied Biosystems, CA, USA) using a Fast SYBR Green Master
Mix (Applied Biosystems, CA, USA). Gene expression was
quantified by comparing the levels of the target gene to the levels
of beta actin as an internal control. The quantification was based on
a standard curve generated from human normal complementary
DNA by previously described methods (17). The change in the
copy number of the TS, DHFR and GARFT genes relative to actin
and the calibrator DNA were determined by the following formula:
(tumor-TS or DHFR or GARFT/tumor-beta actin)/(control-TS or
DHFR or GARFT/control-beta actin). A PCR reaction was
performed in triplicate for each primer set, and the means were
reported. The conditions for the quantitative PCR reactions were as
follows: one cycle of 95°C for 20 s, and 40 cycles of 95°C for 3 s
and 60°C for 30 s. At the end of the PCR reaction, the samples were
subjected to a melting analysis to confirm the specificity of the
amplicon. The primer sequences used in the present study for the
TS gene were as follows: forward, 5’-TCGGTGTGCCTTTCA
ACATC-3’, and reverse, 5’-GATGTGCGCAATCATGTACGT-3’ (59
bp). The primer sequences used in the present study for the DHFR
gene were as follows: forward, 5’-TAAACTGCATCGTCGCTG
TGT-3’, and reverse, 5’-GGGCAGGTCCCCGTTCT-3" (59 bp). The
primer sequences used in the present study for the GARFT gene
were as follows: forward, 5’-GACAGTACTCGGGAACCAAATAG
C-3’, and reverse, 5’-ACTGCGGCTTTGTTGGAGAT-3’ (65 bp).

Immunohistochemical (IHC) staining in paraffin-embedded tumor
samples. IHC staining was conducted using serial sections from
the same paraffin-embedded blocks as previously described (18,
19). Briefly, all tissue specimens were formalin-fixed and
processed similarly, according to the standard histology practices.
Several 3-pum-thick formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded tissue
sections were prepared from each specimen. All specimens were
stained with hematoxylin-eosin for the histological diagnosis. The
sections were briefly immersed in citrate buffer [0.01 mol/l citric
acid (pH 6.0)] and were incubated for two 10-minute periods at
121°C in a high-pressure sterilization oven for antigen retrieval.
They were then incubated with anti-TS (TS106, Santa Cruz
Biothechnology, CA) diluted at 1:25, or anti-DHFR (ab82171,
Abcam, Cambridge, MA) diluted at 1:50, in phosphate-buffered
saline for 60 minutes at room temperature. Thereafter, IHC
staining was performed by the labeled polymer method (Histofine
Simple Stain MAX-PO kit, Nichirei, Tokyo, Japan) according to
the manufacturer's instructions (18, 19). The positive and negative
controls were analyzed using HeLa cells and exclusion of the
primary antibody, respectively.

Evaluation of the stained specimens. Following the ITHC detection
of protein expression in each specimen, the percentage of
immunoreactive tumor cells in five randomly-selected x400 fields
from one slide was recorded, and then the final value of positive
tumor cells was determined as the average of the positive number
of immunostained cells. To evaluate any correlations with
clinicopathological characteristics, the stained specimens for
cytoplasm of cancer cells were then categorized into eight degrees
according to a previous report (20). Initially, 6 degrees of the
proportional score (PS) for the positive staining cells were assigned
according to the frequency of positive tumor cells (0, none; 1,
<1/100; 2, 1/100 to 1/10; 3, 1/10 to 1/3; 4, 1/3 to 2/3; and 5, >2/3).
Thereafter, 4 degrees for the intensity score (IS) were assigned
according to the intensity of the staining (0, none; 1, weak; 2,
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Table 1. Characteristics of the non-SQ patients treated with PEM.

Table III. TS, DHFR and GARFT status in non-SQ of NSCLC patients.

