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Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

The Center for Evidenbased Policis an independent vendor contracted to produce evidence
assessment reports for the WA HTA program. For transparency, all comments received during
the comments process are included in this response document. Comments related to program
decisions, processr other matters not pertaining to the evidence report are acknowledged
through inclusion only.

This document responds to comments from the following parties:

Topic Nomination

)l
1

Berit L Madsen, MD, FACR (Peninsula Cancer Center)

Virginia Mason Medical Cente

Key Questions

€ € €& € €& €& ¢

€ € & €& €& €& €& €& €

American College of Radiation Oncology (ARCO)

American Society of Radiation Oncology (ASTRO)

{LISYOSNJ ! aKii2y> a5 0t NPOARSYOS {iGd al NEQA
Thomas Carlson (Wenatchee Valley Medical Center)

Joseph R. Hartman (RadiantCRediation Oncology)

Darryl Kaurin, PhD, DABR, CHP (Northwest Medical Physics Center)

Berit L. Madsen, MD, FACR, R. Alex His, MD, and Heath R. Foxlee, MD (Peninsula Cancer
Care)

Tim Mate, MD

Mark Phillips, PhD (Department of Radiation Oncology, Univerfsityashington)
John Rieke, MD (MultiCare Regional Cancer Center)

Swedish Medical Center

Tacoma/Valley Radiation Oncology Centers

Eric W. Taylor (Evergreen Radiation Oncology)

Tumor Institute Radiation Oncology Group

University of Washington

Varian Medicabystems

Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA 1



August 17, 2012 Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy

Draft Report
1 American Society of Radiation Oncology (ASTRO)
1 James H. Brashears Ill, MD

1 Trevor Fitzgerald, MSc, DABR, CCPM (WenaikthibeyMedical Center)

1 Varian Medical Systems

Specific responses pertaining to each comment are included in Tablardd 3below. The full
version of each public comment received is available in the Public Comments section, beginning

onpage33

Additional resources provided by parties can be found in Appendixdf starting on page
128.
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Table 1. Response to Public Comment on Topic Nomination

Berit L. Ma

dsen, MD, FACR (Peninsula Cancer Center)

GLyGSyaAade Y2RdzZ I GSR NIRAIFGAZ2Y GKS
dimensional conformal radiotheragiat allows radiation to be more exactly
shaped to fit the tumor. With IMRT, the radiation beam can be broken up into
YIye aoSlIytStazé |yR GUKS AyiaSyaade
Using IMRT, it may be possible to further limit the amtonfiradiation received
by healthy tissue near the tumor. In some situations, this may also safely allo
higher dose of radiation to be delivered to the tumor, potentially increasing th
chance of a cure.

Law¢ @l & RSOSt 2LISR A e andKead andinegok Eadicerib
has been broadly adopted since then by most radiation oncologists to treat a
variety of tumors because it allows higher more effective doses of radiation tq
delivered while improving both the acute and late side eBeaf treatment. There
is a large and growing body of clinical evidence to support the use of IMRT fg
YIye GeLlsSa 2F OFyOSNY 6aSS | dadal OKS
the committee any reprints needed). Most radiation oncology expertsiavo
agree that IMRT is the standard of care for prostate, head and neck, and mar
gynecologic and anal malignancies. Other disease sites also benefit from the
improved radiotherapy delivery properties of IMRT.

Most modern linear accelerators with mulgaf collimators (Varian, Elekta,
Tomotherapy and others) can perform IMRT. IMRT requires considerable
additional work for the physician, treatment planners (dosimetrist), and physic
because of the increased complexity of defining treatment volumesnanahal
tissue constraints as well as increased quality assurance and machine
maintenance. While there is extra work involved, IMRT allows for-setomated
treatment which can be delivered faster and can be less error prone that
conventional radiotherapy.

In summary; IMRT is commonly utilized method of radiotherapy that has

enhanced the effectiveness, improved the tolerance and safety of radiation

Thank youor your comment.

All references werorwardedto TAC for
consideration in the review process.

No changes to Topic Nomination.

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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GKSNI LI FT2N YI ye ded padeByodafor lhcaniner®ang
evidence citep

Virginia Mason Medical Center

G2S FNB oNRGAYy3 G2 SyO2dzN) 3S @2 dz (| Thank you for your comment
topics for reviewby the HCA AdministratoMVe feel that IMRT is of great value
and benefit to our patientsThere are many areas where IMRT has been prov
to be superior to 3Econformal radiation therapy (3DCRT): in the treatment of
prostate cancer, head and neck carsdsrain or skull base tumors, and cases
requiring reirradiation. In prostate cancer, IMRT can spare the rectum, bowel
and bladder bettethan 3DCRTClinical studieslemonstrate lower rectal toxicity
with IMRT over 3DCRTh head and neck cancers, Rl has shown much better
parotid gland sparing than 3DCRHarotid sparing is very important for reducing
GKS aSOSNRGEe 2F LISNXYIySyild ESNRaG2Y
eat and quality of lifen brain or skull base tumors, IMRT caduce dose to
critical structures which are very sensitive to radiation such as retina, optic
nerves, and chiasmn addition, there is data supporting sparing hippocampal
regions to reduce permanent neurocognitve dysfunctidMRT is extremely
usefulwhen treatment is needed to an area in close proximity to a region that
previously received radiation in order to keep the dose below dose tolerances
that structure. Furthermore, there are current national NCI sponsored clinical
trials using radition therapy which mandate the use of IMRT for treatment of
patients on protocol since it is agreed that it is the best treatment technique i
these settings, including RTOG brain studies (0539 and 0933) and head and
cancer studies (1016 and 0920) would be a disadvantage to the patients not |
be able to offer them these potentially lfgaving treatment studies because IM
was not reimbursed This technology is of proven benefit to patients, and shoy
not be on the list for review by the HC#A see»page 37 to 39 for full comment
and evidence citgd

No changes to Topic Nomination.
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Table 2. Response to Public Comments on Key Questions

American College of Radiation Oncology (ACRO)

Sheila G¢KS AaadzSa adzZNNEP dzaémiting hodaified (&.Q BHRT) ard | Thank you for comments.
Rege, MD,| usually based ophysicalphysics) data and empirical observation, rather than
FASTRO, | randomized controlled clinical trials. The US Food and Drug Administration d
FACRO not require such Level | data for device approval, and once devices are appr
and marketed, there is little ability toomplete those trials. Proposals to payers
assist in implementing trials, as wi@overage with Evidence Developmédrave

been shunned, and patients (and IRBs) will rarely if ever accept randomizatig
trials where the only presumed differences aedated to morbidity.

As a delivery system widedyalable since 1998 (when the CPTO© codes and R
were established), IMRT has been shown in everyimmgnerableinstances
measured, to reduce morbidity to the adjacent organs at risk in proximity to
target tumor volumes. In instances where this morbidigduction has been useq
to permit an increase in radiation dose to tumors (e.g. prostate, head/neck,
central nervous system, liver, etc.), a concomitant increase in local control hg
also been demonstratk Regrettably, in radiation oncology, unlike drug
development, since lonterm control or cure is often the determinant ermbint,
years may be required to define the parameters, so physical data and morbig
reduction MUST be used as surrogates. Randedhdevice trials also require a
large installed base of the devices, which is also impractical. Alternatively, dr
studies may provide actionable (albeit often nclmically relevant) information i
weeks to months, at minimal cost, since the primarg-@oints are more often
simply measurement of some surrogate tumor markemdernal free from
progression.

No changes to the Key Questions.

There is clear and increasing evidence that in certain circumstances, SBRT 4
may be equivalent and/or preferable to conventional fractionated protracted
NFRAIFGAZ2Y® {.we¢ YR {w{ZX dzytA{1S La
that they merely represent the delivery of higlose, shortcourse radiation (5 or
fewer treatments, rather than daily, protracted, lowdpse, longeicourse
therapies). Evidence mounts that numerous sites, including brain, spinal corg

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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liver, and lung, as well as other emerging indications, are appropriately treate
SRS (for central nervous system) and SBRT (fecemral nervous system).

We understandhat the American Society for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO) ha
included its own model coverage policies on SRS, SBRT and IMRT for your |
that outline specific technology of each treatment, clinical indications, coding
considerations and references. AC&ports your review of these materials ar
their conclusions. We also are aware that physicians with the Swedish Medig
Center are submitting information regarding studies that have been performe
relating to SRS, SBRT and IMRT. We would encouragentingittee to review
0§KS&S A gee padeddtodp fdrfull abmment

American Society of Radiation Oncology (ASTRO)

G¢KS YSe vdsSadiazya LRASR FT2N) G4§KS {| Thankyoufor comments.
level of detail that weeannotproduce within the time frame allotted. The
information requested for all three technologies, specifically comparisons to
external beam radiatio therapy) benefits and harms), addferential efficacy or
safety issues in subpopulations including consideration of gender, age, site g
type of cancer, stage and grade of cancer and setting, provider characteristig
equipment, quality assurance stdards and procedures, constitutes a full
research study that would take many months to produce. While ASTRO belig
these technologies offer clear benefits to many of the cancer patients our
members treat, we would require significantly more time to adetply address
the important issues raised in the Key Questions.

No changes to the K&juestions.

ASTRO plans on reviewing the draft report that will be produced as a result g
public comment period and we look forward to reviewing this report in early J
We have noted that the Hethl Technology Clinical Committee that will be
reviewing the technology assessment reports and making coverage decision
not include a radiation oncologist and we strongly recommend that a radiatio
oncologist be added to this committee.

In anticipation of the more detailed comments that we will submit in response
the draft report, we offer a general observation relating to the fundamental bg
of some of our positions about IMRT in particular. During the past two decad

6 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA
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an abundant number of clical studies have characterized the relationship
between the dose given to various normal tissues using 3D EBRT and the ris
toxicity to those tissues. There amecognizeddose thresholds know to relate to
the risk of toxicity for bowel, bladder, spineord, and other important organs.
Whereas IMRT offers the capacity to avoid exceeding those recognized thres
for toxicity, it is considered an appropriate standard fismerousindications as 4
result of this property. The field of radiation oncojolgas notconsideredt

ethical or resourcefficient to conduct heado-headtc omparisonsf 3D EBRT
vs. IMRT in all settings where a clear improvement in a surrogate measure o
toxicity risk is easily demonstrated.

2SS KI @S AyOf dzZRSR E policiehof SRSYSBRTSdnd IRIRTH
your review that outline the specific technology of each treatment, clinical
AYRAOFGA2yaz O2RAYy 3 O 2s¢eipaghd3 teHusiok fally a
comment

{ LISy O

SN ! K2y a5 o6t NPOARSYOS {i® al NeQa wS3IA2ylt [/ FyOSNI/ Sy

GL FY SGNARGAY3TI G2 Llzi Yeé &adzlJJ2 NI oS
Therapy (IMRT) as a vital tool for the treatment of cancer in the State of
Washington Thedevelopment of IMRT techniques has allowed physicians to
deliver more conformal radiation doses to treatment volumes, allowing us to
increase dose to target tissues while simultaneously decreasing dose to the
surrounding normal tissues. This leads to dasesl toxicity/side effects that
patients endure as part of their treatment, while in some cases increasing tun
control rates. IMRT is not used in every breast cancer patient, but has made
important impact in the treatment of Head and Neck malignandrrestate
Cancer, and some abdominal cancers among others. IMRT has decreased b
acute toxicity experienced during treatment as well as the long term toxicity
experienced by patients even years down the road.

| have read and agree with the positipat forth by the Swedish Medical Center,
in Seattle as linked to above. | ask you to examine the evidence, and would

encourage you to continue to support the use of IMRT in the appropriate pati

Thank you for your comment.
No changes tthe Key Questions.

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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KSNBE Ay (KS { i lseegageacor falllcamidehty 302y ®¢

Thomas Carlson, MD (Wenatchee Valley Medical Center)

L 'Y O2yOSNYySR 4AGK NBaLISOG G2 K| Thankyou for your comment.
complexity of reimbursement evaluation. We seem torbienbursing physicians
based on the tools they are using to accomplish a task as opposed to the tas
itself. In the case of IMRT, Stereotactic Radiosurgery (in the brain or body) o
brachytherapy, we are reimbursing based on the tool. Do we reimbursegacu
for using one scalpel blade over another? No. The surgeon chooses what's n
appropriate for the situation and is paid for the job. | believe a tremendous
amount of waste could be removed from the system if a case rate reimbursel
model was initiéi S Rs@eépaged7 for full commerit

No changes tthe Key Questions.

Joseph R. Hartman (RadiantCare Radiation Oncology)

Summary; KQ1[see paged8to 52 for full comment and evidence citg¢d Thank you for your comment.
9 Summarizes clinical outcomés IMRT treatment for brain, spine, All references wertorwardedto TAC for
head/neck, lymphoma, breast, pancreas, prostate cancers. consideration in the review process.
Summary; KQ3 gee pages3for full comment No changes to the Key Quests.

1 Discusses the applicability of IMRT in the treatment of different cance
genders, and ages.

Summary; KQ4 gee pagé3for full comment and evidence cit¢d

9 Discusses submitted cost comparison studies that address IMRT
compared to EBRT.

Darryl Kaurin, PhD, DABR, CHP (Northwest Medical Physics Center)

KQ1: For head and neck cancers, IMRT allows us to spare important organs| Thank you for your comment.
would not be possible with standard EBRT, namely parotid glands (imagine |
the rest of your life without saliva), complications with teeth (we can frequent
preserve bloodlow to the teeth to improve the probably of not needing

dentures), decrease spinal cord dose. We can decrease optic system dose ({
lens, optic chiasm, and optic nerves) for tumors more superiorly in the

No changes tthe Key Questions.

8 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA
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nasopharnyx which also allows us to use higghdoses to tumors in this area.

For brain, IMRT allows us to limit dose to the tumor areas with lower doses t(
non-involved brain areas. This is especially important near the optic system (
head and neck).

Breast: this is frequently not reimbursed fdRT, nevertheless there are cases
where IMRT is called for, principally for leftied breast to decrease heart dose
(principally to the left ventricle) for young patients who would live long enoug
see complications due to heart dose. IMRT can alssskd to limit lung dose.

Lung: Use of IMRT is not as common due to concerns with respirator motion
Sometimes, use of IMRT may be justifiegpecially in the case of SBRT where
the tumor is given ablative doses that would be extremely harmful to-non
involved tissues if not using IMRT.

Near spinal cord: Use of IMRT can be used to achieve adequate dose to pro
adequate control while minimizing the dose to the cord itséifis is only possiblg
with IMRT.

Pancreas: Where | work, we are getting much éetiutcomes than the national
average using IMRT with higher radiation dose per fraction. The complication
organs surrounding the pancreas would be much higher without the use of IN
with our higher dose per fraction.

Gl/Prostate/GYN: use of IMRT al®us to limit complications to uninvolved
tissues- bladder, rectum, small bowel. Not having IMRT generally limits the dg
we can take the target tissues to, which decreases the efficacy of the treatme
Patients may not be able to complete a cours&BRT due to the complications
that IMRT can minimize.

KQ2: IMRT requires additional time to carry out quality assurance checks on
individual treatments, as well as routine checks for the multileaf collimator. Tl
have been instances where the quaktysurance checks have not be done for
individual treatments (there was a head and neck case in the North Eastern |
written up in the New York Times several years ago) for several days followir
initiation of the treatment; the patient died from the treatent. This case

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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appears to be an issue with an overworked medical physicist (inadequate stg
as well as a glitchy treatment planning system, as well as therapists not
understanding the importance of monitoring the treatment systems (if they ha
window up showing the MLC movement, they would have seen the MLCs we
open and not moving at althe window on their screen was minimized). The
incidence of these errors is fortunately low. The individual patient checks still
need to occur, sometimes thegatment plans are too modulated for the MLC t
deliver accurately, and need to be modified. These checks are especially
important when working with more junior treatment planners, for newer
treatment planning systems, treatment planning system upgraded tegatment
delivery system upgrades.

KQ3: IMRT is extremely helpful for younger populations who will live long en
for radiation complications to become evident; since doses to-taoget tissues
are lower. IMRT is extremely helpful for older populatidn terms of qualityf-
life in reducing acute radiation effects to ntarget tissues.

KQ4: IMRT requires additional work for all the staffDs in denoting the target
tissues on CT slices, reviewing additional imaging studies (MR, PET) and po
fusing them with the treatment planning CT. IMRT requires additional training
the Dosimetrist (treatment planners) as well as addition time if they denote
normal structures on the treatment planning CT (which are reviewed by the N
IMRT requires additnal time for the physicist to carry out routine as well as
individual patient treatment planning checks by measuring the patient plan of
radiation sensitive device, and comparing the expected dose with the treatmé
planning calculated dose. IMRT re@grincreased diligence on the part of the
therapists who deliver the treatment; if the patient is step up incorrectly with
EBRT, the system is generally more forgiving and easier to identify errors us
portal films with the treatment area and blockingthe patient is setup
incorrectly for IMRT, the target areas may be missed with avoidance areas
receiving the treatment dose. For the IMRT treatment, frequently, additional
imaging and motion management techniques are used to ensure correct
targeting, whch also increases time the patient is on the table as compared tg

EBRT see page&4to 56 for full comment

10
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Berit L. Madsen, MD, FACR, R. Alex His, MD, and Health R. Foxlee, MD (PeGiscdat Center)

We have received copies of the letters that Dr. Todd Barnett and his associal
the Swedish Cancer Institute have written in support of Intensity Modulated
Radiotherapy (IMRT) and Stereotactic Radiotherapy (SRT), currently under r
by your board. We have reviewed their letters and supportive documents an
applaud their work and endorse their recommendations that IMRT and SRT/{
are important treatment techniques that benefit cancer patients while being s
and cost effective. IIRT and stereotactic radiotherapy are techniques that ha
been in common use in most radiation therapy centers for greater than 10 ye
it would be impossible to think of not utilizing these advanced techniques for
patients with conditions that warrantueh treatment. We are hopeful that your
review will support the continued utilization of these beneficial treatment
techniques. $ee pages7 for full comment

Thank you for your comment.
No changes tthe Key Questions.

Tim Mate, MD

G ¢ KS (I theHasliatian irfggniidological malignancies are typically the
lymph node chains that lie along the bony pelvic sidewalls. Frequently there
substantial amount of small and large bowel that exists in the pelvis, especia
after a hysterectomy. Bowe a very radiation sensitive organ and typically is
main source of serious acute and late toxicity with radiation therapy, and
sometimes can be lead to very serious situations requiring bowel surgery to
correct. Thus bowel toxicity is a major conctanradiation oncologists.

In the decades years prior to the development of IMRT based treatment plan
LI GASyGa ¢SNBE GUNBIFIGSR gAGK (GKS (NI
With these treatment plans, patients would receive a substantiabam of
collateral bowel radiation by default. This unfortunately provided a large coh
of patients with injury to whom retrospective clinical data could be compiled
upon and analyzed to determine what factors lead to higher rates of bowel
complications Not unexpectedly it the relationship of total dose delivered a
@2t dzyS 2F 02¢St 0GKIFd LINSRAOGAZ | &
contemporary publications is that they quantify the doses and volumes that

Thank you for your comment.
No changes tthe Key Questions.

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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provide radiation oncologists spdch O G NB I G YSy G LI | yy A
G2AGK | GKS &adFyRIFINR dan FASEtR 02E¢E
exceeds the 95 cc threshold, and only witin IMRT based treatment plan can
this be obtained.

As a recent example, a 49 yedd female was referred to our facility for adjuva
radiation to the pelvis after radical hysterectomy for cervical cancer. Again th
targets for the radiation are the upper vagina and lateral pelvic sidewalls whe
the potential for residual cancer in the lymph nodes existed. Being-post
hysterectomy there was a substantial amount of small and large bowel loops
between the areas requiring irradiation. Two radiation treatment plans were
then prepared and compared: astangar an FA St R 62Eé N
based plan. The volume of bowel determined to be within the pelvis was 115
2 AGK GKS an FASER 062Eé¢ LXIFYSZ nmo O
exceeding the published guideline quoted above.

With the IMR plan, 125 cc of bowel would receive 45 Gy, well below the
recommend threshold of 195 cc. Thus, it was determined through quantitatiy
methods that she would likely be at significantly less risk for bowel toxicity if
treated withan IMRT based techniquelhis data was presented to her insurang
carrier and she was approved for the requested IMRT treatment.

Commonly radiation oncologists are confronted with an insurance carrier pos
that no randomized controlled clinical studies have been conductexmhapare
outcomes with traditional radiation versus IMRT radiation. The dilemma is th
such studies will never likely be done, as excellent retrospective analysis, su
the quoted herein, have already provided guidance. All things being equal, of
caneasily appreciate the ethical challenge of placing a patient in a study whig
O2YLI NB éan FASER 02E¢ ANNIRAFGAZY
being placed at risk.

Thus clinical situations exist where the application to have an IMRT service
covered should be approved if a rationale and justification can be provided aj

0KS SEI Y [See$aglsBib Sofomfdll comment and evidence cited

12
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Mark Phillips, PhD (Department dadiation Oncology, University of Washington)

GYvMY ¢KS STFSOUAGSySaa 2F Lawc¢ f A| Thankyou for your comment.
radiation is delivered to the tumor and less to normal tissues. In some types
cancers (and some stages of canceliy itnlikely that controlling the primary
tumor will cure the cancer since it is likely to have spread. However, radiatior
still part of the treatment of these cancers and all patients benefit from having
less normal tissue irradiated. In other casesewlcure is more achievable, IMR]
allows for a higher tumorcidal dose to be delivered.

No changes tthe Key Questions.

In this way, IMRT is a great step forward in cancer treatment. It enhances the
chance for cure in some cases, and in all cases, its use is likely to decrease 1
chance or complications and improve the patient's quality of life.

KQ2: Potential harms come in two forms. First, the technology is very comple
and if delivered without appropriate quality control, there is a greater chance
mis-delivery that could result inggient harm. Therefore, the clinical practice of
IMRT always involves significantly more work to do the appropriate quality
assurance work.

Second, there is a question of inappropriate use and potential harm. While IN
delivered with appropriate qualitysssurance measures is no more harmful thar
EBRT and theoretically provides better normal tissue sparing, there is a ques
as to whether it is worth the cost. In some cases such as early stage prostate
cancer, there may be an overreliance on IMRT anduss®f permanent
brachytherapy implants.

KQ3KQ4: As stated above, all patients benefit from reduced normal tissue dq
The ability of IMRT to improve cure rates does depend on the stage and typsg
cancer. Also as stated above, the safe and efficacisaf IMRT requires
significantly more resources and training than does EBRT, though EBRT is
potentially even more dangerous since larger regions are irradiated. In summ
IMRT has been a great advance in radiation therapy. There are very few
disadvantges relative to EBRT. In both cases, the best approach to improvin
LI GASYd OFNB Aa (G2 AyadaNBE (KL (seet KS
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pages 60 to 61for full comment

John Riekel

MD (MultiCare Regional Cancer Center)

G{ GSNB20GF OGAO NIXRA2adzZNASNER Aa +Fy A
collegial interaction with the field of radiation oncology. At our center, more th
11,300 patients have undergone Gamma Knife stexetit radiosurgery over the
frad uwp @SINAR airAyoOoS S LIX I OSR (KS
G{ GSNB20GF OGAO NI RA2adzZNHSNER A& dza SR
for intervention at our center with an increasing role in the magragnt of
metastatic cancer, arteriovenous malformations, chronic pain especially relat
to trigeminal neuralgia, glial neoplasms, and a wide variety of-blagkd tumors
AyOf dzZRAY 3 LA GdzA G NB G dzYy2 NB ®¢

LY GKS fl1ad wp &SI NERX vepadiBpulliskdd yelatp
to Gamma Knife radiosurgery, and it is approved for use by all insurance
providers. This type of technique has been a radical transformation in the
management of patients with a wide variety of otherwise frequently fatal brai
conditions. Because of its superior technology and minimally invasive nature,
patients are often done as an outpatient and gaturn to regular activities on
the following day. Therefore, quality assessment, comparative outcomes
research, and cost effectivers research have substantiated the role of this
G§SOKy 2t 238 AYy | ¢ A Ré&page6Rdk Blicdnm2rif Ay

Thank you for your comment.
No changes tthe Key Questions.