Case Age Sex Histology Surgical Stage Line Combined Clinical Case N DHFR GARFT TS DHFR
(years) procedureb drug  response mRNA mRNA mRNA IHC IHC
1 78 M AD L A 3rd - PD 1 248 1.30 0.75 0 0
2 76 M Pleo L A  Ist - SD* 2 2.39 0.85 1.16 4 5
3 64 M AD L 1B 4th - SD* 3 6.08 3.63 347 4 5
4 70 M AD L B 2nd - PD 4 1.40 1.70 1.40 0 7
5 27 M AD L IIA 3rd CBDCA  SD* 5 2.16 1.94 2.36 2 4
AD: Adenocarcinoma, Pleo: pleomorphic carcinoma, PL: lobectomy
with systematic nodal dissection, *shrinkage.
Table II. Characteristics of the MPM patients treated with PEM. Table IV. TS, DHFR and GARFT status in MPM patients.
Case Age Sex Histology Surgical  Stage Line Combined Clinical Case TS DHFR GARFT TS DHFR
(years) procedureb drug  response mRNA mRNA mRNA IHC IHC
1 68 M B EPP I 1st CDDP SD* 1 2.97 1.23 1.26 0 5
2 69 M E biopsy IV 1st CDDP  SD#** 2 13.20 0.26 347 3 5
3 68 F E EPP II 1st CDDP SD* 3 15.20 8.93 5.61 2 1
4 68 M B EPP I 1st CDDP PD 4 241 1.28 1.64 0 4
5 58 M S biopsy IV 1st CDDP PD 5 3.87 1.78 3.29 0 0
6 67 M E biopsy I 1st CDDP PR 6 5.39 5.76 3.57 0 3
7 57 M E EPP IV 2nd CDDP SD* 7 85.10 208.20 139.20 0 2
8 60 M E biopsy II 2nd CDDP SD* 8 8.75 5.67 641 0 0
E: Epithelial, B: biphasic, S: sarcomatoid type, PEPP: extrapleural
pneumonectomy, **enlargement.
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Figure 1. The mean and standard deviation of the expression levels of TS, DHFR, and GARFT mRNA for non-SQ of NSCLC patients with effective

responses.

intermediate; and 3, strong). The PS and the IS were added to
obtain the total score, which ranged from 0-8. The slides were
independently examined by two of the investigators (HS and TO)
who were blinded to the clinicopathological data. When a
discrepancy was found between the two investigators, a consensus
was reached via their simultaneous examination using a double-
headed microscope.

Statistical analyses. The statistical significance was evaluated using
the #-test. The Kaplan-Meier method was used to estimate the
probability of patient survival, and the survival differences were
analyzed by the log-rank test. Differences were considered to be
statistically significant for p-values of less than 0.05. The data were
analyzed using Stat View software (Abacus Concepts, Inc, Berkeley,
California, USA).
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Figure 2. The mean and standard deviation of expression levels of the TS
and DHFR protein for non-SQ of NSCLC patients with effective response.

Results

Relationship between TS, DHFR and GARFT status and
clinical response. The TS, DHFR, and GARFT mRNA levels
had a median value of 2.39 (range, 1.40 to 6.08), 1.70,
(range, 0.85 to 3.63), and 1.40 (range, 0.75 to 3.7) in lung
non-SQ patients. The TS and DHFR protein levels had a
mean total score of 2 (range, O to 4) and 4 (range, O to 7) in
non-SQ of NSCLC patients (Table III). The 7S, DHFR, and
GARFT mRNA levels had a median value of 5.55 (range,
2.41 to 85.1), 3.73, (range, 0.26 to 208.20), and 3.52 (range,
1.26 to 139.20) in MPM patients. TS and DHFR protein
levels had a mean total score of 1 (range, O to 3) and 3
(range, O to 5) in MPM patients (Table IV). No significant
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correlation was identified between the expression levels of
TS, DHFR and GARFT mRNA and the clinical response for
the non-SQ of NSCLCs (Figure 1). No significant
correlation was identified between the expression levels of
TS and DHFR by the total IHC score and the clinical
response for the patients with lung non-SQ (Figure 2). The
relationship between TS, DHFR and GARFT status and
clinical response produced the same results for the patients
with MPM (Figure 3 and 4). To examine the patient
survival, two groups were divided according to the median
mRNA value. There was no significant difference in TTP
compared to the group with high or low mRNA levels of 7,
DHFR and GARFT mRNA in either thoracic tumor.

Discussion

Molecular-targeted drugs have two-sided clinical features,
including beneficial effects and unexpected adverse events.
Therefore, novel strategies for the prediction of clinical
response are urgently required for individualized therapy.
PEM is a promising drug for the treatment of patients with
advanced NSCLCs and MPMs (3, 21). A treatment-by-
histology interaction for PEM is significant (21). Previous
clinical studies have also demonstrated that high TS
expression of AD is lower than in SQ samples, which
suggests the therapeutic difference in histological samples
in patients following PEM treatment (6), but this is not
entirely supported by the presented data. Recently, low TS
protein levels were reported to be a predictive marker for
improved TTP in MPM patients treated with PEM (22).
This report was not consistent with the current results.
These divergent results might be due to the differences in
race and statistical power related to the number of patients
examined (23). On the other hand, Smit ez al. did not find
any correlation between high and low TS expression
genotype by a pharmacogenetic study of PEM-treated
patients with NSCLC (11). Recently, the selection of
patients by gene markers has enabled molecular-targeted
drug therapy to be proposed, yielding extraordinary results
(24). The rationale behind this effect is the oncogenic
addiction of the enriched subgroup (25, 26). Targeted
molecules depend on protein overexpression or an addicted
pathway (25). Therefore, using low expression levels as a
predictive biomarker might appear to be adverse logic, in
comparison to clinically successful studies to date in
various types of cancer (27-29).