Swedish Medical Center

! LIWNRPEAYIF GSte mn 8SIENBR 322 GKS Y
radiation was 3Econformal radiation. This is an improvement over previous 21
radiation in that the patient is imaged on a CT scanner and the contour of the
skin, tumor, and norral structures can be entered into a planning computer. Q
Oy (KSy RS@St2LJ I do5¢ LIy o0& &8
that best conformed to the target and the computer can calculate doses to
particular structures. 3D conformal radiatidgs utilized today still in the majority
of fairly straightforward cases However over this past decade, Intensity
Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT) has been developed, refined, clinically

Thank you for your comment.
No changes tthe Key Questions.
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tested and utilized in many of the more complex radiation cases.

With IMRT noruniform intensities are assigned to tiny subdivisions of beams,
Ottt SR ao0SIHYfSGazxe SylroftAy3a Odzadz2y
example, if a normal structure overlaps the planning target volume (PTV), on
would ideally like to rduce the intensity of those radiation rays that pass throd
the normal structure. However, using this strategy the target volume would h
a "cold spot" of decreased intensity in the shadow of the normal structure. Tg
compensate for this shadow, the imisities of other rays in other beams would
need to be increased. While conventional radiation therapy uses wedges and
compensators to provide intensity modulation, the unigue aspect of IMRT
involves the use of a computaided optimization process to detaine the non
uniform intensity distributions to attain certain specified clinical objectives. Us
IMRT, the target volume can be treated with different fraction (i.e. daily dose
sizes simultaneously. This contrasts with conventional radiation thenapyhich
the same fraction size is used for all target volumes, but the field sizes are
reduced in stages over critical regions in order to protect critical normal
structures.

One key aspect of IMRT is inverse planning. It would be impossible for a hun
create an optimized IMRT radiation plan. There are too many variables at pl
and the effect of modulating one beam can alter the requirement of other beg
in complex manners. The computer iteratively creates hundreds of thousand
radiation plans, anstantly optimizing and refining the shape of the beams, unt
FAYRAY3I (GKS 2LIAYIE az2tdziAizyo ¢ KS
instead of creating and placing a beam to deliver a particular dose to a tumoi
first define the tumor ad other organs or avoidance structures, and then instr
the computer to work backwards and find the best radiation plan.

Because of this increased complexity in IMRT planning, very elaborate verifig
and quality assurance measures are necessargreldre strict guidelines that
are published by the American College of Radiology (ACR) and American Sg
of Therapeutic Radiation Oncology (ASTRO) for the implementation and qua
assurance of IMRT. The details of this are beyond the scope oftthis bt the
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complexity in the safe delivery of IMRT is daunting and is a labor intensive ta
the physician, physicist, dosimetrist, and radiation therapists.

As technology has developed, linear accelerators have been improved and
modified to delive IMRT. In your statement, TomoTherapy was specifically
mentioned. TomoTherapy is a particular linear accelerator made by one veng
that was built from the groundip to deliver IMRT in a highly conformal manne
using entire arcs of treatment instead ofdid beam angles. Other venders hav
subsequently developed atberapy as well, indzZRA Y3 = NRA | Yy Q&
Elg GF Q&4 +a! ¢ O6ThetapyzM&vavddéhvetedydbe goals of IMRT,
are essentially the same, and this letter would be applicabldl e specific
vendors or modalities for delivery of IMRT.

IMRT can benefit the patient in three ways. First, by improving conformity wit
target dose it can reduce the probability offield recurrence. Second, by
reducing irradiation of normal tissuedan minimize the degree of morbidity
associated with treatment. Third, with these techniques the ultimate radiation
dose can often be escalated well beyond previous constraints which has in m
studies shown increased local control. Whereas there aukiphe randomized
and nonrandomized trials showing benefits to IMRT, to our knowledge there
trial that has shown worse outcome with IMRT.

Although the initial goal of the key questions was to be limited to comparison
IMRT to 3D radiation, in thdarger context both IMRT and stereotactic radiatio
therapy represents a much larger advance. Improved outcomes with these h
conformal forms of radiation is allowing for safe alternatives to costly surgery
chemotherapy in many cases. As the geh&nend in medicine continues toward
minimally-invasive outpatient medical treatment, we expect radiation therapy
continue to be an increasing part of that trend allowing safe and effective car
0 NB I Ys&eypiiges3to 6&kor full comment

Summary; KQ1 gee page$3to 68for full comment and evidence cifed

1 Summarizes clinical outcomes for IMRT treatment for brain, spine,
head/neck, lymphoma, breast, pancreas, prostate, andl cancers.

Thank you for your comment.

All references wertorwardedto TAC for
consideratiorin the review process.
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Summaryg KQ2 geepage 68for full comment and evidence cifed
1 Discusses the difference in clinical outcomes between IMRT and EBR
Summarny KQ3 geepage69 for full comment

1 Discusses the applicability of IMRT in the treatment of diffecamicers,
genders, and ages.

Summaryg KQ4 geepage69 for full comment and evidence cifed

9 Discusses submitted cost comparison studies that address IMRT
compared to EBRT.

No changes to the Key Questions.

Sandra Summang KQ1 and KQ2&ége page 70 to 7for full comment and evidence cifed| Thank you for your comment.
Vermeulen 1 Discusses the effectiveness and potential harms of IMRT for breast c{ All references wertorwardedto TAC for
Summarnyg KQ3 fee page 72or full comment and evidence cifed consideration in the review process.
9 Discusses ways to stratify patients into risk groups No changes to the Key Questions.
Summaryg KQ4 gee pages J for full comment and evidence cifed
9 Discusses cost analysis of IMRT
Sandra Summaryg Acoustic Neuromasge pages 7t 76for full comment and evidence Thank you for your comamt.
Vermeulen| cited|

1 Provided a summary of clinical results from Gamma Knife radiosurge
relationto tumor growth control, hearing preservation, facial nerve ang
trigeminal nerve preservation, neurofibromatosis 2, and clinical algori
for decision making.

Summary Trigeminal Neuralgissge pages 7& 77 for full comment and
evidence citefd

9 Discusss the efficacy of Gamma Knife stereotactic radiosurgery for
trigeminal neuralgia, and provides factors to consider in making a
recommendation for Gamma Knife stereotactic radiosurgery.

Summany Pituitary Adenomadee pages 7to 80for full comment and adence

All references wertorwardedto TAC for
consideration in the review process.

No changes to Key Questions.
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cited|

1 Discusses the applicability of stereotactic radiosurgery for pituitary
adenoma and tumor growth control after radiosurgery for this conditio

9 Discusses the function effect of radiosurgery (e.g., growth hormone
secreting adenomas (acromegaly), ACTH secreting adenomas, prola
secreating adenomas), radiation tolerance of functioning pituitary tiss
complications of pituitary radiosurgery, dlial algorithms for decision
making, and fractionated radiatiatherapy (EBRT)

Summary Intra-cranial Ateriovenous Malformationsge page30 for full
comment and evidence citpd

9 Discusses the use of stereotactic radiosurgery for patients with
unresectabé AVMs including the probability of AVM obliteration with
radiosurgery, early adverse effects of radiosurgery, late complication
AVM radiosurgery, and factors to be considered in making a
recommendation for stereotactic radiosurgery for AVM

Summarny Brain Metastasesspe page81 to 84for full comment and evidence
cited|
9 Discusses the role of radiosurgery for brain metastases including
retrospective studies showing support for SRS, local tumor control,
survival, the role of SRS for multiple braintasases, indications for
radiosurgery, and a clinical decision making algorithm that includes ty
size and patient preference.

Summarny Meningiomas $ee page84to 85 for full comment and evidence cife

9 Discusses lonterm outcomes of meningioma afteadiosurgery, the use
of radiosurgery for malignant meningioma, the use of radiosurgery wil
cavernous sinus meningiomas, and early complication of radiosurgery
meningiomas.

Summarng SRS Thalamotomy for Tremeeg pages 85 to 86r full comment
and evidence citdd

18 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA



Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

9 Discusses radiofrequency and radiosurgical thalamotomy to treat tren
Summaryg Gliomas $ee pages 8o 87 for full comment and evidence cited

9 Discusses the use of EBRT and Gamma Knife for patients with gliom

Tacoma/Valley Radiation Oncology Centers

GThese technologies are currently available in many places in the State of | Thank you for your comment.
Washington and are quickly becoming standard of care for many treatment s
throughout the nation. As clearly stated in the summary, these technologies
more expensive than ewentional radiation. The trade off, however, is very
significant when it comes to not only improvements in outcomes but they are
vastly superior in reduction in side effects and toxicity. We are also able to tr
specific tumor locations that we neverere able to accomplish in the past with
minimal morbidity and harm to the patient. There is no question that radiatio
can be extremely harmful to living tissue. My 20+ year career can certainly g
to that. When | explain these new modalities tdipats, one of the very first
O2YYSyida L YF1S Aa GKFdG L gAakK LQR
the early days of my career. The number of patients treated with significant
radiation morbidity, both short term and long term, in the formkafwel damage,
bladder damage, lung damage, soft and bony structure damage as well as e
ONI}AY REFEYI3SE O2dzd R KIS 0SSy NBRd]
technologies available in the past. These newer modalities allow us to target
tissues arisk and greatly reduce surrounding tissues that do not need to be
radiated. Not only do these technologies allow us to target the cancer and sj
the surrounding normal tissue, but they allow us to give even higher doses of
radiation to the cancer, thugnproving outcomes. Nowhere has this become
more evident than in treatment of cancer of the prostate. The concept of
increasing the dose of radiation (known as dose escalation) to prostate cancs
been verified in numerous clinical trials. In thespave were unable to deliver
KAIK R24a4S&8 2F NIXYRAFGA2Yy G2 (GKS LINP
0Sti6SSy (G(KS 026Sf YR (GKS o6fF RRSNW
OStereotactic body (SBRT) and stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS) are again

No changsto the Key Questions.
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technologies that allow us with pipoint accuracy to deliver very toxic doses of
radiation therapy to cancers and eliminate surrounding tissue. One only nee
see a patient who is trying to live with radiation damage of the brain from old
conventional treatments to realize the significanceledse new technologies.
We are now able to treat patients nesurgically for aneurysms, tremors, brain
metastases and even gliomas. Patients are alive and function today becauss
these technologies. They certainly can be treated by more conventiogahs
but the price is higher in side effects and lelegm complications. | have seen
LI GASyGa KIFENYSR o6& 02y @SyiA2y ke payds
88 to 98 for full comment

Eric Taylor

(Evergreen Radiation Oncology)

G¢KS dzasS 2F Law¢ Aa | LIINBLINRARFGS F2
cancers, select lung cancers, many esophageal cancers, pancreatic maligna
recurrent rectal cancers, some gynecologic cancers, anal canal cancer and n
prostate cancers (eithealone or with brachytherapy (seeds) for intermediate o
high risk prostate cancers). This technology has allowed higher and more
appropriate doses to be delivered to where the tumor is and much lower dosg
the surrounding tissues. Therefore from aigat safety and toxicity standpoint
this is far superior and with higher, better placed doses tumor control has
improved. There are data supporting better tumor control coupled with less
toxicity for both head and neck cancers and prostate cancer and secoerent
cancers. In the past, for patients with pelvic malignand@sgterm bowel
complications were common. With current generation techniques, bowel
obstructions that require subsequent surgical repair or other GU problems th
requirelongterm management are much less frequent...a huge plus for the
patient and also reducing longer term healthcare costs of managing complica
of treatment. IMRT/IGRT for head and neck cancers has both improved tumg
control, but with lesgongterm xerostomiaand edema.

For brain tumors, we have the dosimetrists and physicists run plans both with
conformal beams and IMRT. If they are roughly equivalent, then we use 3D

planned fields as the cost is less expensive. We only use IMRT if it is superig

Thank you for your coment.
Nochangedo the Key Questions.
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Unfortunately, some places around the country oudilize IMRT.

A relatively more recent improvement for IMRT is volumetric delivery or Rapi
Arc (Varian). This greatly speeds up the treatment so that the patient is on th
table, immobilized for a shorter period ime. For example, a patient with head
and neck cancer is immobilized in a head and shoulder mask typically for ab
minutes. Rapid Arc treats the same volume in a matter of a few minutes. The
outcome is no different, but the patient experience ipstior. There is also
better through put on the machine allowing greater capacity, thus delaying th
need for another linac purchase.

In your writeup you put protons in the same sentence with IMRT. | think thes
are VERY DIFFERENT modalities and CO&TSslappropriate and is the
standard of care for the cancers that | mentioned above generally. Protons h
shown NO superiority over current therapies other than some unusual childh
tumors, however the cost of the space and technology and delivemuch more
EXPENSIVE. Wearing a public health hat, | am very concerned about the
healthcare resources that will be spent on proton therapy for an extremely
limited healthcare benefit. The payors have to critically look at this.

Two proton facilities are ithe process of construction and planning for Seattle
($180 million/ UWNorthwest) and $380 million/ Swedish First Hill. | think thost
resources and future charges to pay for such facilities could be utilized differé
to improve broader healthcare outoges for a greater segment of the populatio
Using American Cancer Society data, the current likelihood of a man being a
in 5 years with a new diagnosis of prostate cancer is 99% with current therap
For proton facilities to pay for themselves ajority of patients will be those with
prostate cancer...with the above noted statistics with current treatments
F@FAfLrofSY K2g oAttt LINRPG2ya LI2&aaio
[see page 99 to 100for full comment

Tumor Insti

tute Radiation Oncology Group

6! & SELISNIA Ay (GKS FTASER 2F wlRALFG

regarding safety, efficacy, and cost of contemporary radiation modalities.

Thank you for your comment.
All references wertorwardedto TAC for
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Technologies such as IMRT, SRS, and SBRT have broken new ground in th¢
capability to control cancer and minimize side effects. Our goal is to help
educate health providers and healthcare payers, as well as government, bus
and other professionalas to the patients for whom use of these newer
technologies can mean a world of difference in regard to cancer control and §
decreased risk of treatment related side effects.

The utility of IMRT, SRS, and SBRT in many circumstances is very specifical
dSLISY RSyl 2y | LI GASyidQa OF yOSNE 6
structures, and prior radiation dose delivered. The key aspects that all these
modalities have in common is better dose distributions: escalated doses to
tumors, lower doses (and law resultant toxicity) to normal tissue. Using IMR]
SRS, and SBRT, it is now potentially feasible to deliver safe curative or safe
palliative treatment to many patients where treatment was not even an optiorn
with conventional external beam radiation tregry. For example, in cases wher
tumors recur in a previously irradiated field-ireadiation with IMRT, SRS, or
SBRT may deliver a long term cure that was not previously possible. We reg
that a circumstance such as this is not one in which a coatipartrial could be
conducted, for most of these patients simply would not be a candidate for
treatment with a conventional external beam radiation therapy approach.

We believe that it is imperative to be able to offer these treatments to patients
an expedient time frame when indicated. We remain readily available and
encourage an open dialogue on these topics. We have tried our best given t
short comment period to address your questions regard SBRT and SRS.

Although there are increased costssaciated with newer technologies such as
IMRT, SRS, and SBRT, their effectiveness and lower risk for side effects
demonstrates long term cost savings. As well, the relevant key comparison i
often IMRT, SRS, or SBRT in comparison to other different itiexiaf
treatment, such as surgery, or radiofrequency ablation (rather than to
conventional external beam irradiation). For example, there was a publicatio
few months ago comparing the cost effectiveness, quality of life and safety fqg
medically inopeable lung cancer patients. The study compared conventional

radiation, SBRT, and radiofrequency ablation. SBRT was by far the most eff

consideration in the review process.
No changes to the Key Questions.

22

Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA




Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

and cost effective treatment, even though it may have the highest upfront dir¢
cost

Given the extraordinarilyt®rt time period for comment, we have done our bes
to summarize responses to the four key questions of the Washington State
Healthcare Authority with regard to SRS, and SBRT in comparison to conver
(conformal) external beam therapy (EBRT). We ramgthasize, though, while
there are many well done peer reviewed studies from top academic institutiof
pertinent to IMRT, SRS and SBRT, and in some cases there ate-head
comparisons which demonstrate the benefits of this technology, the short
resporse timeframe created by your MarcH @eadline, which apparently is not
negotiable, does not allow adequate time to research. Therefore, we want tg
sure the Washington State Healthcare Authority and its staff are advised that
believe the key quesiins posed for SRS, SBRT and IMRT are extensive and &
O2YLX SGS tS@St 2F RSGFAET Aa y20 LR
[see page101to 112 for full comment and evidence cifed

Summaryg KQ 1 $ee page$025 to 110 for full comment and evidenagted| Thank you for your comment.

Discussethe use of IMRT and SBRT for the treatment of prostate can| All references wertorwardedto TAC for

Discusses use &RS/SBRT for the treatment of head and neck cancer consideration in the review process.

Discusses use of SRS/SBRT for the treatment of central nervous No changes to the Key Questions.
system/spine cancer

9 Discusses the use of SBRT for the treatment of gastrointestinal/panct
cancers

Discusses the use of SBRT for gastesiitial/liver metastases
Discusses the use of SBRT for gastrointestinal/primary liver cancers

Discusses the use of SBRT for lung cancers

=A =4 =4 =

Discusses theffectivenessaind safety of SBRT for-ieadiation
Summary; KQ2 gee paged10to 111 for full commentand evidenceited|
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9 Discusses the safety and harms of SRS and SBRT
Summaryg KQ3 geepagelll for full comment and evidenasted|
i Refersto KQ1 and KQ2
Summaryg KQ4 geepage 12 for full comment and evidenasted|
9 Discusses the cost amdsteffectiveness of SRS, SBRT, IMRT, and EB

University of Washington Medicine / Seattle Cancer Care Alliancedenent of Radiation Oncology and UW Department of Neurological

Surgery

Summary KQ -ge paged16to 119for full comment and evidence cifed

9 Discusses the effectiveness of IMRT for head and neck, thyroid, thorg
prostate, gastric, rectal, anajynecological, breast, sarcomas, and brai
cancers.

Summary KQZge pagel 19 for fullcomment
9 Discusses the potential harms of IMRT
Summary KQ3ge paged 19 to 120 for full comment

9 Discusses the efficacy and safety issues of IMRT for subpopulations
gender; age; site and type of cancer; stage and grade of cancer; and
setting, provider characteristics, equipment, quality assurance standa
and procedures.

Summary KQfsee page 20 for full comment and evidence cifed
1 Discusses the cost effectivenefdMRT.

Thank you for your comment.

All references wertorwardedto TAC for
consideration in the review process.

No changes to the Key Questions.

Varian Medical Systems

Andrew |aLyGSyaAirde Y2RdzZ I GSR NI RAFGAZ2Y GKS|Thankyou for your comment.
M. patients and has been widely used by clinicians to treat patients since 2001. No changes to the Key Questions.
Whitman | Medicare has recognized that this is a highly effective treatment for head ang
neck, prostate, lung anbreast cancer. Each year, clinicians around the world
Varian products to deliver more than thirfiwe million radiotherapy treatments
accounting for tens of thousands of cancer patients per day. Radiotherapy is
24 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA
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costeffective form of cancer treatent. Unlike drugs or surgery, one linear
accelerator can perform nearly one hundred thousand treatments during its li
O & O fser pagel2@dfor full comment

Varian
Dossier

Summany KQL1 fee paged24to 125for full commentand evidence citdd
1 Provided summaries of evidence cited.

Summary KQZXge pagel25 for full comment
9 Discussesafety mechanisms of IMRT.

Summary KQ4Ege paged26to 127 for full comment and evidence cifed

i Provided summaries of evidence cited.

Thank you for your comment.

All references werforwardedto TAC for
consideration in the review process.

No changes to the Key Questions.
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Table 3. Response to Public Comment on Draft Report

American Society foRadiationOncology

GhyS 2F GKS LINAYFNE O2yOSNya Llzi ¥
randomized data to definitively demonstrate superior clinical outcomes with tf
use of IMRT as compared to conventional radiatherapy, and the lack of Leve
One evidence from randomized clinical trials. Much has been written regardir
the challenges associated with the use of traditional comparative effectivenes
research methodology when applied to new technology. The reasoderlying
the lack of randomized, doublalind, placebo controlled trials in radiation
oncology are many, primarily related to the challenges in finding funding and
willing patients for such research questions given the volume and consistenc
literature that supports the use of IMRT for many cancer types. There is certs
precedent for introducing significant technological developments without this
level of evidence. Examples include:

1 CT scanning vs. conventional imaging;

9 Linear accelerators vs. cailt;

1 CT simulation vs. fluoroscopic simulation or worse;
1

High dose rate remotafter loadingbrachytherapy vs. low dose rasdter
loadingbrachytherapy vs. low dose rate naifter loading

0 NI OK & (i Ke® pegd1B8duel30mr full comment and references
cited|

Thank you for your comment.

It is the charge of thevidencevendor to
summarize the eviehce and not to make a
determiration of whether to cover IMRT. The
strength of the evidence is very low to low for
most findhgs.

No changes to the report.

G¢CKS RNITFTG NBLR2NI FdzZNIKSNI adldsSa i
methodological quality and the ACR guidelines vary from poor to fair
methodological quality. Both of these guideline documents are widely accepis
and have credibility across the oncology and payer community. The lack of
randomized controlled trials does not preclude the necessity to make clinical
coverage decisions every single day, and guidelines such as these represent
best examples in oncology general and radiation oncology in particular. Abse
4dzOK 3FdzA RSt AYySasz |y SY@ANRYYSyl 6K

Specifically, these panels do reflect the consensus-iélic experts, including

Thank you for your comment.

The quality assessment of the guidelines asses
the methodological rigor of the guideline
development process. We understand that, in t
absence of evidence, a consensus of clinical
experts is often relied on for the development of
clinical practice gudelines. For the NCCN guidel

Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA



Final Public Comments and Disposition

August 17, 2012

non-radiationoncologists, that IMRT is the si@ard of care in the management
both prostate and head and neck cancer. ASTRO is concerned that increase
G2EAOAGE YR RSONBI&ASR OdzNB NI GSa
20SN) GKS 20280GAa2ya 27 S ELiaiNde ovedally S
AU0NBY3GK 2F SOARSYOS Ay Teeghgadl2@td13Q
for full comment

development process, we made several attempt
through email communication to get a clearer
understanding of how evidence is identified and
selected for inclusionilt is still unclear how the
NCCN identifies and selectsdence for inclusion
of its guidelines. For this reason, the quality
assessment of the NCCN guidelines remains pq
quality.

No changes to the report.

LG Aa !'{¢whQa 2LAYA2Y OGKIG GKS RN
2T L aw¢ &éa ovér Righenyfoihal conformal radiation therapy (3DRT):
smaller, more conformal volumes may be irradiated, leading to (a) less toxicit
and (b) potentiafor dose escalation. IMRT allows radiation oncologists to
routinely provide 79.2 Gy to prostat@iccer patients, based on substantitdta
indicating that higher doses contribute to better outcomes. IMRT also allows
discipline to provide daily doses exceeding 2.1 Gy with chemotherapy to hea
neck cancer patients, again based on data thatdpisroach increases survival
over 3DCRT at lower daily doses. If radiation oncologists stop using IMRT an
instead use 3BCRT, treatment volumes will of necessity become larger, which
A Y ONB | & Ssedipaded 10t 1B@fep full cdmment

Thankyou for your comment.
CtK9SaaBySHLO 2F LawteQ
05/ we¢é¢ 2F AYLIEfSNE Y2
ANNI RAFTGSR Aa y2GSR A
 aLSO0Ge akKz2dzZ R 6S NBF
or reduced side effects. Advantages vehthey
exist are noted in the report.

No changes to the report.

! {¢ewh 0StAS@®Sa GKF{G GKS NBadzZ da LI
underutilized by the report writers and may in fact represent some of the high
guality data in favor of IMRT VBD-CRT fothe treatment of prostate carer.
Sheets et al reported less Gl and hip toxicity when IMRT was used which is 1
surprising since the hips and Gl organs are routinely avoided when performin
IMRT. Additionally, patientseated with IMRT had fewer additional episodes of
cancer treatment, implying a higher cure rate and fewer downstream costs,
Ff 6K2dzZ3K AG Aa  NBtFGAGS 6SI1ySaa
costeffectiveness analysis. ItisnotedthatsS8 6 & OoHAMHO A& |

dldzRedé¢ ¢KS Llzof AOFGAZ2Y 08 { KINXI

Thank you for your comment.

Sheets (2012) and Sharma (2009) weneawed
for the report. SheetsZ012) was quality assesse
as a good quality cohort study. Sharma (2009) v
included in the De Neve (2012) systematicengvi
We have added the De Neve (2012) systematic
review to the prostate section.

No change to the relative weight given to the
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overlooked in the development of this report, also supports the use of IMRT i
GNBFGYSyld 27 tonNPagell28iioSI30G0r fyll CotnhdEntandnd
references cited

results.

James H. Brashears llI

OWhy is there a dearth of clinical evidence supporting the superiority of IMRT
3DCRTBecause IMRT is frequently shown to be better than 3DCRT before
treatment is ever given to a patient.

The concept of applying evidence based medicine (EBM) to the modern pro
of radiation therapy for malignancies is indeed very salut#y radiaton
oncologists | am familiar with strongly support the use of EBM when appropri
for the improvement of care for our patients and the society of which we are ¢
apart. Applying EBM specifically to compare three dimensional conformal
radiation therapy 3DCRT) to intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) or
similar technologies like stereotactic body radiotherapy (SBRT) or stereotacti
radiosurgery (SRS) can be inherently problematic and misleadllrig.is because
physicians have the duty to treat pants with what we feel and understand to b
most beneficial/least harmful techniques at our disposal to the patient in the
short and long term without focusing specifically on the indirect monetary cos

In the vast majority of cases where IMRT/SEBRIS is deemed appropriate vers
more traditional 3DCRT, the amount of radiation to the target (cancer) is usua
higher and the corresponding significant dose of radiation to the normal tissu
(frequently organs critical for maintaining health like theg, kidney, intestines,
liver, etc) is almost always lesghis becomes evident during the radiation
planning process when various radiation delivery plans are evaluated before
is selected to treat the patientGiven the two principles that a highdose of
radiation is more effective in eradicating cancer and keeping radiation dose le
tissues/organs where there is no disease is safer, the fundamental issues of
comparing traditional and more modern techniques like IMRT in randomized
controlled trials is clear.

To simplify, when my father was diagnosed with prostate cancer and he dec

Thank you for your coment.

The report summarizes the available evidence &
does not make a recommendation about
coverage.

No changes to the report.
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that he wanted radiotherapy, there was a choice between treating with 3DCR
and IMRT.When comparing the 2 methods of treatment, the IMRT plan gave
biologically significant dose to the rectum and bladder while maintaining the s
dose to the prostate cancerAt this point, there was naeedto consult EBM
guidelines since the technique of treatment that gave less dose to the normal
tissue was knownln fact, it probably would have been unethical and against t
Hippocratic Oath for him to be treated with 3DCRT at that point since the IMR
plan was inherently saferApplying this case more broadly shows why radiatio
oncologists are reticent to compalMRT to 3DCRT withtdanket over a
population in trials.

Please do not take this reticence to knowingly treat patients with prima facie
inferior techniques as showing a lack of confidence in the superiority of
IMRT/SBRT/SRS over 3DCIRdeed the hosof research showing the dosimetriq
superiority of IMRT/SBRT/SRS is well known and fueled the initial adoption o
0KSasS GSOKy2t23ASa GKIFIG NIYRAFGAZY
interest and have contributed meaningfully to disease cohdéind increased
tolerability of therapy.lIt is frightening in the extreme to consider that therapy
which could be safer for patients might be disallowed in the future by
governmental mandaté.[see page 131 to 13Zor full commen}

Trevor Fitzgerald (Wenatchee Valley Medical Center)

ol am writing to comment on the draft report on the efficacy of IMRT. The bas| Thank you for your comment.
flaw in the report is treating all diagnosis groupshasnogenous and either
benefiting or not from IMRT. Unfortunately every tumor is different and its siz
location with resgct to critical structures and response to radiation determine| 1he reporsummarizes the available evidence af
whether or not IMRT will be beneficial. Some lung cancers can be treated | does not make a recommendation about
effectively with CRT, some cannot. To lump them all together and deny patie( COVe€rage.

who needIMRT that option would increasuortality and morbidity, it would
increase medical costs in other areas such as managing the increased side €
of CRT and decrease QOL. The need for BhRTId bedecided upon by the
responsible physician weighing all the appropriate medical datheppatient,

No changes to the report.
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and not just based on diagnosis type.

If wide swaths of diagnosis are deemed inappropriate for IMRT then the hosg
which have invested in the technology to perform such treatments will not be
able to remain viable and will close their ratibn therapy departments as CRT

reimbursement rates alonare not enough to keep these facilities open. This w
result inless access to care for the population and more morbidity.

I have worked in Radiation therapy for 24 years and have seen theitseokf
IMRT over CRT in many cad&sor to IMRT most Head and Neck, Lung and
Prostate Cancer patients did not finish their prescribed course of treatment
without lengthy breaks due to the severity of side effects. It would be unethics
for a practitionerto treat these patients with CRbased solely on long term
survival benefit data, knowing that many more painful and QOL reducing sid€
effects will occur than if IMRT could be usesképagel 33for full comment

Varian Medical Systems

dvarian has significant concerns that the draft report does not properly highlig
the immense benefits of the use of this advanced technology for treating can
For example, the overly stringent exclusion criteria led to the inclusion of only
percent or 124) of 2,199 references. The publication of a final report without
consideration for other means of assessment than randomized clinical trials V
be a significant detriment to patients in Washington State.

In addition, other norclinical factors shald be considered when comparing IMF
to 3DCRT and 2DCRT. Patient experience can be greatly improved using IM
with decreased time on the treatment table directly related to patient comfart.
[see page 134 to 135or full comment

Thank you for your eoment. The exclusion
criteria do not seem overly stringent to the
evidence vendor. The report considers cohort
studies and case series in addition to randomizeg
controlled trials

Patient experience is not of the Key Questions f
this report.

No changes tthe report.

oOn page 2, 18, 19, 29, 82, 84 etc. the draft report references a study by Hun
(2010) from the United Kingdom. Given the significant differences between th
United States and British health systems, it may not be appropriate to compa
these costs. When specifically referencing cost, Varian recommends that only

studies should be used in the final repdidee pagel 36 for full comment

Thank you for your commerlthough we agree
that cost studies are affected by the structure of
the health care system and prices for individual
cost inputs, we included the cost information fro
the UK as the only cost estimates for prostate
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IMRT. We note in the report that the analysis
comes from the UK. From previous experience
Washington HA Clinical Committee will be able
consider the Hummel cost information in a
sophisticated manner.

GThe references to Tipton, K. et al (2011a and 2011b) are related to Stereotal
Body Radiation Therapy, not IMRT and Varian recommends they shouié not
incldzZRSR Ay | FAY lsée pagB3adMUi cotylenil a w ¢ &

Thank you for your comment. The Tipton (2011
2011b) references are included to provide
background information on the cost of IMRT.

No changes to the report.

dlt is notappropriate to lump together 2DCRT and 3DCRT. They are significa
different.¢ seeépagel36for full comment

The evidence report is charged with providing

evidence comparing IMRT to EBRT. This inher
lumps 2DCRT and 3DCRT together. The evide
report reports 2DCRT or 3DCRT when the study
I dzi K2NBQ aLISOATe 2yS
appropriate comparator to IMRT for the purpose€
of the evidence report.

oAlthough we understand the need to limit the references to a specified date
range in oder to ensure review of the most tip-date information, at least one
study from 2001 is worthy of inclusion in the report and is listed below in the
section on head and neck cancers. (Chao Washington University Gté&e)
pagel36for full comment

Thank you for your commenin order to remain
consistent with the originally chosen theds, we
will retain the 2002012 inclusion dates.

0On page 75 of the report, the Vergeer 2009 study was mentioned and is als
included in the References section, liné significant quality of life benefits
detailed in that study were not reported in the draftsee>pagel 36 for full
comment

Thank you for your comment. Vergeer (2009) w
included in the Scorown (2010) systematic
review. The results of Vergeer (2009) are
summarized as part of the findings from the Sca
Brown systematic review on pa§é of the report.
Results from Vergeer and Jabbari are both addg
to the text of the report.

Health Technology Assessment | HTA

31



August 17, 2012

Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy

dln addition to the above edits, Varimacommends that the studies and clinical
guidelines listed below be considered for inclusion and refeean the final
NB LJ2 NIi  2s¢e pagadBeitod1dsforfull comment and references cifed

Thank you for the additional references. They
have beeneviewed according the inclusion
criteria outlined in the report. References that m
inclusion criteria were added to the report.
Excluded references and reasons for exclusion
be found in Appendix B of the repoRour
additional references were addédo the report.

The following redrences were included into the
evidence tables and where appropriate into the
text of the report:

Gupta, et al. Radiother Oncol 7/30/12

Little eta al. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
83(3):100714

Kuang Clin Transl Oncti4/12

Spratt, et al. Int J Radiation Oncol Biol Phys
7/12/12 (Electronic publication)

Du et al. Gynec Oncol 125(1):1blvasalready
included inthe evidence tables and report
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PUBLIC COMMENTS T TOPIC NOMINATION

From:Berit Madsen

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Subject:Comments for IMRT and SRT/SBRT review

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2012 12:34:12 PM

Attachments:Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy for HCA of WA.docx
HTA letter March 2012.docx

Dear Mr. Morse

Attached please fith my original comments regarding IMRT sent earlier this year when the HCA
review process was being determined and a letter our group has written in support of the
comments submitted by Dr. Todd Barnett and the Swedish Cancer Institute.

Berit L. Madsen, MOFACR
bmadsen@peninsulacancercenter.com
(360) 6978000

Confidentiality NoticeThis email message, including any attachments, is for the soletigee
intended individual(s) named above and may contain confidential, privileged, grdtected
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, copying, or distributitsncohtents is
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, you have received this eneaibr. If so,
please notify the sender immediately by reply email andtelielestroy theoriginal and all
copies of this communication. Also know that Internebal is not securdn choosing to
communicate with Peninsula Cancer Center staff by email you will aseasgeconfidentiality
risks.
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Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT)

Intensity modulated radiation therapy, or IMRT, is a specialized form of three dimensional

conformal radiotherapy that allows radiation to be more exactly shaped to fit the tumor. With

| MRT, the radiation beammkaenspe adndkeheupnian:
beamlet can be adjusted individually. Using IMRT, it may be possible to further limit the amount

of radiation received by healthy tissue near the tumor. In some situations, this may also safely

allow a higher dose of radian to be delivered to the tumor, potentially increasing the chance of

a cure.

| MRT was developed in the 199006s to treat pro
broadly adopted since then by most radiation oncologists to treat a wide varietyof tum

because it allows higher more effective doses of radiation to be delivered while improving both

the acute and late side effects of treatment. There is a large and growing body of clinical

evidence to support the use of IMRT for many types of cane&s .afsached partial bibliography

and |1 6d be happy to send the committee any re
would agree that IMRT is the standard of care for prostate, head and neck, and many

gynecologic and anal malignancies. Otheeds#e sites also benefit from the improved

radiotherapy delivery properties of IMRT.

Most modern linear accelerators with mudtaf collimators (Varian, Elekta, Tomotherapy and
others) can perform IMRT. IMRT requires considerable additional work fgsttpsician,

treatment planners (dosimetrist), and physicist because of the increased complexity of defining
treatment volumes and normal tissue constraints as well as increased quality assurance and
machine maintenance. While there is extra work involMd& T allows for semiautomated
treatment which can be delivered faster and can be less error prone that conventional
radiotherapy.

In summary; IMRT is commonly utilized method of radiotherapy that has enhanced the
effectiveness, improved the tolerance aatety of radiation therapy for many patients with
cancer.

Respectfully submitted

Berit L. Madsen, MD, FACR

Washington State Radiologic Society Executive Committee Member
BMadsen@peninsulacancercenter.com

(360)6978000

References:

Estimating difference s in volumetric flat bone growth in pediatric patients
by radiation treatment method

Chiaho Hua, Hemant I. Shukla, Thomas E. Merchant, Matthew J. Krasin

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 1 February 2007
(volume 67 issue 2 Pages 552- 558 DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2006.08.069)
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Large Cohort Dose T Volume Response Analysis of Parotid Gland Function After
Radiotherapy: Intensity - Modulated Versus Conventional Radiotherapy
Tim Dijkema, Chris H.J. Terhaard, Judith M. Roesink, Pétra M. Braam, Carla H.

van Gils, Marinus A. Moerland, Cornelis P.J. Raaijmakers

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 15 November
2008 (volume 72 issue 4 Pages 110 1- 1109 DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2008.02.059)

Decreasing Temporal Lobe Dose With Five - Field Intensity - Modulated
Radiotherapy for Treatment of Pituitary Macroadenomas

Preeti K. Parhar, Tamara Duckworth, Parinda Shah, J. Keith DeWyngaert,
Ashwatha Narayana, Silvia C. Formenti, Jinesh N. Shah

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 1 October 2010
(volume 78 issue 2 Pages 379 - 384 DOI: 10.1016/}.ijrobp.2009.07.1695)

Intensity - Modulated Radiation Therapy Significantly Improves Acute

Gastrointestinal Toxicity in Pancreatic and Ampullary Cancers

Susannah Yovino, Matthew Poppe, Salma Jabbour, Vera D avid, Michael Garofalo,
Naimesh Pandya, Richard Alexander, Nader Hanna, William F. Regine

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 1 January 2011
(volume 79 issue 1 Pages 158 - 162 DOI: 10.1016/}.ijrobp.2009.10.043)

Dosimetric Comparison of Three Different Involved Nodal Irradiation

Techniques for Stage Il Hodgkin's Lymphoma Patients: Conventional

Radiotherapy, Intensity - Modulated Radiotherapy, and Three - Dimensio nal Proton
Radiotherapy

Bhishamijit S. Chera, Christina Rodriguez, Christopher G. Morris, Debbie

Louis, Daniel Yeung, Zuofeng Li, Nancy P. Mendenhall

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 15 November
2009 (volume 75 issue 4 Pages 11 73- 1180 DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2008.12.048)

Simultaneous Integrated Boost Using Intensity - Modulated Radiotherapy Compared
with Conventional Radiotherapy in Patients Treated with Con current

Carboplatin and 5 - Fluorouracil for Locally Advanced Oropharyngeal Carcinoma

Sébastien Clavel, David H.A. Nguyen, Bernard Fortin, Philippe Després, Nader

Khaouam, David Donath, Denis Souliéres, Louis Guertin, Phuc Felix Nguyen - Tan

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 31 January 2011
(Article in Press DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2010.10.061)

Influence of Organ Motion on Conformal vs. Intensity - Modulated P elvic
Radiotherapy for Prostate Cancer

Liv Bolstad Hysing, Tone Nybg Skorpen, Markus Alber, Lise Bauge Fjellsbg,

Svein Inge Helle, Ludvig Paul Muren

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 1 August 2008
(volume 71 issue 5 Pages 1496 - 1503 DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2008.04.011)

Reduced Acute Bowel Toxicity in Patients Treated With Intensity - Modulated
Radiotherapy for Rectal Cancer
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Jason M. Samuelian, Matthew D. Callister, Jonathan B. Ashman, Tonia M. Young -
Fadok, Mitesh J. Borad, Leonard L. Gunderson

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 7 April 2011
(Article in Press DOI: 10.1016/].ijrobp.2011.01.051)

How Does Intensity - Modulated Radiothera py Versus Conventional Two - Dimensional
Radiotherapy Influence the Treatment Results in Nasopharyngeal Carcinoma
Patients?

Shu- Zhen Lai, Wen - Fei Li, Lei Chen, Wei Luo, Yuan -Yuan Chen, Li - Zhi Liu, Ying
Sun, Ai - HuaLin, Meng - Zhong Liu, Jun Ma

International j ournal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 1 July 2011

(volume 80 issue 3 Pages 661 - 668 DOI: 10.1016/}.ijrobp.2010.03.024)

Improved Dosimetric and Clinical Outcomes With Intensity - Modulated
Radiotherapy for Head - and - Neck Cancer of Unknown Primary Origin

Allen M. Chen, Bao - Qing Li, D. Gregory Farwell, Joseph Marsano, Srinivasan

Vijayakumar, James A. Purdy

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 1 Marc h 2011
(volume 79 issue 3 Pages 756 - 762 DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2009.11.020)

Radiotherapy for Early Mediastinal Hodgkin Lymphoma According to the German

Hodgkin Study Group (GHSG): T he Roles of Intensity - Modulated Radiotherapy and
Involved - Node Radiotherapy
Julia Koeck, Yasser Abo - Madyan, Frank Lohr, Florian Stieler, Jan Kriz, Rolf -

Peter Mueller, Frederik Wenz, Hans Theodor Eich

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, p hysics 14 November
2011 (Article in Press DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2011.05.054)

Influence of Technologic Advances on Outcomes in Patients With Unresectable,
Locally Advanced Non T Small - Cell Lung Cancer Receiving Concomitant
Chemoradiotherapy

Zhongxing X. Liao, Ritsuko R. Komaki, Howard D. Thames, Helen H. Liu, Susan

L. Tucker, Radhe Mohan, Mary K. Martel, Xiong Wei, Kunyu Yang, Edward S. Kim,
George Blumenschein, Waun Ki Hong, James D. C (0)'¢

International journal of radiation oncology, biology, physics 1 March 2010
(volume 76 issue 3 Pages 775 - 781 DOI: 10.1016/j.ijrobp.2009.02.032)
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From: Badiozamani, Kasra[Kasra.Badiozamani@vmmc.org]

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog
CCMitsuyama, Paul; Badiozamani, Kasra
Subject:Public Comment for: Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy

To the Washington Health Care Authority:

We are writing to encourage you to remove IMRT from the proposed list of topics for review by
the HCA AdministratorWe feel that IMRT is of great value and benefit to our patiefisere

are many areas where IMRT has been proven to be superior-tm8drmal radiation

therapy ( 3DCRT): in the treatment of prostate cancer, head and neck cancers, brain or skull
base tumors, and cases requiringiradiation. In prostate cancer, IMRT can spare the rectum,
bowel, and bladder better than 3DCRClinicalstudies demonstrate lower rectal toxicity with
IMRT over 3DCRTh head and neck cancers, IMRT has shown much better parotid gland
sparing than 3DCRParotid sparing is very important for reducing the severity of permanent
xerostomia which greatly af@i & G KS LI GASy dQa | ol brdiriogskull 2 S|
base tumors, IMRT can reduce dose to critical structures which are very sensitive to radiation
such as retina, optic nerves, and chiagdm.addition, there is data supporting sparing
hippocampal regions to reduce permanent neurocognitve dysfunctibdRT is extremely

useful when treatment is needed to an area in close proximity to a region that has previously
received radiation in order to keep the dose below dose tolerances far tha

structure. Furthermore, there are current national NCI sponsored clinical trials using radiation
therapy which mandate the use of IMRT for treatment of patients on protocol since it is agreed
that it is the best treatment technique in these settinggluding RTOG brain studies (0539 and
0933) and head and neck cancer studies (1016 and 092@puld be a disadvantage to the
patients not to be able to offer them these potentially igaving treatment studies because

IMRT was not reimbursedlhis tetinology is of proven benefit to patients, and should not be

on the list for review by the HCA.

References supporting the use of IMRT are provided beldvank you for your consideration.

Eisbruch A, ten Haken RK, Kim HM, et al. Dose volume and furetatanships in parotid
glands following conformal and intensity modulated irradiation of head and neck calmtel.
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 1999;45:687.

Saarilahti K, Kouri M, Collan J, et al. Intensity modulated radiotherapy for head and nesk canc
evidence for preserved salivary gland function. Radiother OB60b6;74:25%8.

Jabbari S, Kim HM, Feng M, Lin A, Tsien C, Elshaikh M, Terrel JE, Murdbcd, Eisbruch A.
Matched casecontrol study of quality of life and xerostomia after intensitypdulated
radiotherapy or standard radiotherapy for heathd-neck cancer: initial report. Int J Radiat
Oncol Biol Phys. 2005 Nov 1;63(3)-825
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Graff P, Lapeyre M, Desandes E, Ortholan C, Bensadoun RJ, Alfonsi M, Maingon P, Giraud P,
Bourhis J, Marche¥f, Mege A, Peiffert D. Impact of intensityodulated radiotherapy on
health-related quality of life for head and neck cancer patients: matepaitl comparison with
conventional radiotherapy. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2007 Apr 1;67(511309

Nutting CM, Morden JP, Harrington KJ, Urbano TG, Bhide SA, Clark C, Miles EA, Miah AB,
Newbold K, Tanay M, Adab F, Jefferies SJ, Scrase C, Yap BK, A'Hern RP, Sydenham MA, Emson
M, Hall E; PARSPORT trial management group. Papaithg intensity modulated versus
conventional radiotherapy in head and neck cancer

(PARSPORT): a phase 3 multicentre randomised controlled trial. Lancet Oncol. 2011
Feb;12(2):12%86.

Staffurth J; Radiotherapy Development Board. A review of the clinical evidence for intensity
modulated adiotherapy. Clin Oncol (R Coll Radiol). 2010 Oct;22(85848pub 2010 Jul 31.

Veldeman L, Madani I, Hulstaert F, De Meerleer G, Mareel M, De Neve W.

Evidence behind use of intensityodulated radiotherapy: a systematic review of comparative
clinical sudies. Lancet Oncol. 2008 Apr;9(4):38. Review. Erratum

in: Lancet Oncol. 2008 Jun;9(6):513.

Chen MF, Tseng CJ, Tseng CC, Kuo YC, Yu CY, Chen WC. Clinical outcome in posthysterectomy
cervical cancer patients treated with concurrent Cisplatin and isitggimodulated pelvic

radiotherapy: comparison with conventional radiotherapy. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2007

Apr 1;67(5):143814

Goenka A, Magsanoc JM, Pei X, Schechter M, Kollmeier M, Cox B, Scardino PT, Eastham JA,
Zelefsky MJ. Improved toxicipyofile following highdose postprostatectomy salvage radiation
therapy with intensitymodulated radiation therapy. Eur Urol. 2011 Dec;60(6):1842

Zelefsky MJ, Levin EJ, Hunt M, Yamada Y, Shippy AM, Jackson A, Amols HI.

Incidence of late rectal and urinatoxicities after threedimensional conformal radiotherapy
and intensitymodulated radiotherapy for localized prostate cancer.

Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2008 Mar 15;70(4)=p124

Cahlon O, Hunt M, Zelefsky MJ. Intensitgdulated radiation therapy:
supportive data for prostate cancer. Semin Radiat Oncol. 2008 Jan;18(1):

Jaganathan A, Tiwari M, Phansekar R, Panta R, Huilgol N. Intensiiyated radiation to spare
neural stem cells in brain tumors: a computational platform for evaluation of pHyasnch
biological dose metrics. J Cancer Res Ther. 2011

JanMar;7(1):5863

De La Fuente Herman T, Ahmad And S, Vlachaki MT. Intensity modulated radiation therapy
versus three dimensional conformal radiation therapy for treatment of high grade glioma: a
radiobiological modeling study. J Xray Sci Technol.
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2010;18(4):393102
Respectfully yours,

H. Paul Mitsuyama, MD

Kas Ray Badiozamani, MD
Section of Radiation Oncology
Virginia Mason Medical Center
Mail Stop CERO

1100 9th Ave

PO Box 900

Seattle, WA 98111
206-223-6801
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The information contained in thismail may be confidential. I[F YOU

RECEIVED THIS IN ERROR, please call the Virginia Mason Privacy Officer

through the Virginia Mason Operatat (206) 2236600. Thank you.

Patients: Email is NOT considered secure. By choosing to communicate
with Virginia Mason by-enail, you will assume the risk of a confidentiality

breach. Please do not rely omneail communication if you or a family

member & injured or is experiencing a sudden change in health status.