The present study had three limitations. Firstly, the
number of patients was small due to certain conditions such
as sufficient sample materials and reliable assaying.
Moreover, PEM was only recently approved by the national
health and welfare minister in Japan for the treatment of
patients with MPM in 2007 and for the treatment of patients
with NSCLC in 2009. The current study also included those
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Figure 3. The mean and standard deviation of the expression levels of TS, DHFR and GARFT mRNA for MPM patients with effective response.

cases who were treated with PEM as a second-line or later
therapy. In general, the response rate of front-line treatment
is higher than the rate of second-line therapies (13).
Therefore, the clinical response might be altered or improved
when PEM is used as a first-line therapy. However, PEM is
also an active drug as a second-line therapy (13, 30). We
compared the TTP between patients with high and low
expression of 7S, DHFR and GARFT mRNA to exclude the
bias of chemotherapeutic timing as much as possible. We
were unable to determine any relationships with statistical
significance. Finally, the present study was a retrospective
study, and a patient selection bias exists related to the
treatment policy at a single institution.

A firm conclusion cannot be drawn from the result of this
study because of the small number of patients analyzed an
retrospective nature of this study; nonetheless, it is proposed
that the current results indicate that 7S, DHFR and GARFT
status was not a significant predictive factor for patients with
non-SQ of NSCLCs and MPMs. Further investigation is
necessary to develop biomarkers that determine the clinical
benefit of PEM in a larger cohort of patients and in
prospective studies.

Acknowledgements

We thank Misako Fukumoto and Kanako Sasaki for their valuable
technical assistance. This work was supported in part by Grants-in-
Aid for Scientific Research from the Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT), Japan.

Referen ces

1 Minna JD, Roth JA and Gazdor AF: Focus on lung cancer.
Cancer Cell 7: 49-52, 2002.

2 Hoffman PC, Mauer AM, and Vokes EE: Lung cancer. Lancet
355: 479-485, 2000.

A
7 1
6 1
5 d |
3 4]
= ]
oé 3
g 2 1
w2 1
= 1
0
Effective Non-
response effective
response
B
? 3
2 6]
&
= 3] T
2 ]
% B
E ]
T 2]
a 11 i
0" }
Effective Non-
responsc effective
response

Figure 4. The mean and standard deviation of the expression levels of TS
and DHFR for MPM patients with effective response.

4313



ANTICANCER RESEARCH 30: 4309-4316 (2010)

3 Vogelzang NJ, Rusthoven JJ, Symanowski J, ,Denham C, Kaukel
E, Ruffie P, Gatzemeier U, Boyer M, Emri S, Manegold C,
Niyikiza C and Paoletti P: Phase III study of pemetrexed in
combination with cisplatin versus cisplatin alone in patients with
malignant pleural mesothelioma. J Clin Oncol 27: 2636-2644,
2003.

4 Robinson BW and Lake RA: Advances in malignant
mesothelioma. N Engl J Med 353: 1591-603, 2005.

5 Shih C, Chen VJ, Gossett LS, Gates SB, MacKellar WC,
Habeck LL, Shackelford KA, Mendelsohn LG, Soose DIJ,
Patel VF, Andis SL, Bewley JR, Rayl EA, Moroson BA,
Beardsley GP, Kohler W, Ratnam M, and Schultz RM:
LY231514, a pyrrolo[2,3-d]pyrimidine-based antifolate that
inhibits multiple folate-requiring enzymes. Cancer Res 57:
1116-1123, 1997.

6 Ceppi P, Volante M, Saviozzi S, Rapa I, Novello S, Cambieri A,
Lo Iacono M, Cappia S, Papotti M, and Scagliotti GV:
Squamous cell carcinoma of the lung compared with other
histotypes shows higher messenger RNA and protein levels for
thymidylate synthase. Cancer /07: 1589-1596, 2006.