If you need emergency attention, call 911.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS T KEY QUESTIONS

From:Jason Mckitrick

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Cc:Andrew WoodsMorse, Josiah (HCA)

Subject:ACRO @nment Letter to Mr. Josh Morse (WSHCA HTA) Regarding Stereotactic
Radiation Surgery and Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy, and Intensity Modulated Radiation
Therapy Technology Assessment Key Questions

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2012 12:26:38 PM

Attachments: Comment Letter to Mr. Josh Morse (WSHCA Health Technology Assessiient) 3
2012.pdf

Importance:High

Dear Mr. Morse,

Attached please find the comment letter submitted on behalf of the American College of
Radiation Oncology fd@tereotactic RadiatiorSurgery, Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy,
and IntensityModulated Radiation Therapy Technology Assessment Key Questions

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you.

Jason S. McKitrick

Liberty Partners Group

1050 K Street, NW

Suite 315

Washington, D.C. 20001

(202) 4423754 (Direct)

(703) 2031455 (Cell)
jmckitrick@libertypartnersgroup.com
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ACRO
— American College of

RADIATION ONCOLOGY

mmurmmmm

. 8272 KiverFoad  Sune 630 Bathasaa, MD 20616 3017186515  Fax 301 656 0985  Ema)l infol acen oeg

March 6, 2012

Josh Morse. MPH

Program Director

Washmgton State Health Care Authonty
Health Technology Assessment

P.O Box 42712

Olympia, Washington 98504-2712

Re:  Stereotactic Radiation Surgery, Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy, and
Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy Technology Assessment Key Questions

Dear Mr. Morse:

The Amencan College of Radiation Oncology (ACRO) appreciates the opportumuty to offer its comments
to the Washington State Health Care Authonty (WSHCA) draft Technology Assessment Key Questions
on the topics of Stereotactic Radiation Surgery (SRS), Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy (SBRT). and
Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT). ACRO represents radiation oncologists in the
socioeconomic and political arenas. With a current membership of approximately 1,000, ACRO 15
dedicated to fostening radiation oncology education and science; improving patient care services: studying
the socioeconomic aspects of the practice of radiation oncology: and encouraging education in radiation
oncology

ACRO received notice of the key questions on February 22, 2012 and we understand the deadline for
comments 1s March 6, 2012. Full and appropnate comments to these questions requires months of
preparation. Unfortunately. the short ime frame withun which to answer these questions does not allow
for a direct detailed, and fully documented response

However, ACRO can provide the following more general comments within the allotted time frame:

e The 1ssues surrounding choices of radiation-enutting modahities, (e g IMRT) are usually based on
physical (physics) data and empinical observations, rather than randomuzed controlled chimical
tmals. The US Food and Drug Admimstration does not require such Level I data for device
approval, and once devices are approved and marketed. there 15 hittle ability to complete those
mals. Proposals to payers to assist in implementing tnals. as with Coverage with Evidence
Development, have been shunned. and patients (and IRBs) wall rarely if ever accept
randomization to tnals where the only presumed differences are related to morbiduty.
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Amencan College of Radiaton Oncology
Washington State Health Care Authonty
Health Technology Assessment Comment Letter March 6, 2012

Page |2

*  Asa delivery system widely available since 1998 (when the CPT® codes and RVUs were
established), IMRT has been shown m every and innumerable mstances measured, to reduce
morbidity to the adjacent organs at nsk in proxumuty to target tumor volumes. In instances where
this morbidity-reduction has been used to permut an increase i radiation dose to tumors (e.g.
prostate. head‘neck. central nervous system. liver. etc ). a concomitant increase in local control
has also been demonstrated. Regrettably. m radiation oncology. unlike drug development. since
long-term control or cure is often the determunant end-point, years may be requured to define the
parameters. so physical data and morbidity reduction MUST be used as surrogates. Randonuzed
device tnals also require a large mstalled base of the devices. which 15 also impractcal
Altematively, drug studies may provide actionable (albeit often non-chimically relevant)
mformation in weeks to months. at numumal cost. since the pnmary end-points are more often
simply measurement of some surrogate tumor marker or mnterval free from progression

e There s clear and increasing evidence that in certamn curcumstances, SBRT and SRS may be
equivalent and/or preferable to conventional fractionated and protracted radiation. SBRT and
SRS. unlike IMRT, relate to “biology” and not “technology.” in that they merely represent the
delivery of hugh-dose. short-course radiation (5 or fewer treatments, rather than daily. protracted,
lower-dose. longer-course therapies) Evidence mounts that numerous sites, mcluding brain,
spinal cord. liver. and lung. as well as other emerzing indications. are appropnately treated by
SRS (for central nervous system) and SBRT (for non-central nervous system)

We understand that the Amenican Society for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO) has included its own model
coverage policies on SRS, SBRT and IMRT for your review that outline specific technology of each
treatment. chimcal indications, coding considerations and references. ACRO supports your review of
these matenials and their conclusions. We also are aware that physicians with the Swedish Medical
Center are subnutting information regarding studies that have been performed relating to SRS, SBRT and
IMRT We would encourage the committee to review these in detal

We appreciate yowr consideration of our comments and lock forward to reviewing the WSHCA's draft
report. Should you have any questions, please contact Jason McKimck. ACRO Economics Commuittee
consultant, at (202) 442-3754

Sincerely,

Sheila Rege, MD, FASTRO, FACRO
Chair, Econonucs Comnuttee

Amencan College of Radiation Oncology
5272 River Road

Swte 630

Bethesda Maryland 20816
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From:Marsha Kaufman

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Cc:Patton, Gregory A (Gregory.Patton@USOncology.delichael DzedaThomasEichler,
M.D.

(thomas.eichler@hcahealthcare.condpel Cherlow, M.D., Ph.D. (jcherlow@memorialcare;org)
Najeeb

Mohideen Brian Kavanagh, M.D. (brian.kavanagh@uchsc;&hneen Groom<rystal Carter
Subject:ASTRO comment lettelSRS, SBRT and IMRT ®egstions

Date:Monday, March 05, 2012 9:43:14 AM

Attachments:SRSSBRAMRT KeyQCommentLtr FINAE-32.pdf
SRSModelPolicyFINARF11.pdf

SBRT2010 FINAL-17-10.pdf

ASTRO IMRT Model FINAL 05.09v@f disclaimer.pdf

Good afternoon Mr. Morse. Pleas¢fR I G i OKSR GKS ! YSNAOIY {20AS
(ASTRO) comment letter on the key questions related to the technologies of Stereotactic

Radiation Surgery (SRS), Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy (SBRT) and Intensity Modulated
RadiationTherap{iMRT). As indicated in our letter, attached are copies of the ASTRO Model

Policies on SRS, SBRT and IMRT.

Thank you for your consideration and please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any
guestions.

Regards,

Marsha Kaufman

Marsha Kaufman, MSW

Director of Health Policy

American Society for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO)
8280 Willow Oaks Corporate Drive
Fairfax, VA 22031

703-502-1550 Main

703-839-7374 Direct

703-839-7375 Fax
marshak@astro.org

www.astroorg

Www.rtanswers.org

Follow us orTwitter and Facebook

This is a CONFIDENTIAL communication. Information contained in this message is intended only for the
confidential use by the recipient(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipigriga$e immediately
notify the sender via email and delete this message without copying. Thank you.
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ASTRO

TARSETING CANCER CanE

March 5, 2012

Josh Morse, MPH

Program Director

Washington State Health Care Authority
Health Technology Assessment

P.O. Box 42712

Olympia, WA 98504-2712

BY ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION to shtap@hca.wa.gov

Re: Stereotactic Radiation Surgery and Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy, and Intensity
Modulated Radiation Therapy Technology Assessment Key Questions

Dear Mr. Morse:

The American Socicty for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO), the largest radiation oncology society
in the world representing more than 10,000 members who specialize in treating patients with
radiation therapies, appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Washington State Health Care
Authority draft Technology Assessment Key Questions on the topics of Stereotactic
Radiosurgery (SRS) and Stercotactic Body Radiation Therapy (SBRT), and Intensity Modulated
Radiation Therapy (IMR'T). ASTRO received notice of the Key Questions on February 22, 2012
and we understand the deadline for comments is March 6, 2012, The Koy Questions posed for
SRS, SBRT and IMRT are extensive and ask for a level of detail that we cannot produce within
the time frame allotted. The information requested for all three technologies, specifically
comparisons to external beam radiation therapy (benefits and harms), and differential cfficacy or
safety issues in subpopulations including consideration of gender, age, site and type of cancer,
stage and grade of cancer and setting, provider characteristics, equipment, quality assurance
standards and procedures, constitutes a full rescarch study that would take many months to
produce. While ASTRO believes these technologies offer clear benefits 1o many of the cancer
patients our members treat, we would require significantly more time to adequately address the
important issues raised in the Key Questions.

ASTRO plans on reviewing the draft report that will be produced as a result of the public
comment period and we look forward o revicwing this report in carly July. We have noted that
the Health Technology Clinical Committee that will be reviewing the technology assessment
reports and making coverage decisions does not include a radiation oncologist and we strongly
recommend that a radiation oncologist be added to this committee.

In anticipation of the more detailed comments that we will submit in response 1o the draft repont,
we offer a general observation relating to the fundamental basis of some of our positions about
IMRT in particular. During the past two decades, an abundant number of clinical studies have
characterized the relationship between the dose given to various normal tissues using 3D EBRT

AMEFICAN SOCIETY FOS RADIATION ORCOLOGY
OO WILLOW CAKS COFORATT ORVE + SANEE $00 - FAIRFAN VA 2208t « WANATIFE - WO MO - TR0 Some
WWHLSITAON ¢« WA eeg

44 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA



Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

ASTRO Washington Health Care Authority Technology Assessment Letter
Page 2
March 5, 2012

and the risk of toxicity to those tissues. There are recognized dose thresholds known to relate to
the risk of toxicity for bowel, bladder, spinal cord, and other important organs. Whereas IMRT
offers the capacity to avoid exceeding those recognized thresholds for toxicity, it is considered
an appropriate standard for numerous indications as a result of this property. The field of
radiation oncology has not considered it ethical or resource-efficient 1o conduct head-to-head
comparisons of 3D EBRT vs. IMRT in all settings where a clear improvement in a surrogate
measure of toxicity risk is casily demonstrated.

We have included ASTRO’s model coverage policies on SRS, SBRT and IMRT for your review
that outline the specific technology of each treatment, clinical indications, coding considerations
and references.

We appreciate your consideration of this material and look forward 1o the drafl report. Should
you have any questions please contact Marsha Kaufman, Director of Health Policy, at 703-839-
7374 or marshak@astro.org.

Sincerely,

Q‘Dm Wit T2

Gregory Patton, MD Michael Dzeda, MD
Chair, Regulatory Committee Vice Chair, Regulatory Commitiee

Enclosure:  ASTRO SRS Model Policy
ASTRO SBR'T Model Policy
ASTRO IMRT Model Policy

ce: Thomas Eichler, MD
Joel Cherlow, MD, PhD
Najeeb Mohideen, MD
Brian Kavanagh, MD, MPH
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From:Ashton, Spencer N

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Subject:HTA- IMRT

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2012 4:30:59 PM
Attachments:120304IMRT_Douglas_Landis_Mar2_2012.docx

| am writing to put my support behind the use of Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT)
asa vital tool for the treatment of cancer in the State of Viagton. The development of IMRT
techniques has allowed physiomto deliver more conformal radiath doses to treatment

volumes, allowing us to increase dose to target tissues while samediusly decreasing dose to

the surrounding normal tissues. This leads to decreased toxicity/side effects that patients
endure agart of their treatment, while in some cases increasing tumortimates. IMRT is

not used inevery breast cancer patient, but has made an important impatttertreatment of

Head and Nechknalignancies, Prostate Cancer, and some abdominal cancernsgothers.

IMRT has decreasdmbth the acute toxicity experienced during treatment as well asldimg

term toxicity experiencedby patients even years down the road.

| have read and agree with the position put forth by the Swiediledical Center in Seattées
linked to above. | ask you to examine the evidence, anddvencourage you to continue to
support the use of IMRT in the appropriate patients here in the State of Washington.

Thankyou for your time.
Sincerely,

Spencer Ashton M.D.

Providence St. V4B Q& wS3IA2y Il f [/ FyYyOSNI / Syi{iSNJ
401 W Poplar. Ave.

Walla Walla, WA 99362

509-522-5700

This message is intended for the sole use of the addressee, and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exemfitom disclosure under applicable lawytu are not the
addressee you are hereby notified that ymay not use, copy, disclose, distribute to anyone

the message or any information contained in the message. If you have rddhiganessage in

error, pleasammediately advise the sender lbgply email and delete this message.
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From:Carlson, Thomas MD

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Subject:Public Comment for: Stereotactic Radiation Surgery and Stereotactic Body Radiation
Therapy

Date:Monday, March 05, 2012 11:22:53 AM

Members d the Health Technology Committee,

| appreciate the work you do in recognizing the need to evaluate new technologies and the
implementation of these technologies in the health care sector.

| am concerned with respect to the path we have been going degarding the complexity of
reimbursement evaluation. We seem to be reimbursing physicians based on the tools they are
using to accomplish a task as opposed to the task itself. In the case of IMRT, Stereotactic
Radiosurgery (in the brain or body) or brattigrapy, we are reimbursing based on the tool. Do
we reimburse a surgeon for using one scalpel blade over another? No. The surgeon chooses
what's most appropriate for the situation and is paid for the job. | believe a tremendous
amount of waste could be raoved from the system if a case rate reimbursement model was
initiated.

Thomas Carlson, MD
Department of Radiation Oncology
Wenatchee Valley Medical Center

This email message, including any attachments, is forsbke use of the intended recipient(s)
and may contairconfidential or privileged information. Any unauthorizexview, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited.ybu are not the intended recipient, please contact the
sender by reply enail and destroy the message
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Radiant J;%"

March §, 2012

Mr. Josh Marse, MPH, Program Director and the Health Technology Assessment
Program Board and Staff

Washington State Health Care Authority

P.0. Box 42712

Olympia, Washington, 98504-2712

Dear Mr. Morse and Members of the Board and Staff:

Thank you for aliowing us to comment on the Key Questions that where raised pertaining to IMRT. [ will
be speaking for all members of RadiantCare Radiation Oncology in the following correspondence. Due
to the short time frame allowed o comment we have chosen to collaborate with the Tumaor Institute
Radiation Oncology Group (TIROG) in our response.

We share your concerns pertaining to patient safety, effectiveness, efficiency and the rising cost of
contempaorary radiation treatment modalities. We have instituted a group designated to address these
issues as they relate to the treatment of the patients of RadiantCare.

IMRT is a very precise treatment modality that uses computer generated images to deliver tightly
focused beams to cancerous tumors. This computer generated beam optimization allows physicians to
reduce dose to healthy tissue while increasing the dose to the cancerous tissue, This precise
optimization is not achievable with conventional EBRT.

Key Questions= IMRT

KQ1-

What is the evidence of effectiveness for intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) compared to
conventional external beam radiation therapy (EBRT) for patients with cancer by site and type of
cancer?

There have been many studies that show that IMRT is superior to Conventional ERBT. Please see the
following list courtesy of the clinicians at Swedish Medical Center in Seattle, Washington.

Brain

Indication Clinical Outcomes Source
¢ IMRT maintained equivalent target coverage, improved target Hermanto U, Frija EK, Lii MJ, et al.
conformity and enabled dose reductions of normal tissues, including [ntensity-modulated adiotherapy
brainstem (D, by 19.8% and D, by 10.7%), optic chiasm (1), by (IMRT) and conventional three-
40.6% and D, by 36.7%), p=0.01 dimensiona! conformal radiotherapy for
* Resuls indicate that IMRT for high-grade gliomas allows for improved high-grade gliomas: Does IMRT

target conformity, better critical tissue sparing, and importantly does so increase the integral dose 1o normal
without increasing integral dose and the valume of normal tissue brain? Int 1 Rad Onc Biol Phys
| exposed to low doses of radistion. 2007:67(4):1135-1144,
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Sharma DS, Gepta T, Jalali R et al.
IMRT TomoTherapy achieved highest mean dose homogeneity index High-precision radiotherapy for
(DU of 0,96, 091 for conventional IMRT, and 0.8 for SDCRT. craniaspinal iradiation; evaluation of
IMRT TomoTherapy was sugerior in reducing maximum, mean and three-dimensional conformat
integral doses 1o almaost all organs at risk (OARs) radiotherapy, intcnsity-m_odula(cd
Conclusion: IMRT TomoTherapy for cruniospinal irradiation (CS1) is radiation therapy and helical
technically easier and potentially dosimetrically favorable compared TomoTherapy, Brit ) Radiol
Spine with conventional IMR'T and 3DCRT 2009;82:1000-1009.
Tribius 8, Bergelt C. Intensity-
moduliated radiotherapy versus
conventionat and 31 contormal
IMRT was associated with statistically significant improvements in radiotherapy in patients with head and
certain QoL domains versus 3DCRT, particularly those welating to neck cancer: is there o worthwhile
xerostomia, including dry mouth, sticky saliva and eating-related quality of life gam? Cancer Treat Rev
domains, 200 1:37(TRF11-519.
At 12 months, grade 2 or worse Xerostomia side-effects were ‘
significantly lower in the IMKT group than in the conventional
rdiotherapy group (74% vs. 38%)
At 24 months, grade 2 or worse Xerostomia side-¢lfects were Nutting CM, Morden JP, Harrington
significantly lower in the IMRT group than in the conventional JK, etal. Parotid-sparing intensity
radiotherapy group (83% vs. 29%a) modulated versus conventional
At 12 and 24 months, significant benefits were seen in recovery of saliva | radiotherapy in bead and neck
secretion in dry-mouth-specific and global quality of life (PARSPORT): & phase 3 multicentre
scores....supports role of IMRT in squamous-cell carcinoma of the head | randomized controlled trinl. Lancet
Head/neck and neck Oncol 201 1:12(2):127-136.
IMRT is associated with lower incidence of late xerostomia and John M. Eisenberg Center for Clinical ,
improved quality of life for domains related to late xerostomia. For other | Decisions and Communications
adverse effects, difference and risks may exist. but there is insufficient Science. Comparative Effectiveness and
evidence from which to permit conclusions about comparative effects. Safery of Radiotherapy Treatments for
The evidence is insufficient 10 determine il IMRT confers advantage in Head and Neck Cancer. 2010 Nov 30.
overall survival Comparative Effectiveness Review
Summary Guides for Clinicians.
Rockville MD; Agency for Healtheare
Research and Quality (US); 2007 l
Head/Neck hup: s w nchinbm. gov haoks NBK S0
(cont.) 593
Mean lung dose wis reduced using IMRT by 14% compared with 3D-
CRT.
Canclusion: IMRT provides improved planning target volume coverage | Goad man KA, Toner S, Hunt M, etal
and reduces pu[monary toxicity parameters compared to 3DCRT. It is Intensity-modulated radiotherapy for
feasible for radiation therapy of large treatment volumes and allows lymphama involving the mediastinum ‘
repeat radiation therapy of relapsed diserse without excecding cord Int J Radd One Biol Phys |
Lymphoma |  tolerance. 2005:62¢1):198-206. |
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Indication Clinical Outcomes N N Source ]
o IMRT resulted in an improved conformity of dose distribution to the ‘
rarget volume compared to conventional R'T
| o Inall IMRT cases with manching adjrcent beams, the homogeneity in the
target volume was improved
s Volume of ipsilateral lung irradiated with a dose higher than 20 Gy was
| reduced with IMRT from 24.6% to 13, 1% compared to conventional RT
| o For left-sided target volume, the heart volume with a dose higher than 30 | Thilmann C, Sroka-Perez G, Kremplen
Gy was reduced from 6.2% to 0.2%, R, etal Inversely planned intensity
» Conclusion: Presented plan comparison study for irradiation of the breast | modulated radiotherapy of the brenst
and the parasternal lymph nodes showed a substantial improvement of | including the internal mammary chain:
the dose distribution by inversely planned IMRT compared 1o a plan comparison study. Technol
| conventional RT RS Caneer Res Treat 2004;53(1):69-75.
Bhatnagar AK, Brander E, Soanik D. ¢t
‘ % > y ” ’ ‘ al. [ntensity modulated radintion
« Compared to 3DCR r._ll'ﬂR T had 2 36% and 57% reduction at the 4 and therapy (IMRT) reduces the dose to the
S-cm comralateral positions | contralateral breast when compared o
¢ Conclusion: Primary breast irradiation with tingentinl IMRT technigue | conventional tangential fields for
‘ significantly reduces the dose to the contralateral breast compared to | primary beeast irradiation. Breast
|___conventional tangential ficld techniques, ‘ Cancer Res Treat 2006:96( 1 )4 1-46.
| A significant reduction in scute Grade 2 or worse dermatitis, edema, and
, hyperpigmentation was scen with IMRT compared with conventional
i | RT.
; | Reduced seute Grade 3 or greater dennatitis (6% vs. 1%a, p = 0.09) in
| favor of IMRT.
o Chronic Grade 2 or worse breast edema was significamtly reduced Harsolia A. Kestin L. Grills 1. et al
ot o4 " AL RU -t shoelal
. ].MRT comp‘;rcd i com)cm u:n.\l 3k = Intensity-modulated radiotherapy results
* Inpaticnts with BeY breasts (> or =1,600 cm(3), n = in significant decrease in clinical
64), IMRT resulted in reduced acute (Grade 2 or greater) breast edema m.\'tc.ilh;.\ compared with conventional
(0% vs. 36%, p <0.001) and hy perpigmentation (3% vs. 41%, p = 0001 | wedge-based breust radiotherapy. Int J
and chronic (Grade 2 or greater) long-term edema (3% vs. 30%, p ~ Radim Oncol Biol Phys
0.007) compared 10 conventional RT. | 2007,68(5):1375-1380.
e 245 breasts were treated in 240 patients: 121 with IMRT and 124 with
conventional RT 1
o Treatment with IMRT decreased acute skin toxicity of RTOG Grade 2 or |
| 3 compared with conventional RT (39% vs. 532%; p = 0.047) |
o For patients with Stages -1 (n = 199), T-year Kaplan-Meier freedom
from ipsilateral breast tumor recurrence (IBTR) rates were 95% for
IMRT and 90% for conventional RT (p = 0.36).
e For patients with Stage 0 (ductal carcinoma in situ, o = 46), 7-year McDonald MW, Godette KD, Butker
freedom from IBTR rutes were 92% for IMRT and 81% for conventional | EK, et al. Long-term outcomes of
RT (p=0.29), IMRT for breast-cancer: a single-
¢ Conclusion: Patients treated with breast IMRT had decreased acute skin | institution cohort analysis, Int ) Radiat
Breast toxicity, and long-term follow-up shows excellent local control | Oncol Biol Phys 2008;72(4):1031-1040_ |
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Compared 1o conventional RT, IMRT reduced the man dose w the liver,

Kidneys, stomach and small bowe!

o IMRT was well wlerated, with 80% experiencing Grude 2 or less acute
upper Gl toxicity Milano MT, Chmura SJ, Garafalo MC,

o Atamedian follow-up of 10,2 months, no resected patients had local et al. Intensity-modulated radiotherapy
failure, and only | of the 10 assessable patients unresectable cancer had | in ireatment of pancreatic and bile duct
local progression malignancies: toxicity and clinical

¢  Median survival and distam metastasis-free survival was 13,4 months outcome. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
and 7.3 months, respectively 2004:59(2); 445453

Poppe MM, Narma V. Yue N, ctal. A
comparison of liclical intensity -

o Both helical IMRT and conventional IMRT offer o statistically modulated radiberapy, intensity -
significant improvement over 3D-CRT in lower dose 1o the hiver, modulated radiotherapy, and 3D-
stomach and bowel conformal radiation therapy for

» Conclusion: Helical IMRT offers improved dose homogencity over pimcreatic cancer. Med Dosim

Pancrens conventionnl IMRT and severul significant benelits to 3JD-CR T 2011.3644):351-357,

«  Planning data shows the ability of helical TomoTherapy (HT) in creating
highly homogenous dose distributions within the PTVs

o Organs at risk (QOAR) sparing also showed to be excellent Fiorino C, Alongi b, etal. Physics

o HT was found to favorably compared to inversely-optimized IMRT in aspects of prostate tomotheraps
terms of PTVs coverage and dose distribution homogencity planning oprimization and image-

! o In the case of pelvic nodes irradintion, o large sparing of bowel was guidance issues, Acta Oncol
evidenced by HT compared to 3DCRT and conventional IMRT 2008 4NT) 3001516

o Conformity index (C1) of helical tomatherapy (HT) (0.77, SD = 0.5:4)
plans tended to be better (p = 0.069) compared 10 conventional shiding
window IMRT (SWIMRT) (0.70, SD = 0.01) for prostate PTV.

o Helical tomotherapy plans were more homogeneous, with homogencity
index (H1) of 0.04 compared to 0.06 in SWIMRT (p = 0.018) for
PTV prostate and HI of 0.06 and 0.15 (p = 0.025) for PTV nodes
respectively. Murthy V, Mallik S, Master Z, ctal, |

o Median dose to bladder (p = 0.023) and rectum (p = 0.012) were less Does helical tomotherapy improve dose
with HT. conformity and normal fissue sparing

* Femoral heads were better spared with HT plans (p < 1.012) compared 10 conventional IMRTT A

o Conclusion: HT improves dose homogeneity, target coverage and dosimetric comparison in high risk
conformity as compared to SWIMRT. with overall improvement in prostate cencer.  Pechnol Cancer Res
critical organ sparing. Treat 200 1:10¢2):179-185.

Pradip D, Fielding AL. Radiobiological
model comparison of 3D conlormal

s IMRT plan was found 10 significantly reduce the normal tissue radiotherapy and IMRT plans for the
complication probability (NTCP) for the rectum while achieving o small | treasment of prostate. Aust Phys Engin
gain in the tumor control probability {TCP) compared 10 3D conformal Sci Med 2009:32(2):51-61.

Zelefsky M), Levin EJ, Hunt M, et al.

o Usc of IMRT significantly reduced the risk of gastrointestina! (G1) ::::ﬁr:: ;’,{c"‘,“‘;,'::;:':‘:‘ ] !
toxicitics compared with patients treated with conventional 3D-CRT conformal radiotherapy and intensity -
(13% to 5%; p<0.001), modulated radiotherapy for localized

« Risk of proctitis was significantly reduced with IMRT compared 10 prostute cancer. Int ) Radist Oncol Biol

Prostute conventional 3D-CRT Phys 2008, 70¢4): 11241129,

Health Technology Assessment | HTA

51



August 17, 2012

Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy

| = Compared 10 conventional RT, IMRT reduced the man dose 1o the liver,

Kidneys, stomach and small bowel

o IMRT was well tolerated, with 80°% experiencing Grude 2 or less acute
upper Gl toxicity Milano MT, Chmum SJ, Garafalo MC,

o Ata median follow-up of 10,2 momhs, no resected patients hiad local etal. Intensity-modulated radiotherapy
failure, and only | of the 10 assessable patients unresectable cancer had | in ireatment of pancreatic and bile duct
local progression malignancies: toxicity and clinical

«  Median survival and distam metastasis-free survival was 134 monihs outcome. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
and 7.3 months, respectively 2004:59¢2); 445153

Poppe MM, Narma V, Yue N, eral. A
comparison of hicfical intensity -

o Both helical IMRT and conventional IMRT offer o statistically modulated radiotherapy, intensity -
significant improvement over 3D-CRT in lower dose 1o the liver, modulated radiotherapy, and 3D-
stomach and bowel conformal radiation therapy for

» Conclusion: Helical IMRT offers improved dose homogencity over pimcreatic cincer. Med Dosim

Pancreins conventionul IMRT and several significant benefits to JD-CR T 201 1.36¢4).351-357.

« Planning data shows the ability of helical TomoTherapy (HT) in creating
highly homogenous dose distributions within the PTVs

o Organs at risk (QOAR) sparing also showed to be excellent Fiorino C, Along: |, etal. Physics

o HT was found to favorably compared 1o inversely-optimized IMRT in aspects of prostate tomotherapy |
terms of PTVs coverage and dose distribution homogencity plenning oprimization and image-

! o In the case of pelvic nodes irradintion, o farge sparing of bowel was guidance issues, Acta Oncol
evidenced by HT compared to 3DCRT and conventional IMRT 20084771 309-1316

o Conformity index (C1) of helical tomatherapy (HT) (0.77, SD = 0.5:4)
plans tended to be betrer (p = 0.069) compared 10 conventional shiding
window IMRT (SWIMRT) (0.70, SD = 0.01) for prostate PTV.

o Helical tomotherapy plans were more homogeneous, with homogeneity
index (HI) of 0.04 compared 10 0.06 in SWIMRT (p = 0.018) for
PTV prostate and HI of 0.06 and 0.15 (p = 0.025) for PTV nodes
respectively. Murthy V, Mallik S, Master Z, et al,

*  Median dose to bladder (p = 0.023) and rectum (p = 0.012) were less Docs helical tomotherapy improve dose
with HT. conformity and nonmal tissue sparing

*  Femoral heads were better spared with HT plans (p = 0.012) compared 10 conventional IMRT? A

* Conclusion: HT improves dose homogeneity, target coverage and dosimetnic comparison in high nisk
conformity as compared to SWIMRT, with overall improvement in prostate cancer. Fechnol Concer Res
critical orgin sparing. Treat 201 1:10¢2):179-185.

Pradip D, Fielding AL. Radiobiological
model comparison of 3D conlormal

s IMRT plan was found to significantly reduce the normal tissue radiotherapy and IMRT plans for the
complication probability (NTCP) for the rectum while achieving a small | treatment of prostate. Aust Phys Engin
gain in the tumor control probability (TCP) compared to 3D conformal Sci Med 2009:32(2):51-61.

Zelefsky MJ, Levin EJ, Hunt M, et al.

o Use of IMRT significantly reduced the risk of gastrointestinal (G1) ::::f::: ;’,{c‘:‘";::‘;;:::‘s“::;“ !
toxicities compared with patients treated with conventional 3D-CRT conformal radiotherapy and intensity -
(13% to 3%; p=0.001). modulated radiotherapy for localized

* Risk of proctitis was significantly reduced with IMRT compared 10 prostate cancer. Int ) Radist Oncol Biol

Prostate conventional 3D-CRT Phys 2008, 70¢4): 11241129,
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As demonstrated above, IMRT is clearly superior over conventional EBRT at reducing the radiation
delivered to surrounding normal tissues while increasing the dose to the tumor region and increasing
the clinical outcomes.

KQ3: What is the evidence that IMRT has differential efficacy or safety issues in subpopulations?
Including consideration of:

Gender

Age

Site and type of cancer’

Stage and grade of cancer

Setting, provider characteristics, equipment, quality assurance standards and procedures

Pangow

IMRT is capable of treating a large array of cancers in a variety of locations, for both genders and all
ages. This precise modality is utilized in freestanding centers and hospitals which allows access to
patients everywhere. Due to the required stringent quality measures of IMRT the clinical outcomes
remain superior to conventional ERBT regardless of the setting the IMRT is delivered.

KQ4: What is the evidence of cost and cost-effectiveness of IMRT compared 1o EBRT?

As described in the TIROG IMRT comment letter, there are a few cost comparison studies that
specifically address IMRT compared to conventional EBRT, As described, all cost comparison studies
have difficulty assigning costs in a changing environment. One specific study by Konski and Pollack et al
at the Fox Chase Cancer Center found the mean cost of IMRT was 547,931 with a survival of 6.27 quality
adjusted life years (QALY's). This study found IMRT to be cost effective, however at the upper limits of
acceptability (Konski A, Watkins-Bruner D, Pollack A, et al. Using decision analysis to determine cost
effectiveness of IMRT in the treatment of intermediate risk prostate cancer. Int. J Radiat Oncol biol Phys
2006 Oct;66(2): 408-15).

Cost is always a concern for us. IMRT is chosen as the treatment modality only after it has been clearly
evaluated and defined as the superior treatment method. We feel that by utilizing IMRT over
conventional EBRT we are able to decrease side effects, improve clinical outcomes and survival and
improve the patient’s quality of life.

We encourage any questions you may have about this topic. Please feel free to contact any of us.

Regards,

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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From:Kaurin, Darryl G

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Cc:Holloway, Karen;lLarry Sweeney nmpc

Subject:Public Comment for: Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy
Date: Friday, March 02, 20120:06:30 AM

Hello,
| am a Medical Physicist in Radiation Oncology.

KQ1: For head and neck cancers, IMRT allows us to spare important organs that wdagd not
possible with standard EBRT, namely parotid glands (imagine living the rest of yauthiofet
saliva), complications with teeth (we can frequently preserve blood flow to the teeth
improve the probably of not needing dentures), decrease spinal cord dose. Wiecesrase
optic system dose (orbits, lens, optic chiasm, and optic nerves) for tumargsuperiorly in

the nasopharnyx which also allows us to use higher doses to tumors indtes.

For brain, IMRT allows us to limit dose to the tumor areas with lower doses tinmolved
brain areas. This is especially important near the opticesygsee head and neck).

Breast: this is frequently not reimbursed for IMRT, nevertheless there are cases wheresIMRT
called for, principally for lefsided breast to decrease heart dose (principally to the left
ventricle) for young patients who would/é long enough to see complications due to heart
dose. IMRT can also be used to limit lung dose.

Lung: Use of IMRT is not as common due to concerns with respirator motion. Someis@es,
IMRT may be justifiedespecially in the case of SBRT wherettimor is giverablative doses
that would be extremely harmful to nemvolved tissues if not using IMRT.

Near spinal cord: Use of IMRT can be used to achieve adequate dose to provide adequate
control while minimizing the dose to the cord itsethis isonly possible with IMRT.

Pancreas: Where | work, we are getting much better outcomes than the national average using
IMRT with higher radiation dose per fraction. The complications to organs surrounding the
pancreas would be much higher without the usdMRT with our higher dose per fraction.

Gl/Prostate/GYN: use of IMRT allows us to limit complications to uninvolved tisslaelsler,
rectum, small bowel. Not having IMRT generally limits the dose we can takartet tissues
to, which decreases thefficacy of the treatment. Patients may not be ablecmmplete a
course of EBRT due to the complications that IMRT can minimize.

KQ2: IMRT requires additional time to carry out quality assurance checks on the individual
treatments, as well as routine chiexfor the multileaf collimator. There have been instances
where the quality assurance checks have not be done for individual treatments (there was a
head and neck case in the North Eastern US written up in the New York Times several years
ago) for severatlays following initiation of the treatment; the patient died from threatment.
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This case appears to be an issue with an overworked medical physiad#quate staffing) as
well as a glitchy treatment planning system, as well as therapistamagrstanding the
importance of monitoring the treatment systems (if they had a windowshpwing the MLC
movement, they would have seen the MLCs were open and not movily-dlhe window on
their screen was minimized). The incidence of these errors is fortylatv. The individual
patient checks still need to occur, sometimes the treatment plans arertodulated for the
MLC to deliver accurately, and need to be modified. These checkspeeially important
when working with more junior treatment planner®r newer treatmentplanning systems,
treatment planning system upgrades, and treatment delivery sysipgrades.

KQ3: IMRT is extremely helpful for younger populations who will live long enougidfation
complications to become evident; since dosesbntarget tissues are lower. IMRY
extremely helpful for older populations in terms of qualditlife in reducing acuteadiation
effects to nontarget tissues.

KQ4: IMRT requires additional work for all the stAffDs in denoting the target tissgseonCT
slices, reviewing additional imaging studies (MR, PET) and possibly fusing them with the
treatment planning CT. IMRT requires additional training for the Dosimetrist (treatment
planners) as well as addition time if they denote normal structurethertreatment planning
CT (which are reviewed by the MD). IMRT requires additional time for the physicist t@atrry
routine as well as individual patient treatment planning checks by measuring the pptaant
on a radiation sensitive device, and compgrthe expected dose with the treatmeptanning
calculated dose. IMRT requires increased diligence on the part of the therapistdelwer the
treatment; if the patient is step up incorrectly with EBRT, the system is generatby forgiving
and easieto identify errors using portal films with the treatment area apldcking; if the
patient is setup incorrectly for IMRT, the target areas may be missedawitidance areas
receiving the treatment dose. For the IMRT treatment, frequently, additionafjng and
motion management techniques are used to ensure correct targeting, whichralssases time
the patient is on the table as compared to EBRT.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity for comment.
Sincerely,

Darryl Kaurin, PhD, DABR, CHP
Northwest Medical Physics Center
Lynnwood, Washington

This electronic message transmission contains information which magrifeential or
privileged. The information is intended to be for thee of the individual or entity named

above. If you are nahe intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution
or use of the contents of this information is prohibited. If you heaeeived this electronic
transmission in error, please leave a messagdelephone at (206) 624159, notifyme by
electronic reply, andlelete this message. Opinions and ideas in this message that delat#

to official business are understood as neither givenemaorsed by the Seattle Cancer Care
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Alliance. To view our completéotice of Privacy Practicegsit our web site at
www.seattlecca.org.
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PGﬂiﬂSUIB (360) 687-8000

3/5/12

Mr. Josh Morse, MPH, Program Director and the
Health Technology Assessment Program Board & Staff
Washington State Health Care Authority

P.O. Box 42712

Olympia, Washington 9852712

Dear Mr. Morse andilembers of the Board and Staff:

We have received copies of the letters that Dr. Todd Barnett and his associates at the Swedish Cancer
Institute have written in support of Intensity Modulated Radiotherapy (IMRT) and Stereotactic
Radiotherapy (SRT), currgntunder review by your board. We have reviewed their letters and
supportive documents and applaud their work and endorse their recommendations that IMRT and
SRT/SBRT are important treatment techniques that benefit cancer patients while being safe fand cos
effective. IMRT and stereotactic radiotherapy are techniques that have been in common use in most
radiation therapy centers for greater than 10 years; it would be impossible to think of not utilizing
these advanced techniques for patients with condidhat warrant such treatment. We are hopeful

that your review will support the continued utilization of these beneficial treatment techniques.

Please do not hesitate to contact us for more information or questions.
Respectfully,

Berit L. Madsen, MOFACR
Clinic Director

R. Alex Hsi, MD

Heath R. Foxlee, MD
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IMRT Use For Those With Gynecological Malignancies

This letter is in response to your request for input regardingmeursement for IMRT services.

Patients with gynecological malignanciee &equently referred for pelvic radiation therapy. Typically

its patients with endometrial and cervical cancers, but commonly patients with colorectal cancers are
also referred for adjuvant or definitive pelvic radiation. So the statements being madenliealso

apply to any individual being referred for pelvic radiation.

The targets for the radiation in gynecological malignancies are typically the lymph node chains that lie
along the bony pelvic sidewalls. Frequently there is a substantial anedsntall and large bowel that
exists in the pelvis, especially after a hysterectomy. Bowel is a very radiation sensitive organ and
typically is the main source of serious acute and late toxicity with radiation therapy, and sometimes can
be lead to very sgous situations requiring bowel surgery to correct. Thus bowel toxicity is a major
concern for radiation oncologists.

In the decades years prior to the development of IMRT based treatment plans, patients were treated

GAGK GKS (NI RAZINRZWIdo®ée1 TABTRIENIZEXR2Y © 2 AGK GKSa
receive a substantial amount of collateral bowel radiation by default. This unfortunately provided a

large cohort of patients with injury to whom retrospective clinical data could bepdechupon and

analyzed to determine what factors lead to higher rates of bowel complications. Not unexpectedly it the
NEtFGA2yaKALI 2F G241t R2a4S RSt AOGSNBR | @2t dzyS 27
about these contemporary puightions is that they quantify the doses and volumes that provide

radiation oncologists specific treatment planning guidance. This is summarized in this abstract:

G¢KS loaz2fdziS @2fdzyS 2F avliftt 026St NBOBAGAYI xmp
minimize severe acute toxicity, if delineating the contours of bowel loops themselves. Alternatively, if

the entire volume of peritoneal space in which the small bowel can move is delineated, the volume

receiving >45 Gy should be <195 cc when possthleh a limit likely also reduces late toxicity risk,

although this correlation is not established. The volume of small bowel receiving higher doses should

also be minimized. For SBRT, the sinaiel volume receiving >12.5 Gy in a single fraction should

ideally be kept to <30 cc with avoidance of circumferential coverage above that dose; for athree

fiveF N} OGA2y NBIAYSYsS GKS YIFIEAYdzY LR2AYyG R2a$8S &akKz2dzZ R

Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Ph26810 Mar 1;76(3 Suppl):S1-G1

Radiationdose-volume effects in the stomach ansmall bowel
Kavanagh BD, et .
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threshold, and only with a an IMRT based treatment plan can this be obtained.

As a recent example, a 49 yead female was referred towr facility for adjuvant radiation to the pelvis
after radical hysterectomy for cervical cancer. Again the targets for the radiation are the upper vagina
and lateral pelvic sidewalls where the potential for residual cancer in the lymph nodes existegl. Bein
posthysterectomy there was a substantial amount of small and large bowel loops between the areas
NEIljdzZA NAy3 ANNI RAFGAZ2Y D ¢g2 NIYRAFGAZ2Y OGNBFGYSyd LI
FTASEtR 0602E¢ GNBIGYSyld | yR oflbgivel detemminedad bé sitRin théfpelws d ¢ K

S
g6&a mmpn O0® 2AGK GKS an FASEtR 02E¢ LXIyZX nmo OO
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published guideline quoted above. With the IMRT plan, 125 cc of bowel would receive 45 Gy, well
below therecommend threshold of 195 cc. Thus, it was determined through quantitative methods that
she would likely be at significantly less risk for bowel toxicity if treated with a IMRT based technique.
This data was presented to her insurance carrier and steeapproved for the requested IMRT

treatment.

Commonly radiation oncologists are confronted with an insurance carrier position that no randomized
controlled clinical studies have been conducted to compare outcomes with traditional radiation versus

IMRT radhation. The dilemma is that such studies will never likely be done, as excellent retrospective

analysis, such as the quoted herein, have already provided guidance. All things being equal, one can

easily appreciate the ethical challenge of placing apétenA y I a0 dzRé 6 KA OK O2 YLI} NB
irradiation to IMRT when an obvious amount of bowel is being placed at risk.

Thus clinical situations exist where the application to have an IMRT service covered should be approved
if a rationale and justificationan be provided as in the example cited.

Sincerely,

Tim Mate, M.D.
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From:Mark Phillips

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Subject:Public Comment for: Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2012:41:03 AM

To Whom it May Concern,
Please accept my responses to the key questions listed in your pobliment website.

KQ1: The effectiveness of IMRT lies in its ability to localize radsditmat more radiation is
delivered to the tumor and leg® normaltissues. In some types of cancers (and some stages of
cancer), it isinlikely that controlling the primary tumor will cure the cancer siitas likely to

have spread. However, radiation is still part of theatment of these cancers and akents
benefit from having lessormal tissue irradiated. In other cases, when cure is more achievable,
IMRT allows for a higher tumorcidal dose to be delivered.

In this way, IMRT is a great step forward in cancer treatmeenhances the chance for @iin
some cases, and in all cases, itsigdéely to decrease the chance for complications and
improve thepatient's quality of life.

KQ2: Potential harms come in two forms. First, the technology iscoenplex and if delivered
without appropriatequality control, there is greater chance of midelivery that could result
in patient harm.Therefore, the clinical practice of IMRT always involves significaiotlg work
to do the appropriate quality assurance work.

Second, there is a question of p@opriate use and potential harmhile IMRT delivered with
appropriate quality assurance measures ismare harmful than EBRT and theoretically
provides better normal tissusparing, there is a question as to whether it is worth the cost. In
some casesuch as early stage prostate cancer, there may bevanreliance on IMRT and less
use of permanent brachytherapy implants.

KQ3KQ4: As stated above, all patients benefit from reduced notissilie dose. The ability of
IMRT to improve cure rates does deypkeonthe stage and type of cancer. Also as stated above,
the safe ancefficacious use of IMRT requires significantly more resourcesraimihg than

does EBRT, though EBRT is potentially even more dangenaedarger regions are irradiated.
In summary IMRT has been a great advance in radiation therapy. Tdrereery few
disadvantages relative to EBRT. In both cases, thedpgsbach to improving patient care is to
insure that the radiation igelivered in a safe manner.

Sincerely,
Mark Phillips

Mark H. Phillips, Ph.D.
Professor, Department of Radiation Oncology
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Box 356043

University of Washington

Seattle, WA 98196043

(office) 206.598.6219

(fax) 206.598.6218
www.radonc.washington.edu/faculty/mark/
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SUBJECTComments regarding SRS and SBRT
FROM:John.Rieke@multicare.org

TO: shtap@hca.wa.gov
CC:John.Rieke@multicare.org

SENT:Mon 05 Mar 2012 22:30:54 PST
EXPIREST 04 May 2012 22:30:54 PDT

| am pleased to offer these comments regarding SBRT and SRS per your request. A letter is
attached. Please feelfree to call with questions anytime; my office phone ig¢@%3994, and
my cell phone is 20620-3469.

| was asked to review the material yoeceived from Dr. Barnett of TIROG in Seattle regarding
IMRT. | support the submittal completely. I think it represents mainstream thinking of radiation
oncologists across the state.

| understand there will be a chance to discuss your report due out {aie year, at a meeting
September 21, 2012. Please add me to relevant mailing list. | have been asked to represent the
ASTRO, our national radiation oncology/biology/physics professional society in your
proceedings.

Best wishes,

John W. Rieke, MD, FACR
Medical Director

MultiCare Regional Cancer Center
Tacoma, WA

MULTICARE'S SHARED VALUES | Respect | Integrity | Stewardship | Excellence | Collaboration
| Kindness

Mailgatel.multicare.org made the following annotat®n

NOTICE: Thisreail and the attachments hereto, if any, may contain privileged and/or
confidential information. It is intended only for use by the named addressee(s). If you are not
the intended recipient of this-enail, you are hereby notified that any examination, distribution
or copying of this enail and the attachments hereto, if any, is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this transmission in error, please immediatelyfgdtie sender by email or telephone
and permanently delete this-mail and the attachments hereto, if any, and destroy any
printout thereof. MultiCare Health System, Tacoma, WA 98415 (2531@0G.
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Intensity Modulated Radiatiofiherapy (IMRT)

On behalf of clinicians at Swedish Medical Center in Seattle, Washington, we write to answer the
key questions as part of the Washington State Health Care Authority, HTA Program, Intensity Modulated
Radiation Therapy (IMRT) Health Technologssessment. We are users of several forms of radiation
therapy including GammaKni f e, CyberKnife, TomoT|
well as multiple platforms that deliver IMRT.

Approximately 10 years ago, the most advanced tdogpdor the delivery of radiation was 3D
conformal radiation. This is an improvement over previous 2D radiation in that the patient is imaged on a
CT scanner and the contour of the skin, tumor, and normal structures can be entered into a planning
computer  One can then develop a A3Do0 plan by selecti |
conformed to the target and the computer can calculate doses to particular structures. 3D conformal
radiation is utilized today still in the majority of fairlyraightforward cases However over this past
decade, Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT) has been developed, refined, clinically tested and
utilized in many of the more complex radiation cases.

With IMRT nontuniform intensities are assigned tmyti subdivisions of beams, called
Abeamlets, 0 enabling custom dosing of opti mum do:
overlaps the planning target volume (PTV), one would ideally like to reduce the intensity of those
radiation rays that pasthrough the normal structure. However, using this strategy the target volume
would have a "cold spot" of decreased intensity in the shadow of the normal structure. To compensate for
this shadow, the intensities of other rays in other beams would néedroreased. While conventional
radiation therapy uses wedges and compensators to provide intensity modulation, the unique aspect of
IMRT involves the use of a computaided optimization process to determine the-apifiorm intensity
distributions to a#tin certain specified clinical objectives. Using IMRT, the target volume can be treated
with different fraction (i.e. daily dose) sizes simultaneously. This contrasts with conventional radiation
therapy, in which the same fraction size is used for aletarglumes, but the field sizes are reduced in
stages over critical regions in order to protect critical normal structures.

One key aspect of IMRT is inverse planning. It would be impossible for a human to create an
optimized IMRT radiation plan. Thewrre too many variables at play and the effect of modulating one
beam can alter the requirement of other beams in complex manners. The computer iteratively creates
hundreds of thousands of radiation plans, constantly optimizing and refining the shapeedrits, until
finding the optimal soluti on. The term d6inverse
placing a beam to deliver a particular dose to a tumor, we first define the tumor and other organs or
avoidance structures, and thestruct the computer to work backwards and find the best radiation plan.