7 Scagliotti GV, Parikh P, von Pawel J, Biesma B, Vansteenkiste
J, Manegold C, Serwatowski P, Gatzemeier U, Digumarti R,
Zukin M, Lee JS, Mellemgaard A, Park K, Patil S, Rolski J,
Goksel T, de Marinis F, Simms L, Sugarman KP, and Gandara
D Phase III study comparing cisplatin plus gemcitabine with
cisplatin plus pemetrexed in chemotherapy-naive patients with
advanced-stage non-small cell lung cancer. J Clin Oncol 26:
3543-51, 2008.

8 Ciuleanu T, Brodowicz T, Zielinski C, Kim JH, Krzakowski M,
Laack E, Wu YL, Bover I, Begbie S, Tzekova V, Cucevic B,
Pereira JR, Yang SH, Madhavan J, Sugarman KP, Peterson P,
John WIJ, Krejcy K, and Belani CP: Maintenance pemetrexed
plus best supportive care versus placebo plus best supportive
care for non-small cell lung cancer: a randomised, double-blind,
phase 3 study. Lancet 374: 1432-1440, 2009.

9. Giovannetti E, Backus HH, Wouters D, Ferreira CG, van Houten
VM, Brakenhoff RH, Poupon MF, Azzarello A, Pinedo HM, and
Peters GJ: Changes in the status of p53 affect drug sensitivity to
thymidylate synthase (TS) inhibitors by altering TS levels. Br J
Cancer 96: 769-775, 2007.

10 van Meerbeeck JP, Baas P, Debruyne C, Smit EF, van Klaveren

RJ, Galdermans D, Lentz MA, Manegold C, and Giaccone G;

EORTC Lung Cancer Group: A phase II EORTC study of

temozolomide in patients with malignant pleural mesothelioma.

Eur J Cancer 38: 779-83, 2002.

Smit EF, Burgers SA, Biesma B, Smit HJ, Eppinga P,

Dingemans AM, Joerger M, Schellens JH, Vincent A, van

Zandwijk N, and Groen HJ: Randomized phase II and

pharmacogenetic study of pemetrexed compared with

pemetrexed plus carboplatin in pretreated patients with

advanced non-small-cell lung cancer. J Clin Oncol 27: 2038-

2045, 2009.

12 Hughes A, Calvert P, Azzabi A, Plummer R, Johnson R,
Rusthoven J, Griffin M, Fishwick K, Boddy AV, Verrill M, and
Calvert H: Phase I clinical and pharmacokinetic study of
pemetrexed and carboplatin in patients with malignant pleural
mesothelioma. J Clin Oncol. 20: 3533-3544, 2002.

13 Hanna NH. Second-line chemotherapy for non-small cell lung
cancer: recent data with pemetrexed. Clin Lung Cancer 2: 75-
79, 2004.

1

—

4314

14 Therasse P, Arbuck SG, Eisenhauer EA, Wanders J, Kaplan RS,
Rubinstein L, Verweij J, Van Glabbeke M, van Oosterom AT,
Christian MC, and Gwyther SG: New guidelines to evaluate the
response to treatment in solid tumors. J Natl Cancer Inst 92:
205-216, 2002.

15 Mountain CF: Revisions in the International System for Staging
Lung Cancer. Chest //1: 1710-1717, 1997.

16 Rusch VW. International Mesothelioma Interest Group (IMIG):
A proposed new international TNM staging system for malignant
pleural mesothelioma. Chest /08: 1122-1128, 1995,

17 Onitsuka T, Uramoto H, Ono K, Takenoyama M, Hanagiri T,
Oyama T, Izumi H, Kohno K, and Yasumoto K: Comprehensive
molecular analyses of lung adenocarcinoma with regard to the
epidermal growth factor receptor, K-ras, MET, and hepatocyte
growth factor status. J Thorac Oncol 5: 591-596, 2010.

18 Yamashita T, Uramoto H, Onitsuka T, Ono K, Baba T, So T, So
T, Takenoyama M, Hanagiri T, Oyama T, and Yasumoto K:
Association between lymphangiogenesis-/micrometastasis- and
adhesion-related molecules in resected stage I NSCLC. Lung
Cancer, in press

19 Onitsuka T, Uramoto H, Nose N, Takenoyama M, Hanagiri T,
Sugio K, and Yasumoto K: Acquired resistance to gefitinib: The
contribution of mechanisms other than the T790M, MET, and
HGF status. Lung Cancer 68: 198-203, 2010.