Because of this increased complexity in IMRT planning, very elaborate verification and quality
assurance measures are necessary. There are strict guidelines that are published by the American College
of Radiology (ACR) and American Society of TherapeU®adiation Oncology (ASTRO) for the
implementation and quality assurance of IMRT. The details of this are beyond the scope of this letter, but
the complexity in the safe delivery of IMRT is daunting and is a labor intensive task for the physician,
physicist dosimetrist, and radiation therapists.

As technology has developed, linear accelerators have been improved and modified to deliver
IMRT. In your statement, TomoTherapy was specifically mentioned. TomoTherapy is a particular linear
accelerator made byne vendor that was built from the grouunp to deliver IMRT in a highly conformal
manner using entire arcs of treatment instead of fixed beam angles. Other venders have subsequently
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developed art her apy as wel |, i ncl udi n yMAV gvolunzemidArc- Rapi dA
Therapy). However delivered, the goals of IMRT are essentially the same, and this letter would be
applicable to all the specific vendors or modalities for delivery of IMRT.

IMRT can benefit the patient in three ways. First, by imprgwonformity with target dose it can
reduce the probability of ifield recurrence. Second, by reducing irradiation of normal tissue it can
minimize the degree of morbidity associated with treatment. Third, with these techniques the ultimate
radiation dee can often be escalated well beyond previous constraints which has in many studies shown
increased local control. Whereas there are multiple randomized and nonrandomized trials showing
benefits to IMRT, to our knowledge there is no trial that has sheevee outcome with IMRT.

Although the initial goal of the key questions was to be limited to comparison of IMRDto 3
radiation, in the larger context both IMRT and stereotactic radiation therapy represents a much larger
advance. Improved outcomes withese highly conformal forms of radiation is allowing for safe
alternatives to costly surgery or chemotherapy in many cases. As the general trend in medicine continues
towards minimallyinvasive outpatient medical treatment, we expect radiation therapntmwe to be
an increasing part of that trend allowing safe and effective cancer treatment.

Key questions

KQ1: What is the evidence of effectiveness for intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) compared
to conventional external beam radiatittrerapy (EBRT) for patients with cancer by site and type of
cancer?

The following table shows superior clinical results by indication of IMRT compared to conventional
EBRT. Please note that this list is in no way a full representation of the clingratdite or indication
types that IMRT can treat.

Indication Clinical Outcomes Source

1 IMRT maintained equivalent target coverage, improved target Hermanto U, Frija EK, Lii MJ, et al.
conformity and enabled dose reductions of normal tissues, including Intensitymodulated radiotherapy
brainstem ([deanby 19.8% and Raxby 10.7%), optic chiasm (flanby (IMRT) and conventional three
406% andRixby 36. 7%), pOO0. 01. dimensional conformal radiotherapy fc

1 Results indicate that IMRT for higgrade gliomas allows for improved| high-grade gliomas: Does IMRT
target conformity, better critical tissue sparing, and importantly does| increase the integrabde to normal
without increasing integral dose atiet volume of normal tissue brain? Int J Rad Onc Biol Phys

Brain exposed to low doses of radiation. 2007;67(4):1135.144.

Sharma DS, Gupta T, Jalali R, et al.
1 IMRT TomoTherapy achieved highest mean dose homogeneity indg High-precision radiotherapy for

(DHI) of 0.96, 0.91 for conventional IMRT, and 0.84 for 3DCRT. craniospinal irradiation: evaluation of
1 IMRT TomoTherapy was superior in reducing maximum, mean and| threedimensional conformal
integral doses to almost all organs at risk (OARS) radiotherapy, intensitynodulated

1 Conclusion: IMRT TomoTherapy for craniospinal irradiation (CSl) is| radiation therapy and helical
technically easier and potentially dosimetrically favorable compared| TomoTherapy. Brit J Radiol
Spine with conventional IMRT and 3DCRT 2009;82:10001009.
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Indication Clinical Outcomes Source
Tribius S,Bergelt C. Intensity
modulated radiotherapy versus
conventional and 3D conformal
IMRT was associated with statistically significant improvements in | radiotherapy in patients with head ang
certain QoL domains versus 3DCRT, particularly those relating to | neck cancer: is there a worthwhile
xerostomia, including dry mouth, sticky saliva and eatwlgted quality of life gain? Cancer Treat Rev
domains. 2011;37(7):5135109.
At 12 months, grade 2 or worgerostomia sideffects were
significantly lower in the IMRT group than in the conventional
radiotherapy group (74% vs. 38%)
At 24 months, grade 2 or worse xerostomia &tfects were Nutting CM, Morden JPHarrington
significantly lower in the IMRT group than in the conventional JK, et al. Parotigparing intensity
radioth@apy group (83% vs. 29%) modulated versus conventional
At 12 and 24 months, significant benefits were seen in recovery of s| radiotherapy in head and neck
secretion in drymouthspecific and global quality of life (PARSPORT): a phase 3 multicentre
scoresésupports r odcalcacihombh & R&head| randomized controlled trial. Lancet
Head/neck and neck Oncol 2011;12(2):1271.36.
IMRT is associated with lowencidence of late xerostomia and John M. Eisenberg Center for Clinical
improved quality of life for domains related to late xerostomia. For o] Decisions and Communications
adverse effects, difference and risks may exist, but there is insuffici§ Science. Comparative Effectiveness g
evidence from which to permit conclusions about comparative effect Safety of Radiotherapy Treatments fo
Theevidence is insufficient to determine if IMRT confers advantage | Head and Neck Cancer. 2010W30.
overall survival Comparative Effectiveness Review
Summary Guides for Clinicians.
Rockville MD: Agency for Healthcare
Research and Quality (US); 2007
Head/Neck http://www.ncbi.nlm.gov/books/NBK5(
(cont) 593
Mean lungdose was reduced using IMRT by 14% compared with 3D
CRT.
Conclusion: IMRT provides improved planning target volume coverg Good man KA, Toner S, Hunt M, et al
and reduces pulmonary toxicity parameters compared to 3DCRT. It| Intensitymodulated radiotherapy for
feasiblefor radiation therapyf large treatment volumes andaalls lymphoma involving the mediastinum.
repeat radiation therapy of relapsed disease without exceeding cord Int J Rad Onc Biol Phys
Lymphoma tolerance. 2005;62(1):19806.
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Indication Clinical Outcomes Source
IMRT resulted in an improved conformity of dose distribution to the
target volume compared to conventional RT
In all IMRT cases with matching adjacent beams, the homogeneity i
target volume was improved
Volume ofipsilateral lung irradiated with a dose higher than 20 Gy w
reduced with IMRT from 24.6% to 13.1% compared to conventional
For leftsided target volume, the heart volume with a dose higher thg Thilmann C, Srok&erez G, Krempien
Gy was reduced from 6.2% to 0.2% R, et al. Inversely panned intensity
Conclusion: Presentgaan comparison study for irradiation of the bre{ modulated radiotherapy of the breast
and the parasternal lymph nodes showed a substantial improvemen| including the internal mammary chain:
the dose distribution by inversely planned IMRT compared to a plan comparison study. Technol
conventional RT Cancer Res Treat 2004;3(1):89.
Bhatnagar AK, Brander E, Sonnik D, ¢
Compared to 3DCRT, IMRT had a 36% and 57% reduction at the 4 ?rll'er'g:)eyn(slK[)I/Rrpr??gﬁggsr?ﬁéaggge to th
8-cm contralateral positions contralateral breast when compared tq
Conclusion: Primarpreastirradiation with tangentiaMRT technique | conventional tangential fields for
significantly reduces the dose to the contralaterahstcompared to primary breast irradiation. Breast
conventionatangential field techniques. Cancer Res Treat 2006;96(1):46.
A significant reduction in acute Grade 2 or worse dermatitis, eceamda
hyperpigmentation was seen wiiRT compared with conventional
RT.
Reduced acute Grade 3 or greater dermatitis (6% vs. 1%, p = 0.09)
favor ofIMRT.
Chronic Grade 2 or wordmeastedema was significantly reduced i , :
with IMRT compared witlconventioml RT. Harso[la A, Kestin L, Gr.'”S l, etal.
In patients with larger breasts (> or =1,600 cm(3), n = I nte_n5|_tymodulated rad_mthc_argpy resul
4 ’ ’ in significant decrease in clinical
64),IMRT resulted in reduced acute (Grade 2 or gredtergstedema | (oyicities compared with conventional
(0% vs. 36%, P <0001) and hyperpigmentation (3% VS. 41%, pP= 0. Wedgebased breast radiotherapy_ Int
and chronic (Grade 2 or greater) letegm edema (3%s. 30%, p = Radiat Onol Biol Phys
0.007) compared to conventional RT. 2007;68(5):1375.380.
245 breasts were treated in 240 patients: 121 with IMRT and 124 wi
conventional RT.
Treatment with IMRT decreased acute skin toxicity of RTOG Grade
3 compared with conventional RT (39% vs. 52%; p = 0.047).
For patients with Stagedlll (n = 199), #year KaplaAMeier freedom
from ipsilateral breast tumor recurrence (IBTR) rates were 95% for
IMRT and 90% for conventional RT (p = 0.36).
For patients with Stage 0 (ductal carcinoma in situ, n = 4ggar McDonald MW, Godette KD, Butker
freedom from IBTR rates were 92% for IMRT and 81% for conventio| EK, et al Longterm outcomes of
RT (p = 0.29). IMRT for breastcancer: a single
Conclusion: Patients treated with breast IMRT had decreased acute| institution cohort analysis. Int J Radia
Breast toxicity, and longterm follow-up shows excellent local control Oncol Biol Phys 2008;72(4):1031040.
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Compared to conventional RT, IMRT reduced the man dose to the li
kidneys, stomach and small bowel
IMRT was well tolerated, with 80% experiencing Grade 2 or less acy
upper Gl toxicity

At a median followup of 10.2 months, no resected patients had local
failure, and only 1 of the 10 assessable patients unresectable cance
local progression

Median sirvival and distant metastadige survival was 13.4 months
and 7.3 months, respectively

Milano MT, Chmura SJ, Garofalo MC,
et al. Intensitymodulated radiotherapy
in treatment of pancreatic and bile dug
malignancies: toxicity and clinical
outcome. Intl Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
2004;59(2);445453.

Both helical IMRT and conventional IMRT offer a statistically
significant improvement over 38RT in lower dose to the liver,
stomach and bowel

Poppe MM, Narra V, Yue NJ, etal. A
comparison of helical intensity
modulated radiotherapy, intensity
modulated radiotherapy, and 3D
conformal radiation therapy for

1 Conclusion: Helical IMRT offers improved dose homogeneity over | pancreatic cancer. Med Dosim
Pancreas conventional IMRT and several significant benefits tocGRT 2011;36(4):351357.
1 Planning data shows the ability of helical TomoTherapy (HT) in creq
highly homogenous dose distributions within the PTVs
9 Organs at risk (OAR) sparing also showed to be excellent Fiorino C, Alongi F, et al. Physics
I HT was found to favorably compareditwerselyoptimized IMRT in aspectof prostate tomotherapy:
terms of PTVs coverage and dose distribution homogeneity planning optimization and image
1 Inthe case of pelvic nodes irradiation, a large sparing of bowel was| guidance issues. Acta Oncol
evidenced by HT compared to 3DCRT and conventional IMRT 2008;47(7)13091316.
1 Conformity index (CI) of helical tomotherapy (HT) (0.77, SD = 0.54)
plans tended to be better (p = 0.069) compared to conventional slidi
window IMRT (SWIMRT) (0.70, SD = 0.01) foprostatePTV.
1 Helical tomotherapy plans were more homogeneous, with homogen
index (HI) of 0.04 compared to 0.06 in SWIMRT (p = 0.018) for
PTV prostateand HI of 0.06 and 0.15 (p = 0.025) for PTV nodes
respectively. Murthy V, Mallik S, Master Z, et al.
1 Median dose to bladder (p = 0.025) and rectum (p = 0.012) were les Does helical tomotherapy improve dos
with HT. conformity and normal tissue sparing
I Femoral heads were better spared with HT plans (p = 0.012). compared to conventional IMRT? A
1 Conclusion: HT improves dose homogeneity, target coverage and | dosimetric comparison in high risk
conformity as compared to SWIMRT, with overatiprovement in prostate cancer. Technol CancesRe
critical organ sparing. Treat 2011;10(2):179285.
Pradip D, Fielding AL.Radiobiological
model comparison of 3D conformal
1 IMRT plan was found to significantly reduce the normal tissue radiotherapy and IMRT plans for the
complication probability (NTCP) for the rectum while achieving a sm treatment of prostate. Aust Phys Eng
gain in the tumor control probability (TCP) compared to 3D conformy Sci Med 2009;32(2):5861.
Zelefsky MJ, Levin EJ, Hunt M, et al.
1 Usg QTIMRT significar?tly redyced the ris.k of gastrqintestinal (GI) lgggi?igzea?tyf :ﬁrgitr?: ea:]r:idolqug?ary
toxicities compared with patienteated withconventionaBD-CRT conformal radiotherapy and intensity
(13% to 5%; p<0.001). modulated radiotherapy for localized
I Risk of proctitis was significantly reduced with IMRT compared to | prostate cancer. Int J Radiat Oncol B
Prostate conventional 3BCRT Phys 2008;70(4):1124129.
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Prostate
(continued)

Prostate
(continued)

il
il

5-year biochemical control rate was 60.4% forGRBRT and 74.1%

for IMRT (p < 0.0001, firs ASTRO Consensus definition)

Using the ASTRO Phoenix definition, theygar biochemical control
rate was 74.4% and 84.6% with 38X andIMRT, respectively (p =
0.0326)

Conclusion: IMRT allowed delivery of higher doses of radiation with
very low toxicity,resulting in improved biochemical control

Vora SA, Wong WW, Schild SE, et al.
Analysis of biochemical control and
prognostic factors in patients treated
with either lowdose threalimensional
conformal radiation therapy or high
dose intensitymodulated adiotherapy
for localized prostate cancer. IntJ
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
2007;68(4):1053.058.

Decision analysis showed cesffectiveness of IMRT in treatment of
intermediate risk prostate cancer, although at the upper limits of
acceptability

Konski A, WatkinsBruner D, Pollack
A, et al. Using decision analysis to
determine cost effectiveness of IMRT
the treatment of intermediate risk
prostate cancer. Int. J Radiat Oncol Bi
Phys 2006 Oct; 66(2): 4085.

IMRT is associated with lower incidence of Gl side effects vs 3D
conformal radiation and improved quality of life.

Lips I, Dehnad H, Kruger AB, et al.
Healthrelated quality of life in pateitns
with locally advanced prostate cancer
after 76 Gy intensiymodulated
radiotherapy vs 70 Gy conformal
radiotherapy in a prospective
longitudinal study. Int J. Radiat Oncol
Biol Phys 2007 Nov 1; 69(3): 656L1.

Anal dy=0529. The previous study RTOG 98l supported higher doses in | ASCO-GI symposium, San Francisco,
Cancer treatment of anal cancer, however significant toxicity was observed.| CA January 28 2006.

IMRT potentially confers an advantage via improved tumor control
through dose escalation. Dose escalation studies with 3D conformal
radiation have demonstrated improved local control, but high rates o
toxicity necessitated treatment breaks, potentiallpm@mising
treatment delivery and efficacy.

IMRT is associated with lower incidence of gastrointestinal,
dermatologic, and genitourinary side effects M3 8onformal radiation
based on phase Il single institution studies (¥8j.1

There is an ongoingROG pr ot oc ol RTOG 052
of DosePainted IMRT in Combination with-Bluorouracil and
Mitomycin-C for Reduction of Acute Morbidity in Carcinoma of the
Anal Canal
(http://www.rtog.org/ClinicalTrials/ProtocolTable/StudyDetails.aspx?

Chen YJ, Liu, A, Tsai PT, et.a@0rgan
sparing by conformal avoidance
intensitymodulated radiation therapy
for anal cancer: Dosimetric evaluation
of coverage of pelvis and
inguinal/femoral nodes. Int J Radiat
Oncol Biol Phys 2005; 63(1), pg 274
281.

Milano, MT, Jani, AB et al. IMRT in
the treatment of anal cancer: toxicity
and clinical outcome. Int J Radiat Onc
Biol Phys 2005; 63(2):353861

Tsai, HD, Hong, TS, et al. Dosimetric
Comparison of Doseainted IMRT vs
Conventional Radiation Therapy for
Anal Cancer. Poster presentation at

KQ2: What are the potential harms of IMRT compared to conventional external beam radiation therapy
(EBRT)? What is the incidence of these harms? Include consideration of progression of treatment in
unnecessary or inappropriate ways.

As previously noted, the 2007 CTAF report and the clinical literature results clearly documents that
IMRT has improved clinical outcomes compared to conventional EBRT. The CTAF report indicated that
when using IMRT, th target volume can be treated with different fraction sizes simultaneously. With
conventional RT, the same fraction size is used for all target volumes. The main rationale, supported by
the outcomes in the clinical literature, is that IMRT is bettee dbl direct the radiation to the target
volume for precisely, thus decreasing the amount of radiation to surrounding normal tissues and
increasing the dose to the tumor target, thus reducing recurrence rates.
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KQ3: What is the evidence that IMRT has fdiential efficacy or safety issues in subpopulations?
Including consideration of:
a. Gender
b. Age
c. Site and type of cancer
d. Stage and grade of cancer
e. Setting, provider characteristics, equipment, quality assurance standards and procedures

IMRT can treat a wideariety of cancer indications that are medically appropriate across both genders,
patients of all ages. IMRT is available to patients both in the hospital setting as well as in the
freestanding setting; this allows rural patients as well as urban gatiemave access to life saving IMRT
treatment. Based on our clinical experience, which is supported by the clinical data, IMRT has equivalent
and/or superior clinical results across several indications. In any radiation therapy treatment, it is required
that the equipment is tested at appropriate time intervals to ensure patient safety and that staff are
adequately trained to treat all patient types.

KQ4: What is the evidence of cost and eeffectiveness of IMRT compared to EBRT?

There are a fevwrue costeffective analyses of IMRT compared to EBRT. Konski and Pollack et
al at the Fox Chase Cancer Center used a Markov model to analyze prostate IMRT. They included
treatment, postreatment, hormone therapy, chemotherapy, and ultimately deafieirnniodels. They
found the mean cost of | MRT was $47,931 with a su
The expected mean <cost of 3D conf or mal radiati on
conclusion of this analysis was that Rl was found to be cost effective, however at the upper limits of
acceptability (Konski A, Watkin8runer D, Pollack A, et al. Using decision analysis to determine cost
effectiveness of IMRT in the treatment of intermediate risk prostate cancer. Intial @adol Biol Phys
2006 Oct; 66(2): 4085).

Of note, the same group investigated proton radiotherapy in comparison with IMRT and found
proton therapy was not cost effective (Konski A, Speier W, Hanlon A, Beck JR, Pollack A. J Clin Oncol
2007 Aug 20;2574) : 36038).

Additional studies are underway, but all are subject to the traditional biases -@fffeatite
analysis which include difficult in assigning costs in a changing environment, difficult in quantifying the
6transi ti on pr\afoasbstatesi due tethebvaribbdity of @ublished data, and constantly
improving therapies for all disease states.

From our own experience at Swedish Medical Center, we believe that IMRT, delivered in one of
several platforms including TomoTherapy, &, or Varian, provide patients with the best treatment
option to improve survival, decrease side effects and improve quality of life compared to conventional
EBRT.

Most radiation oncologists in Washington State (this group included) do not owlind¢he
accelerators that deliver theraputic radiatiofhey are typically owned by the hospitals who charge
separately for their usd-or linear accelerator based IMRT and 3D treatments, we are paid according to
the applicable professional services febezlule. The actual physician time and work effort involved is
vastly greater for IMRT than for 3D yet despite this we are most often paid less for IMRT (in part due to
bundling of charges)When we as physicians recommend IMRT over 3D we do so knowengi
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spend three to four times more effort on the case and get paidlessly our incentive for doing so is to
provide the very best care and treatment for our patients.
February 29, 2012

To whom it may concern,

My name is Sandra Vermeulen, Mam the Executive Director of the Swedish Radiosurgery Center at
Swedish Hospital / Cherry Hill in Seattle. | have been a recognized leader in the field of radiosurgery and
have served on two international radiosurgical boards. The IRSA (Internationasirgdiy Association) has
published practice guidelines for the use of SRS in the treatment of benign and malignant tumors of the
brain. The ISRS or International Stereotactic Radiosurgical Society, meets every other year to review
publications and abstraston the use of SBRT and SRS on tumor types of CNS a@tl8on

You may not be aware that IMRT using the Cyberknife, a radiosurgical platform, is now being used by several
community and academic centers to reduce the risk of early breast cancer recufodioeeng a

lumpectomy in patients with stage 1 breast cancer. Regarding this issue, | recently completed a book

chapter (publication date pending) and an article in the November 2011 isgtremtiers in Radiation

Oncology.

The following are two refemces for the work being performed here in Seattle at Swedish Hospital and at
the University of Texas Southwestern and Fox Chase Cancer Center:

http://www.prnewswire.com/newsreleases/cyberknifgadiosurgeryfor-early-stagebreastcancer106401063.html

http://www.frontiersin.org/radiation_oncology/10.3389/fonc.2011.00043/abstract

The following are answers to your questions pulled from the reference articles above:

KQ1 and KQ2:

GLYAGALFEtEe Ot AYyAOAlLya RSEAGSNBR NIRAIFGAZ2Y (G2 GKS g6K:
limited radiation approach has gained interest among clinicians and patients. This approach, called partial

breast irradiation, can be as eftae as whole breast irradiation and is less likely to damage to the heart,

lungs, and skin, leading to improved cosmetic outcomes and reduced toxicities (2).

Partial breast irradiation can be delivered in a number of ways, including invasive optiomsssu
MammosSite, which involves surgical implantation of a catheter in the breast to deliver interstitial
brachytherapy, or noiinvasive radiation therapy

Each technique has its advantages and drawbacks: For example, invasive brachytherapy can cause
infection, hematoma or abscess-43. While norinvasive radiation therapy approaches minimize

such risks, studies have demonstrated that the larger margins required to compensate for treatment
inaccuracies, such as those caused by the movement of the bréthstespiration, result in a higher

risk for overdosing the skin and nearby critical structures such as the heart and ltfjg©fte recent
study investigating IMRT for partial breast irradiation found 7 out of 32 evaluated patients developed
unacceptabd cosmesis, leading to premature closure of the study (5).

Because of the noimvasive delivery and high precision that the CyberKnife System offers in treating
tumors throughout the body, clinicians see a role for it in breast cancer treatment. Thekyfeer
System has the unique ability to not only track tumor movement during respiration, but to also lock
onto the tumor as it moves delivering radiation directly to the tumor and avoiding damage to
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surrounding critical structures. The CyberKnife Systemiteme precision enables clinicians to

reduce the treatment margins that are often added with conventional IMRT Systems. For this reason,
clinicians believe partial breast irradiation using the CyberKnife System holds the potential to improve
toxicity andassociated side effects for patients.

"We think that the reatime tracking and high conformality made possible with the CyberKnife
System could result in reduced toxicity by reducing the dose to the surrounding breast tissue, skin,
chest wall, lung or éart,” said Charlie Ma, Ph.D., Professor and-Cieairman, Department of
Radiation Oncology, Fox Chase Cancer Center.

University of Texas Southwestern recently launched a roattier early stage breast cancer protocol,
which is currently accruing paties. UTSW was one of the first five CyberKnife sites in the world and
has remained on the forefront of clinical research.

Physicians at UTSW intend to demonstrate equivalent local control rates or to improve those seen in
current treatment for earlystage disease while attempting to increase convenience, limit
invasiveness, decrease toxicity and improve cosmesis compared to other methods of radiation
treatment. The treatment regimen using the CyberKnife System would be five days compared to 25
30 days tyjrally associated with conventional radiation therapy.

"In particular, we believe a very abbreviated, Aomasive, outpatient treatment would be considered

a favorable option to underserved populations of women living in more remote areas for whom

longercourses of treatment pose a barrier,” said Robert Timmerman, M.D., professor of Radiation

hyoOz2t238 G ! ¢{2 IYyR §tSIR FdziK2NJ 2F (KS 2y32Ay3a aidz

Accelerated partial breast irradiation: using the CyberKnife as the radiation delivery
platform in the treatment of early breast cancer

Sandra Vermeulén, Cristian Cotruty Astrid Morrié, Robert Meiet, Claire BuchandnPatricia
Dawsof and Bruce Portér

"“l9SRAAK wlRA2&d2NASNE / SydSNE {6SRA&K aSRAOIt /SyidSNE {SHdGdtSzs 213 {1
"{T6SRAAK /I yOSNI / SyiSNE {6SRA&AK aSRAOFE /SyGdSNE {SIddatSz 213 | {!
{sSRAEK CANBG 1 Aff S5AF3Iy23GA0 LYF3IAy3 /SyGiSNE {6SRA&AK aSRAONE [/ SyGiSNE {Sti

We evaluate the CyberKnife (Accuray Incorporated, Sunnyvale, CA, USA}iforasive delivery of
accelerated partial breast irradiation (APBI) in early breast cancer patients. Between 6/2009 and
5/2011, nine patients were treated with CyberKnife APBI. Normal tissue constraints were imposed as
outlined in the National Surgical Adjuvant Breast and BowakEt B39/Radiation Therapy Oncology
Group 0413 (NSABP/RTOG) Protocdalii and White, 2007 Patients received a total dose of 30 Gy

in five fractions (group 1n = 2) or 34 Gy in 10 fractions (groum2; 7) delivered to the planning
treatment volume (PTV) defined as the clinical target volume (CTV) +2 mm. The CTV was defined as
either the lumpectomy cavity plus 10 mm= 2) or 15 mmr(= 7).The cavity was defined by a-T2
weighted noncontrast breast MRI fused to a planning roontrast thoracic CT. The CyberKnife
Synchrony system tracked gold fiducials sutured into the cavity wall during lumpectomy. Treatments
started 4;5 weeks after lumpectmy. The mean PTV was 100°¢nange, 92108 cnf) and 105 crh

(range, 4241 cnf) and the mean PTV isodose prescription line was 70% for groups 1 and 2,
respectively. The mean percent of whole breast reference volume receiving 100 and 50% of the dose
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(V100 andVsg) for group 1 was 11% (range;18%) and 23% (range, d¥%) and for group 2 was 11%
(range, %14%) and 26% (range, @5.0%), respectively. At a median 7 months follgaw(range, 4

26 months), no acute toxicities were seen. Acute cosmetic outcemees excellent or good in all
patients; for those patients with more than 12 months folloy the late cosmesis outcomes were
excellent or good. In conclusion, the lack of observable acute side effects and current excellent/good
cosmetic outcomes is proniig). We believe this suggests the CyberKnife is a suitablinnasive
radiation platform for delivering APBI with achievable normal tissue constraints.

Keywords:breast cancer, CyberKnife, accelerated partial breast irradiation, cosmesis
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KQ3

G+ NRA2dzad &2 OA S ArBcdmniehdgtiSns §or2patient ddéctioh &iteréafor APBI. These
include, the American Society of Breast surgeons (ASBS), the American Brachytherapy Society (ABS),
American Society for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO) and European Society for Therapeutic Radiology
and Oncology (ESTRO) [54,180,181].

The recent GEESTRO recommendations [180] have stratified the patients into three groups: low risk,
intermediate and high risk (contraindication for APBI); similarly, ASTRO [181] has stratified them into
suitable, caubnary and unsuitable. The low risk (suitable) group describes patients where APBI
outside of a clinical trial would be considered acceptable (see Table 2); these criteria are stricter than
those recommended by the ASBS or ABS. However, less restritévia could be applied to patients
who enrolled in a clinical trial. Generally young patients (<50 years) and those who may harbor
disease a significant distance from the edge of the excision cavity or potentially haveentiic

disease should not bieeated with APBI ofprotocol. It is also worth noting that these

recommendations were determined from a systematic review of the APBI literature. The groupings
were based primarily on an analysis of the characteristics of patients most frequently idétuttzls

of APBI and not on data that identified subsets of patients with higher rates of ipsilateral breast tumor
recurrence (IBTR) when treated with APBI. Recent analysis using ASBS registry trial [182,183] and
using data from University of Wiscon$ir84] show that the ASTRO consensus groupings may not be
2LIAYFE AY ARSYGAFEe@AYy3 LI GASyGa F2NI !t . Loé

http://download.journals.elsevierhealth.com/pdfs/journals/10408428/P11S1040842811000333.pdf
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KQ4:

In the present age of rapidly increasing healthcare costs, evaluation of techniques has te tugud
effectiveness. Cost might play a key role in the rapid adaptation of a new technology or technique.
However, cost analysis is country specific because reimbursement or how healthcare is financed
varies from country to country. In the USA for exaeppéimbursement changes continually and

rates of reimbursement vary substantially between the different APBI and WBI techniques. Hence,
this makes the appropriate presentation of a comprehensive cost analysis challenging and its accuracy
shortlived. Neertheless, cost comparisons have been reported by Suh et al. [199,200] and Sher et al.
[201]. Sher and colleagues [201] modelled treatment planning and delivery for different WBI
fractionation schemes: Mammaosite, MIB, AESE}CRT and APBMRT. They founthat the least
expensive partial breagiased radiation therapy approaches were the external beam techniques
(APB¢3DCRT and ARBVRT); any reduced cost to patients for the HDR brachythebbaged APBI
regimens were overshadowed by substantial increase®st to payers, resulting in higher total

societal costs. The cost of HDR treatment delivery was primarily responsible for the increased direct
medical cost. APBI approaches in general were favored over shedest techniques when only
considering costto patients. However, if one were to pursue a partiadast radiation therapy

regimen to minimize patient costs, it would be more advantageous from a societal perspective to
pursue external bearbased approaches such as ABBYCRT or APBIMRT in lieu bthe
brachytherapybased regimens [200]. Similarly, Sher et al. [201] reported that¢BPBIRT was the

most costeffective strategy for postmenopausal women with eastgge breast cancer. Unless the
quality of life after MSB proves to be superior, itiigikely to be coseffective [201]. Vaidya and
colleagues [66] made a conservative estimates of 66% man hours saving, if intraoperative radiation
therapy using intrabeam was used instead of WBI.

They went on to estimate the savings to the UK natioealth service of about 18 million dollars. So,
in general one could expect savings in costs of treatment to be closely related to fraction number.

http://download.journals.elsevierhealth.ao/pdfs/journals/10468428/P11S1040842811000333.pdf

At our institution we often substitute APBlyberknife for APBMRT or APB3DCRT for two reasons:
smaller treatment volumes with ARBlyberknife compared with the other two modalities and,

because of tase smaller treatment volumes, some patients are made eligible for APBI who otherwise
would not have been if APBDCRT or ARBVIRT were their only options.

I hope this information will help in your review. Please let me know if | can be of furtheraassist

Sincerely,

A

Sandra Vermeulen, MD

Executive Director, Swedish Radiosurgery Center
Swedish Hospital/Cherry Hill

Seattle, Washington

Phone: 206320-7130
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,, 1221 Madison Street, 1* Floor
SWE D ISH Seattle, WA 98104
T 206.215.3536
CANCER INSTITUTE F206.215-3537

February 29, 2012

To whom it may concern,

As a member of the IRSA (International Radiosurgery Association) Board of Directors, my colleagues and |
spent years developing consenshessed radiosurgery practice guidelines for the radiggcal treatment of
conditions as well as for numerous benign and malignant tumor diagnoses in the brain. These areas included
the radiosurgical treatment oicoustic NeuromasTrigeminal Neuralgia, Pituitary Adenoma8VM (Aterio-

Venous Malformations) ad Brain MetastasesOur aim was to improve outcomes for these diagnoses by
assisting physicians in applying research evidence to clinical decisions while promoting the responsible use of
health care resources. | have attached the link to these documedsvb&uidelines from ISRA are pending

for the following tumors and conditioddeningiomas, Essential Tremor and Gliom&&evertheless, the

rational to treat them with SRS are included in this letter.

Acoustic Neuroma

http://www.irsa.org/AN%20Guideline.pdf

KQ1 and KQ2:
Gamma Knife Radiosurgery: Clinical Results

Tumor Growth Control

Longterm results of Gamma Kniéeadiosurgery for vestibular schwannomas have bdenoumentedis 22,32 42 45,55
Recent reports suggest a tumor control rate of;280% after radiosurgemy,is 2124,31,32,34,36,37,485,5052,54,55,61,67,68
Kondziolka et al studied 5 to 4@ar outcomes in 162 vestibular schwannoma patients who had radjesy at

the University of PittsburglxIn this study a longerm 98% tumor control rate was reported. Sittyo percent of
tumors became smaller, 33% remained unchanged, and 6% became slightly larger. Some tumors initially enlarged
1¢2 mm during the fist 6 to 12 months after radiosurgery as they lost their central contrast enhancement. Such
tumors generally regressed in volume compared to theirfa@iosurgery size. Only 2% of patients required tumor
resection after radiosurgery. Norén, in his-g@arexperience with vestibular schwannoma radiosurgery, reported
a 95% longerm tumor control rate. Litvack et al reported a 98% tumor control rate at a mean faljpaf 31
months after radiosurgery using a 12 Gy margin dabkranjan et al analyzed the taome of intracanalicular

tumor radiosurgery performed at the University of Pittsbuegthll patients (100%) had imaghtigpcumented

tumor growth control. Flickinger et al performed an outcome analysis of acoustic neuroma patients treated
between August 992 and August 1997 at the University of Pittsburgh. The actuayiaebbclinical tumor control
rate (no requirement for surgical intervention) was 99.4 + 02684 he longterm (1Q;15 year) outcome of benign
tumor radiosurgery has been evaluated. Istady which included 157 patients with vestibular schwannorttas
median followup for the patients still living at the time of the study (n=136) was 10.2 years. Serial imaging studies
after radiosurgery (n=157) showed a decrease in tumor size in 11dnp&a(i73%), no change in 40 patients
(25.5%), and an increase in three patients who later had resection (LBRhpatient developed a radiation
associated malignant or benign tumor (defined as a histologically confirmed and distinct neoplasm atlsing in
initial radiation field after at least two years have passed).

74 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA


http://www.irsa.org/AN%20Guideline.pdf

Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

Hearing Preservation

Preradiosurgery hearing can now be preserved igB8% of patients, with higher preservation rates found for

smaller tumors. In a lonterm (510 year followup) study conducted at the University of Pittsburgh, 51% of

patients had no change in hearing abilitysAll patients (100%) who were treated with a margin dose of 14 Gy or
less maintained a serviceable level of hearing after intracanalicular tumor radersus Among patients treated

after 1992, the 5/ear actuarial rates of hearing level preservation and speech preservation were 75.2% and 89.2%,
respectively, for patients (n=89) treated with a 13 Gy tumor margin dose. Jearsactuarial rates of heawgn

level preservation and speech preservation were 68.8% and 86.3%, respectively, for patients (n=103) treated with
>14 Gy as the tumor margin dosdJnlike microsurgery, immediate hearing loss is uncommon after radiosurgery.

If hearing impairment is not§ it occurs gradually over 6 to 24 months. Early hearing loss after radiosurgery

(within three months) is rare and may result from neural edema or demyelination. The exact mechanism of
delayed hearing loss after radiosurgery is still unclear. Perhapsigiraflliteration of microvessels or even direct
radiation axonal or cochlear injury is implicated. The effect of radiation on normal microvessels supplying the
cochlear nerve or cochlea itself is not known. However, with doses as lowga3 G¥ (which arsufficient to halt

the tumor growth) vascular obliteration of normal vessels seems less likely. This dose probably does not adversely
affect the vessels as well as the axons. Although with current imaging techniques the cochlear nerve cannot be
well visudized, efforts should be made to achieve high conformality at anterior and inferior margin of the tumor.
Conformal dose planning using 4 mm collimators for the intracanalicular portion of the tumor may prevent further
injury to the cochlear nerve. It ikéwise important to avoid radiation of the cochlea.

Facial Nerve and Trigeminal Nerve Preservation

Facial and trigeminal nerve function can now be preserved in the majority of patients (>95%). In the early
experience at University of Pittsburgh nornfiatial function was preserved in 79% of patients after five years and
normal trigeminal nerve function was preserved in 73%. These facial and trigeminal nerve preservation rates
reflected the higher tumor margin dose of @ Gy used during the CT basedrnpling era before 1991. In a

recent study using MR based dose planning, a 13 Gy tumor margin dose was associated with 0% risk of new facial
weakness and 3.1% risk of facial numbnesge@ actuarial rates). A margin dose of >14 Gy was associated with a
2.5% risk of new onset facial weakness and a 3.9% risk of facial numb+yess @ctuarial rateskNone of the

patients who had radiosurgery for intracanalicular tumors developed new facial or trigeminal neuropathies.

Neurofibromatosis 2

Patients with estibular schwannomas associated with neurofibromatosis 2 represent a special challenge because
of the risk of complete deafness. Unlike the solitary sporadic tumors that tend to displace the cochlear nerve,
tumors associated with NF2 tend to form nodutdusters that engulf or even infiltrate the cochlear nerve.

Complete resection may not always be possible. Radiosurgery has been performed for patients with NF2. Subach
et al studied 40 patients (with 45 tumors) who were treated with radiosurgery for S8&®&iceable hearing was
preserved in 6 of 14 patients (43%), and this rate improved to 67% after modifications made to the technique in
1992. The tumor control rate was 98%©nly one patient showed imaging documented growth. Normal facial

nerve functionand trigeminal nerve function was preserved in 81% and 94% of patients, respectively. In two
recent seriesgsoserviceable hearing was preserved in only 3@#d 40%o0f cases, respectively. The tumor

control rate was respectively 7k8and 79%olt now appears that preservation of serviceable hearing in patients

with NF2 is an attainable goal with modern radiosurgery technique, and some centers propose this early treatment
gKSYy G(KS KSINAy3a tS@St Aa adatt SEOStt Syl odé
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A numberof patient related factors are considered in making a recommendation. These factors include:
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KQ4:
EBRT is not the standard of care for Acoustic Neuromas

Trigeminal Neuralgia
http://www.irsa.ora/TN%20GuidelindépdatedJan2009. pdf

KQ1 and KQ2:

G{ SOSNItf NBLR2NI A KI @S R2 0 dasergdadtiRradiokutgernsfdar¥f A OF 08 2F DI YYI
TNa1,3,16,18,20,26,27,29,32,35 32 46,5053 58,62,.6dBecause radiosurgery is the least invasive procedure for TN, it is a good

treatment option for patients with canorbidities, highrisk medical iliness, or pain refractory to prior surgical

procedures. Radsurgery is a good alternative for most patients with medically refractory trigeminal neuralgia,

especially those who do not want to accept the greater risk of an MVD for a greater chance of pain relief.

To date, the largest reported series are stiladdcterized by a wide spectrum of success rates after radiosurgery
with Grade | outcome in 276.8% of patients and Grade Il outcome it®58% of patients,7,21,29,38 48,52 58, dRegis

et al reported that 87% of patients were initially free of pain initlseries of 57 patients treated with a maximum
dose of 7890 Gys2,54In many patients, they used the higher maximum dose of 90 Gy, and their target was placed
at a more anterior site (closer to retrogasserian portion). In a series of 441 patients pedsstrthe 2001 meeting

of the International Stereotactic Radiosurgery Society, Young et al noted that 87% of patients were free of pain
after radiosurgery, with or without medication (median follay period, 4.8 years, including repeat procedures).
Brisman et al noted vascular contact with trigeminal nerve on thin section MRI in 59% of patients with TN. These
authors reported a complete (100%) pain relief without medicines in 22% of patients, 90% or greater relief with or
without small doses of medicines 80% of patients, ©B9% relief in 11% of patients, &14% relief in 7% of

patients, and less than 50% relief in 8% of patients. Recurrent pain requiring a second procedure occurred in 24%
of patientsz

In a study, Petit et al. assessed the safetycaly and quality of life associated with radiosurgical treatment for TN
in 112 patients treated with Gamma Knifadiosurgery using a standard questionnaire. Nipgtypatients

completed questionnaires for a median follayp of 30 months. Seventipur pdients (77%) reported pain relief at

a median of three weeks after the proceduted decrease in medication usage was noted in 66% of patients.
Seven (7.3%) patients reported new or increased trigeminal dysfunction; however, only 3.1% reported these
sympioms as bothersome. Patients with sustained pain relief reported an average of 100% improvement in their
quality of life as a direct result of pain relief after radiosurgery, and 100% believed that the procedure was
successful. Furthermore, among those pats with temporary pain relief and subsequent recurrence, 65% felt
their treatment was a success with an average of 80% improvement in their quality @8iféth et al. recently
published the results of trigeminal neuralgia radiosurgery using a dedidimear acceleratose These

investigators treated 60 patients with central doses of90 Gy delivered to trigeminal nerve root entry zone

using a Bmm collimator. Pain relief was experienced at a mean of 2.7 months. Significant pain relief wasbtaine
in 87.5% of the patients who had essential TN and in 58.3% of the patients who had secondary facial pain. In a
recent article, Longhi et al. reported on the results of Gamma Kmiteosurgery for treatment of medically and, in
some instances, surgicaltefractory TNis These authors found 57% Grade | and 33% Grade Il pain control after
Gamma Kniferadiosurgery. These favorable results are similar to those reported by PollockeahdlKondziolka

et alzsRecurrence of pain occurred in 18% of patieat a mean interval of 14.2 months after radiosurgery. The
side effects of trigeminal paresthesia or hypoesthesia were observed in 9.5% of patients; no cases of anesthesia
dolorosa were observed. A higher radiosurgical dose and no previous neurosimgioagntion for TN were

positive predictors of a paifree outcome. The growing body of recent literature suggests that low rates of
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complications of Gamma Knifediosurgery, coupled with high success rates and patient satisfaction, allow it to
be incraasingly used as primary intervention for trigeminal neuralgia for appropriate patiants,is,20,22,26,34

KQ3:
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3. Presence or absence of multiple sclerosis

4. Presence or absence of vascular contact and/or compression on thin section MRI

5. Presence or absence of prior procedures

6. The type of prior procedure and its response

7. Severity of pain and how longetipatient can reasonably wait for pain relief
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Pituitary Adenana

http://www.irsa.org/Pituitary%20Guideline.pdf

KQ1 and KQ2:

Stereotactic Radiosurgery

The endocrine control aims of radiosurgery are no different from those of surgical resection; namely,
normalization of any hypersecretory syndrome without new orsgtopituitarism. Unlike surgical resection,

which eliminates the tumor on subsequent neuroimaging, the neoplastic goal of stereotactic radiosurgery is
permanent tumor control. This means that a tumor, which has been enlarging, is made incapable oftturtber
growth, and this control is confirmed through lotgrm neuroimaging followup. While permanent stabilization of
tumor size is the desired goal, the majority of tumors will demonstrate varying degrees of tumor shrinkage over
time. Thus the goal of niitary adenoma radiosurgery is to permanently control tumor growth, maintain pituitary
function, normalize hormonal secretion in the case of functional adenomas, and preserve neurological function,
especially vision. The small risks of late radiatimuced tumorigenesis and of late cerebrovascular accidents from
radiation damage to the internal carotid arteries also exist for patients treated with radiosurgery. Delayed
complications are less than that of stereotactic radiotherapy.

Tumor Growth Control &er Radiosurgery

Non-functioning pituitary adenomas are usually diagnosed late when patients complain of visual dysfunction.
Transsphenoidal decompression is recommended as the first line of management for these patients. Radiosurgery
is often indicatedhs an adjuvant management after partial resection or later recurrence of pituitary adenomas.
However, radiosurgery can be performed as the primary management of nonfunctioning adenomas in carefully
selected patients, including those who are high risk togery or consciously choose not to undergo resective
surgery. Tumor growth control rates of @00% have now been confirmed by multiple centers following pituitary
radiosurgery (13, 20, 21, 24, 26, 41). The antiproliferative effect of radiosurgery hasdpeted in nearly all

patients who underwenGamma Kniferadiosurgery (24, 41). Relatively few patients (who usually had received

lower margin doses) eventually required additional treatment (12, 46).

Functional Effect of Radiosurgery

Growth Hormone 8creting Adenomas (Acromegaly)
I 0A2O0KSYAOIfT NBYAAaaAz2y Ad RSFTAYSR | a DI -elateiSdruma dzLILINS 3
IGF1 levels. OGTT remains the gold standard for defining a cure of acromegaly.n@fever, is far more
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but it is necessary to obtain the fulfillment of both criteria. Microsurgery results in biochemical remission in 31
80% of patients (1, 5, 19, 539). The suppression of hormonal hyperactivity is more effective when higher doses
of radiation are used. Hormonal normalization after radiosurgery was achieved,@229of cases in the published
series (3, 4, 1414, 17, 19, 20, 22, 24, 25, 30, 32, 33,35, 41, 42, 45, £A9, 57, 62, 68). Because hormone
suppressive medication during radiosurgery may act as a radioprotective agent, this medication should be
discontinued at least six to eight weeks prior to radiosurgery (25, 49) and may be resumeal\aéek. In a study

A a
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f SGSt & ¢bypearsaltar fadiosugery (44). An important goal of resective surgery is to achieve an immediate
postoperative effect, while the results of radiosurgery have a latency of abog2@nonths (18, 28) that must be
sometimes temporized through the temporary use of hormone suppressive medications.

ACTH Secreting Adenomas

| dz& K A y 3 Qrhe résaltd 6 date Achied by radiosurgery (usually used after failed resective surgery) are
slightly inferior to those reported after primary surgical resection in regard to secretory normalization. In addition
there is a latency of approximately 448 months for maximal theragutic response (18, 28). Patients with

/| dZAKAy3IQa RA&ASIFAS NBalLl2yR (2 NIRA23dzZNASNE o6dzi Y2NB
series 6898% hormone normalization after radiosurgery has been observed (10, 16, 29, 33, 36, 38, 40,@3, 46, 5
51,54,55,58,63h St & 2 y Q& MairteyidrdeB¢lBvted ACTH levels indicates continued biochemical
FOGAGAGE 2F | LIAGdZAGEFNE FRSy2YlF FFGSNI LINA2NJ | RNBy | €
not as important forthetreatr8 y & 2 F LA GdzA GF NB | RSy 2Yl & | aa20Al GSR &
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control the growth of the tumor, which has been achieved in the mjof cases (66).

Prolactin Secreting Adenomas

Most prolactinomas can be controlled successfully by medical treatment. Surgery is indicated for cases of
intolerance to medical treatment, in cases where women desire to have children, or when patienlspam@ine
agonist resistant (§10% of patients). Some patients prefer microsurgery or radiosurgery to the need for life long
medical treatment. In published studies of patients treated with radiosurgerg22% showed normalization (26,

49). The possibleadioprotective effect of dopaminergic drugs should be taken into account. In one of the studies
patients treated with dopamine agonist had lower remission rates. It is therefore recommended that radiosurgery
for prolactinoma be performed during a periodarfug withdrawal (26).

Radiation Tolerance of Functioning Pituitary Tissue

The most important factor influencing pestadiation hypopituitarism seems to be the mean dose to the
hypophysis (pituitary stalk). Vladyka et al. observed some worsening ofigtsogic, corticotropic or thyrotropic
functions 1287 months after radiosurgery and usuallgbdyears after radiosurgery (61). There was no post
radiation worsening of gonadotropic and thyrotropic functions when the mean dose to the hypophysis did not
exeed 15 Gy. The limiting mean dose to the hypophysis for adrenocorticotropic function was 18 Gy (61). In
another study, deterioration in pituitary functions was observed when the pituitary stalk received higher doses
(10). The risk for hypopituitarism aftetereotactic radiosurgery thus becomes a primary function of the anatomy
of the tumor and the dose prescribed. For recurrent tumors primarily involving the cavernous sinus, where the
pituitary stalk (and even at times the residual pituitary gland) is sspadrom the tumor, easily visualized, and can
be excluded from the treatment volume, the risk of hypopituitarism is extremely small, even when high doses are
utilized for secretory adenomas. For adenomas that cannot be visually separated from the gtanahl

particularly if they extend upward to involve or compress the pituitary stalk, the risk is predominantly related to
the dose necessary to effectively achieve all treatment goals for the functional status of the tumor (higher for
secretory than norsecretory adenomas).