20 Toi M, Ikeda T, Akiyama F, Kurosumi M, Tsuda H, Sakamoto

G, and Abe O: Predictive implications of nucleoside

metabolizing enzymes in premenopausal women with node-

positive primary breast cancer who were randomly assigned to
receive tamoxifen alone or tamoxifen plus tegafur-uracil as

adjuvant therapy. Int J Oncol 37: 899-906, 2007.

Scagliotti G, Hanna N, Fossella F, Sugarman K, Blatter J,

Peterson P, Simms L, and Shepherd FA: The differential efficacy

of pemetrexed according to NSCLC histology: a review of two

Phase III studies. Oncologist /4: 253-263, 2009.

22 Righi L, Papotti MG, Ceppi P, Bille A, Bacillo E, Molinaro L,
Ruffini E, Scagliotti GV, and Selvaggi G: Thymidylate synthase
but not excision repair cross-complementation group 1 tumor
expression predicts outcome in patients with malignant pleural
mesothelioma treated with pemetrexed-based chemotherapy. J
Clin Oncol 28: 1534-1539, 2010.

23 Gandara DR, Kawaguchi T, Crowley J, Moon J, Furuse K,
Kawahara M, Teramukai S, Ohe Y, Kubota K, Williamson SK,
Gautschi O, Lenz HJ, McLeod HL, Lara PN Jr., Coltman CA
Jr., Fukuoka M, Saijo N, Fukushima M, and Mack PC:
Japanese-US common-arm analysis of paclitaxel plus
carboplatin in advanced non-small cell lung cancer: a model
for assessing population-related pharmacogenomics. J Clin
Oncol 27: 3540-3546, 2009.

24 Mitsudomi T, Morita S, Yatabe Y, Negoro S, Okamoto I,
Tsurutani J, Seto T, Satouchi M, Tada H, Hirashima T, Asami K,
Katakami N, Takada M, Yoshioka H, Shibata K, Kudoh S,
Shimizu E, Saito H, Toyooka S, Nakagawa K, and Fukuoka M;
West Japan Oncology Group: Gefitinib versus cisplatin plus
docetaxel in patients with non-small-cell lung cancer harbouring
mutations of the epidermal growth factor receptor
(WJTOG3405): an open label, randomised phase 3 trial. Lancet
Oncol 717: 121-128, 2010.

25 Uramoto H, and Mitsudomi T: Which biomarker predicts benefit
from EGFR-TKI treatment for patients with lung cancer? Br J
Cancer 96: 857-863, 2007.

2

[



Uramoto et al: TS, DHFR and GARFT Expression in Non-SQ of NSCLC and MPM Patients Treated with PEM

26 Uramoto H, Sugio K, Oyama T, Ono K, Sugaya M, Yoshimatsu
T, Hanagiri T, Morita M, and Yasumoto K: Epidermal growth
factor receptor mutations are associated with gefitinib sensitivity
in non-small cell lung cancer in Japanese. Lung Cancer 5/: 71-
77, 2006.

27 Moasser MM: Targeting the function of the HER2 oncogene in
human cancer therapeutics. Oncogene 26: 6577-6592, 2007.

28 Pirker R, Pereira JR, Szczesna A, von Pawel J, Krzakowski M,
Ramlau R, Vynnychenko I, Park K, Yu CT, Ganul V, Roh JK,
Bajetta E, O’Byrne K, de Marinis F, Eberhardt W, Goddemeier
T, Emig M, and Gatzemeier U: FLEX Study Team. Cetuximab
plus chemotherapy in patients with advanced non-small cell lung
cancer (FLEX): an open-label randomised phase III trial. Lancet
373: 1525-1531, 2009.

29 Robak T, Dmoszynska A, Solal-Céligny P, Warzocha K,
Loscertales J, Catalano J, Afanasiev BV, Larratt L, Geisler CH,
Montillo M, Zyuzgin I, Ganly PS, Dartigeas C, Rosta A, Maurer
J, Mendila M, Saville MW, Valente N, Wenger MK, and Moiseev

SI: Rituximab plus fludarabine and cyclophosphamide prolongs
progression-free survival compared with fludarabine and
cyclophosphamide alone in previously treated chronic
lymphocytic leukemia. J Clin Oncol 28: 1756-1765, 2010.

30 Razak AR, Chatten KJ, and Hughes AN: Retreatment with

pemetrexed-based chemotherapy in malignant pleural
mesothelioma (MPM): a second-line treatment option. Lung
Cancer 60: 294-297, 2008.

Received May 21, 2010
Revised June 16, 2010
Accepted June 25, 2010

4315