Complications of Pituitary Radiosurgery

Complications of pituitary radiosurgery fall into three categories: hypopituitarism, visual deterioration and
hypothalamic damage. The following rates of hypopituitarism have been reportedetaly(32), 33%; Thoren et
al. (57), 24%; Rocher et al. (52), 33%; and Lunsford et al. (34), 0%. As discussed in the section above,
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hypopituitarism risks vary with tumor anatomy relative to the pituitary stalk and gland, and vary with whether the
adenomais secretory or nossecretory (higher dose needed in the former). Stereotactic radiosurgery for residual

or recurrent nonsecretory adenomas solely involving the cavernous sinus carries the lowest risk of subsequent
hypopituitarism, while secretory tumoidose to the median eminence or requiring targeting of the whole pituitary
gland carry the highest risk. Future studies must stratify for these variables in order to better predict
hypopituitarism risk after stereotactic radiosurgery in an individual petieevy et al. (32) reported <1% increase

in visual deficit in their large series. Lunsford et al. (34) reported one patient with visual compromise. Using LINAC
radiosurgery, Rocher et al. reported a 39% incidence of some visual compromise (6% of pagiertiinded)

(52). The key to avoiding this complication lies in proper patient selection (adequate space between the optic
apparatus and the superior edge of the tumor for the radiosurgery technique you are employing), insisting on
strictly conformal pnning at the critical structure interface, and accurate dose delivery. Lunsford et al. reported
one death due to hypothalamic injury in a patient who had multiple operations, prior pituitary apoplexy and prior
fractionated radiation therapy (34). Vogesadt reported one patient who developed a severe hypothalamic
syndrome (62). Mitsumori et al., using LINAC radiosurgery for tumor invading the cavernous sinus, reported three
cases of temporal lobe necrosis (39). As discussed above, there is a theoigtioalate radiation induced
tumorigenesis for patients receiving radiosurgical treatment. A small risk also exists of late cerebrovascular
accidents from the effect of the ionizing radiation on the cerebral circulation passing adjacent to the pituitary
gland. Fortunately, while the risk of major morbidity or mortality is not zero with radiosurgery, these occurrences
appear to be extremely rare.

KQ3:

Clinical Algorithms
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Combinations of different treatments may be necessary and/or desired under certain circumstances. Common
examples include patients with cavernous sinus involvement present at diagnosis who undergo first stage
microsurgery for thextra-cavernous portion of their tumor followed by second stage radiosurgery for the
cavernous sinus component, and patients with secretory adenomas who undergo radiosurgery but are then
maintained on their antsecretory medications during the latency pmt for hormonal normalization after
radiosurgery. The common need for staged or tandem treatments with multiple modalities underscores the
importance of the presence of a comprehensive and coordinated multidisciplinary team in the optimal
managementof @i dzA G I NB | RSy 2YIl LI GASy (& dé
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Fractionated radiation therapy has been used for the treatment of unresectable pituitary adenomas. Rates of
tumor control have been reported to vary from 76% to 97%. Fractionated radiation therapy, however, has been
less successful (880%) in reducing hygrsecretion of hormones by hormonally active tumors. It may take years
before the full therapeutic effect is exhibited. The delayed complications of fractionated radiation theicdy (2
years) include a relatively high risk of hypopituitarismc@%) andh low but definite risk of optic neuropathy
(1¢2%) and secondary tumor formation. Some investigators have reported a higher likelihood of cerebrovascular
disease in patients treated with radiation therapy for pituitary tumors. In patients with a benigoplasm and an
otherwise normal expected life span, external beam fractionated radiotherapy (EBRT) leads to exposure of normal
surrounding brain to potential long term cognitive effects of radiotherapy. Newer fractioned radiotherapy
techniques such as iahsity modulated radiotherapy (IMRT) can minimize the amount of normal brain exposed to
radiation compared with conventional or standareD3conformal techniques. However, the medial temporal lobes
on either side, which are intimately involved in memorpgessing and learning, often remain exposed as the
radiation distribution is shifted away from the optic nerves and chiasm. Minimalttienmg outcome data exist for
Law¢ o¢
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Intra-cranial Ateriovenous Malformations:

http://www.irsa.org/AVM%20Guideline.pdf

KQ1, KQ2 and KQ3

G{ GSNB2{l Ol AsCGonsieredic? gatzhtEvdtiNEresectable AVMs. Such patients may warrant
treatment based on age, location, volume or medical histeBadiationtechnologies for stereotactic radiosurgery
include Gamma Kniéeadiosurgery, proton beam radiosurgery, and linear accelerators (LINACs) modified at
Centers of Excellence with extensive AVM experience. hdtlal management teams are essential for proper
patient selection and patient care. Because of the delayed obliteration rate of AVMs after radiosurgery,
comprehensive longerm management and observational strategies are necessary.

Probability of AVM Obliteration with Radiosurgery

Current studies inidate a success rate between d@b% at the end of three years of observation after a single
radiosurgery procedureas s x10,17,21,22,3635,3%43,47,48,51,52,56,57,663,66,71,74,7679,82,84 T he longterm (5¢14 years) results of
Gamma Kniferadiosurgerysuggest that the majority of AVM patients (73%) are protected from the risk of future
hemorrhage and continue their normal daily activities after radiosurgery.

In a study of rate of AVM obliteration after Gamma Kaeriéeliosurgery at the University #ittsburgh, obliteration

was documented by angiography in 73% and by MR alone in 86% of patients who refused further angiography.
Assuming a 96% accuracy for {d&ected obliteration, the corrected obliteration rate for all patients was #5%.
Persistent ouf-field nidus (marginal failure) was identified in 18% of previously embolized versus 5%-of non
embolized patients (p = 0.006). This was the only significant factor associated with marginal failure. Multivariate
analysis correlated Hield obliteration with marginal dose (p < 0.0001) and sex (slightly lower in women [p
0.026], but overall obliteration was not significantly lower [p = 0.19]).

Early Adverse Effects of Radiosurgery

Adverse effects of radiosurgery include shtatm problems such as headache from the frame, nausea from pain
medication, and perhaps a small increased risk of seizure in patients with cortical lobar AVMs, particularly if a prior
history of episodic seizures is presents,is,s3-0r this reason we use periofive anticonvulsants in lobar AVMs.

Late Complications After AVM Radiosurgery

Delayed complications of radiosurgery on AVMs include hemorrhage despite angiographically documented
complete obliteration of the AVM, temporary or permanent radiation injtogthe brain such as persistent edema,
radiation necrosis, radiaticinduced tumors and cyst formation. Cyst formation after AVM radiosurgery was first
reported by Japanese investigators who reviewed the outcomes of patients initially treated in Swddkora et

al. 6
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A?mmber of factors are considered in making a recommendation. These factors include:
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3. Previous bleed

4. Prior procedures

5. Volume of AVM

6. Location of AVM

7. Presenting symptoms
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Brain Metastases

http://www.irsa.org/Metastatic%20Guideline.pdf

KQ1 and KQ2:

G wl RA 2 asdhdBofe Miial management or as a boost before or after WBRT has emerged as a widely
practiced treatment modality for brain metastases. The goal of radiosurgery without WBRT is to achieve brain
control without the possible long term neurotoxic or cdtive side effects of WBR¥The rationale for

radiosurgery, when used as a boost after WBRT, is to achieve improved local brain tumor control. Radiosurgery
boost improves survival in selected patients in whom the predominant problem is brain diseasethath

extracranial disease. Radiosurgery is also used as salvage treatment for progressive intracranial disease after
surgery or WBRT. Traditionally radioinsensitive histologies tend to be more responsive to SRS than to conventional
fractionated radiatim treatment. In addition, SRS causes indirect vascular injury and subsequent sclerosis of blood
vessels, and eventual compromise of the blood supply and circulation within the turiitre overall side effects

of SRS are limited but can occasionallysegous. There are very few acute side effects of SRS related to the
radiation. Stereotactic radiosurgery may cause mild fatigue and sometimes a temporary patch of hair loss if the
tumor is close to the skull and scalp. There is a risk of late side effiattsan develop, the most common and

serious of which is tumor radionecrosisRadiation necrosis is damage to the tumor and or adjacent brain in the
highrdose area. This can result in edema and additional side effects produced by the mass inciadieg s@d
neurological deficits. Radionecrosis can often be managed with corticosteroids. Occasionally surgical intervention
is required to reduce the mass effect. The risk of symptomatic radionecrosis is usually less #xan/%.

multicenter phase RTOG trial involving SRS documented safe SRS in patients previously treated with standard
external beam radiation therapy:Early publications showed good control rates and led to further
investigationas 64,76, 12dRetrospective series have consistertyealed local control of the target lesions in the range

of 80¢85% or even higher with a very acceptable side effect prefilensos7,s1,78°rospective randomized trials have
demonstrated that the ong/ear local control rate of target lesions witAdiosurgery is 73%, which increases to
82¢89% with the addition of WBRE.

Retrospective Studies for SRS

Patients treated with conventional open surgical resection without WBRT had a 46% risk of failure at the site of the
resection in a randomized trialvaluating the role of WBRT after surgical reseciidn.subsequent studies

patients were treated with SRS alone (without WBRT). These stiftiaad excellent local control (Z80% at one
year)21,830ther published series of patients treated with 3R8e demonstrated a risk of distant brain failure at

one year, ranging from 43% to 5%%9,66,111n general, the risk of new metastasis in patients with solitary tumors is
approximately 37% (crude), but the actuarial risk is 50% at onesy@dihe hstologic features or tumor type may

play a role, with melanoma being more likely to be associated with multiple metastases than some other tumor
typesssDespite a relatively high risk of new metastases outside the radiosurgery volume in patients wraRtave
alone, retrospective studies have not confirmed a survival benefit to adjuvant \WBREdreedom from local
progression in the brain at one year was significantly superior in patients who received both SRS and WBRT
compared with SRS alone (28%68%), although the overall survival rate was not significantly differext.
retrospective, multiinstitutional study in which patients were treated with SRS alone (n = 268) or SRS + WBRT (n =
301) also reported no significant difference in the ovesalivival rateis1 Despite the higher rate of new lesions
developing in patients treated with SRS alone, the overall survival appears to be equivalent to SRS + WBRT since
alt @3S GKSNILASA NB FTFANI & ST7FS Gihk éabse of geRthOilyR4a%6y 14 Q S|
of patients managed initially with radiosurgery alone required salvage WBRT. Pirzkall et al. reported that there was
no survival benefit for an overall group of 236 patients with adjuvant WBRT but these authors noted a tre

toward improved survival in a subset of patients with no extracranial tumor (15.4 vs. 8.3 months, p &= O8I

et al. reported on 78 patients managed initially with SRS alone and 57 patients treated with SRS and adjuvant
WBRTis7Whole-brain radation therapy did not improve the overall survival rate but was useful in preventing both
the local progression and the development of new brain metastases (74% vs. 48%, p = 0.06). These retrospective
studies suggest that WBRT will improve local and distantrol in the brain, but do not clearly demonstrate a

survival advantage.r
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A multicenter retrospective analysis was performed with 502 patients treated at 10 institutions in which all of the
patients were treated with WBRT and SRS. The patients stextified by the recursive partitioning analysis and
compared with similar patients from the RTOG database who had been treated with WBRToalbrestudy

revealed that patients with higher KPS, controlled primary tumor, absence of extracranial nsetaatad lower

RPA class had statistically superior survival. The addition of an SRS boost resulted in a median survival of 16.1, 10.3
and 8.7 months, respectively, for RPA classes |, Il and Ill. This is in comparison to 7.1, 4.2 and 2.3 months for similar
RPA class patients from the RTOG database. This improvement in overall survival, stratified by RPA class with an
SRS boost, was statistically significanin a recent study SRS alone was found to be as effective as resection plus
WBRT in the treatmentfamne or two brain metastases for patients in RPA classes | and Il.

Local Tumor Control

In a randomized trial reported in abstract form by Chougule esphtients were randomized to Gamma Krife
radiosurgery alone vs. WBRT and Gamma Knaifiosurgery vs. WBRT alone. The local brain control rate was

higher in the two radiosurgery arms: 87% for Gamma Kraftiosurgery alone and 91% for Gamma Kaife
radiosurgery and WBRT, compared with 62% in the WBRT only arm. Another randomized traecbtig use of
radiosurgery with WBRT plus radiosurgery as initial therapy in selected patients with brain metastagasa et

al. reported the results of a prospective, mtiftstitutional, randomized controlled trial comparing WBRT plus SRS

vs. SRSlene for patients with limited (defined as < 4) brain metastases with a maximum diameter of 3 cm on
contrastenhanced MRI scarPatients with metastases from small cell carcinoma, lymphoma, germinoma and
multiple myeloma were excluded. Eligible patientglra KPS score of 70 or higher. The WBRT dosage schedule was
30 Gy in 10 fractions over2.5 weeks. Metastases with a maximum diameter of up to 2 cm were treated with SRS
doses of 2225 Gy and those larger than 2 cm were treated with doses Q2Q&y. Th dose was reduced by 30%
when the treatment was combined with WBRT. Local tumor progression was defined as a radiographic increase of
25% or more in the size of a metastatic lesion. The primary end point of the study was overall survival. Secondary
end pdnts were cause of death, functional preservation, brain tumor recurrence, salvage treatment and toxic
effects of radiation. One hundred thirtyvo patients were randomized (65 to WBRT + SRS and 67 to SRS alone).
The interim analysis was performed with 12&tients (approximately 60 in each group). The Japanese Radiation
Oncology Study Group 9Otriakreported an actuarial ongear local tumor control rate of 88.7% in the WBRT +

SRS group and 72.5% in the @R&e group (p = 0.002). The egear actuariarate of developing new brain

metastases was 41.5% in the WBRT + SRS group and 63.7% indlen8R®up (p = 0.003). A prospective, single
arm, multkinstitutional Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group (ECOG) Phase Il study of radiosurgery alone for
GNXRNBaAAAGFIYyGéE KAAG2f23IASa 6YSElLy2YF>S alND2YFS NBylFf OF
metastases has also been reportedhclusion criteria were one to three newly diagnosed brain metastases with a
maximum diameter of 4 cm. In patientstivmultiple lesions and any lesion > 3 cm, all remaining lesions were
required to be < 3 cm. Of 36 patients accrued, 31 were eligible and evaluable; 14 had melanoma, 14 had renal cell
carcinoma and three had sarcoma. Three of thotye patients (10%) haplartial response, 10 of 31 (32%) had

stable disease, 14 of 31 (42%) had progressive disease, and 4 of 31 (14%) were not evaluable. At six months, 39.2%
failed within the radiosurgery volume and 39.4% failed outside the radiosurgery volume. Severaleetinasp
studiegs,94,113,117,12€0mpared local brain control rates of those patients receiving initial radiosurgery alone with

those receiving wholdrain radiation therapy. Chidel et alfound a statistically significant improvement in two

year brain catrol with the use of WBRT in addition to radiosurgery boost: 80% vs. 52% in patients treated with
radiosurgery alone (p = 0.034). Pirzkall esBdund oneyear local control rates to be inferior with the

radiosurgery alone group: 89% vs. 92% in the Wail radiosurgery boost group. Shehata etakported that

patients who had wholdrain radiation therapy had superior local tumor control rates (97%) compared with

patients treated with radiosurgery alone (87%; p = 0.0001). Sneedietgborted astatistically significant

improvement in oneyear brain freedom from progression rate in those patients treated with WBRT + SRS boost
(69%) compared with those patients treated with initial radiosurgery only (28%). It was commented that the one
year braincontrol rate allowing for salvage (using WBRT or serial SRS) at first failure was not statistically different
between those treated with initial WBRT + SRS boost (73%) vs. those treated initially with SRS alone (62%). Wang
et alazsfound that the local bain control rate of patients treated with SRS alone was 93.3%, compared with 95.6%
in patients treated with WBRT + SRS boost.
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Survival

The Japanese trilbund no significant survival difference between the groups receiving WBRT + SRS and SRS
alone. Tle median survival time was 7.5 months with WBRT + SRS and 8.0 months with SRS alone. In addition, no
significant difference in the frequency of death due to neurologic causes was observed. Death was attributed to

neurologic causes in 22.8% in the WBRT{+ SRINR dzLJ ' YR AY wmMpde: Ay (GKS {w{ {2y

abstractzzmedian survivals were seven, five and nine months for Gammaekaudiesurgery alone vs. WBRT and
Gamma Kniferadiosurgery vs. WBRT, respectively. Survival was reported akfieoent among the three arms.

The ECO®2Phase Il triabof radiosurgery alone for radioresistant histologies found median survival to be 8.2
months (95% CI, 7¢42.2 months) in its cohort of patients. Lutterbach performed a prospective studiyng
radiosurgery alone for the initial management of brain metastases. However, no survival comparisons were made
with patients treated with WBRT. Several retrospective studies have reported on the use of radiosurgery alone as
initial management of selected fiants with brain metastases,21,39,49,53,105,109,113,115,117,118,124 B8Irvival outcomes

ranged from 15 months. Chidel et alreported the median survival of patients treated with radiosurgery alone

as 10.5 months compared with 6.4 months in patgetreated with radiosurgery boost and whebeain radiation

therapy (p value not stated). Sneed etakeported that the median survival of patients treated initially with
radiosurgery alone was 11.3 months, which was not statistically different thensurvival of patients treated with
WBRT + SRS boost (11.1 months). Wang:eiraported a median survival of 15 months in patients treated with

SRS alone vs. 20 months in patients treated with WBRT + SRS boost vs. 8.5 months for patients treAtB& With
alone. Pirzkall et ahfound no difference in overall survival for patients treated with radiosurgery alone or
radiosurgery and WBRT; however, in the subset of patients without extracranial disease, omittingovéiole

radiation therapy resultedni a survival decrement from 15.4 to 8.3 months. Sneed esedllected data from 10
institutions to compare the survival probabilities of patients with newly diagnosed brain metastases managed
initially with SRS alone vs. SRS and WBRT. Of the 569 qatents, 268 had radiosurgery alone initially (24%

of these ultimately needed salvage WBRT) and 301 had radiosurgery drahtipVBRT. The median survival

times for patients treated with SRS initially vs. SRS + WBRT were 14.0 vs. 15.2 monthE€fasRPA8.2 vs. 7.0
months for Class II, and 5.3 vs. 5.5 months for Class Ill. With adjustment by RPA class, there was no survival
difference comparing radiosurgery alone initially with radiosurgery anétrat whole-brain radiation therapy.

There is Leal | evidence from the recently published Japanesestiiad Level B evidence from literature that

addition of upfront WBRT does not improve survival in patients treated witHropt radiosurgery. Thus patients

with newly diagnosed brain metastasemncbe treated with upf N2 y i { w{ F+f 2y S>s NBASNBAyY3

Role of SRS for Multiple Brain Metastases

Stereotactic radiosurgery is an effective treatment for patients with multiple brain metastases. A substantial
amount of published literature nowupports use of radiosurgery in the treatment of multiple brain metastases.
Stereotactic radiosurgery offers a very high control rate with a low risk of serious side effects. The R0IBOG 95
study authors concluded that addition of stereotactic radiosuyger WBRT improved functional autonomy for all
patients; therefore WBRT and stereotactic radiosurgery should be considered for patients with two or three brain
metastases. For patients with good performance status up to three brain metastases, SRSwitilowtrthe
FRRAGAZ2Y (2 2. w¢ A& NBlI &2yl of Soé

Indications for Radiosurgery

w bSgte RAFIy2aSR aAy3atS 2NJ Ydzf GALX S ONIAYy YSil
w .22&80 FTFGSNI 2. we¢ F2NJ aAy3atS 2NJ Ydzf GALX S ONI AY
w wS O beiNdEethdiases after WBRT
w wWlIRA2a2dzZNHSNE F2NJ NBaARdzZFf (Gdzy2NJ F FGSNI NBSaSOGAz2

KQs3:

G/ EAYAOLFE 1 f£I2NRGKY

Several factors are considered in making a recommendation. These factors include:
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Mm® tIFGASYydiQa | 3S

HO tIGASYGQa aevyLiiz2vya

3. Status of systemic disease

nd tlFGASYyiQa OdNNByld ySdzNBf23AO0Ft adl Gdza

p® tFGASYiQa YSRAOFIET O2yRAGAZY

6. Presence or absence of other organ metastases

7. History of prior WBRT

8. History of prior brain procedures

P t I GASYyGQa 02y O0SNY-copgnjfive fuNdiiohs G 2f SNI yOS F2NJ y SdzNP
Mnd® tlFGASYyGiQa ¢AaKSa

Tumor Size
Radiosurgery can be performed for tumors up to 4 cm in maximum diameter. However, tumor volume, dose and
location are more important variables.

Patient Preference

tFGASYydiaQ LINBFSNByOSa I NagdmenaappraachyAblodt SiBeRf bkayik a St SOG A y 3
metastases diagnostic woikp and management algorithms for single tumor, limited brain diseas t{{2Zmors)

and multiple metastases are shown. However, the final recommendation is usually influenced by the

recoY YSYRAY3I adzZNEHS2y Qas NI RAyHGizAf 22y3 A2ayidpaf 2SALASINGRES v /SR YIS d2Ne3

Conclusion

There is Level | to LeveBllevidence that addition of WBRT in patients treated with radiosurgery@@mewly
diagnosed brain metaases does not improve survival, compared with radiosurgery alone with WBRT reserved for
salvage therapy. There is Level | evidence that omission of WBRT results in decreased tumor control, both at the
site of radiosurgery and also in the remaining unteshbrain. Level4l and Level 4B evidence further support

GKA&a 20aSNIBFGA2YE

Meningiomas: This information is from an @ime journal Brain Talk, Volume 6, Number 2).
References are stated below each paragraph

KQ1 and KQ2:

MENINGIOMALONGERMOUTCOMES AFTER RADIOSURGERY....

In an effort to determine longerm outcomes of radiosurgery for meningioma, researchers at the University of
Pittsburgh followed 99 patients for 50 years after radiosurgery Ninetliree percent of the tumors were

controlled by radiosurgery. Sixhree percent of the tumors became smaller, the size of 32% did not change and
5% were enlarged. Three to thirgne months after radiosurgery, neurological deficits developed in 5% of
patients. Fourteen percent of patients repodet least one complication which resolved in nearly half (44%) of
these cases. Ninetgix percent of patients completing an outcomes questionnaifd years after radiosurgery
believed it was successful. The authors concluded thatderg tumor contro| preservation of neurological

function and patient satisfaction were afforded by radiosurgery.

¢ from the Journal of Neurosurgery 1999;91(1)504

RADIOSURGERYFOR MALIGNANT MENINGIOMA....

Twentytwo patients with malignant meningioma were treated wiBamma Kniferadiosurgery. The fivgear
survival estimate was 40% and the figear progressiofiree survival estimate was 26%. Patient age and tumor
volume were significant predictors of time to progression and survival. Twiandg percent of patients
developed radiation necrosis. Complications, treatment variables and patient characteristics were unrelated.
Greater tumor control after Gamma Knifadiosurgery was observed in younger patients and in those with
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smaller tumors. The authors concluded tmalignant meningiomas may be treated with Gamma Knife
radiosurgery with acceptable toxicity, and recommended that the relative efficacies of recurrent malignant
meningioma therapies be further evaluated.

¢ from the Journal of Neurosurge?900;93(Suppl.3):687.

CAVERNOUS SINUS MENINGIOMAS AND RADIOSURGERY....

The functional tolerance and tumor control rate of benign cavernous sinus meningiomas treated with Gamma
Knifesradiosurgery was evaluated in 80 patients. After radiosurgery, the tstabilized in 51 patients, shrank in
25 patients and enlarged in four patients. The fjsgar progressiofiree survival was 92.8%. New oculomotor
deficits were not observed. Fiffipur patients had existing oculomotor nerve deficits; of these, 15 impipeaht
recovered, and one worsened. Thirteen patients had trigeminal neuralgia; of these, four improved, five were
unchanged, three recovered and one worsened (coincident with tumor growth). The authors concluded that
Gamma Kniferadiosurgery was an efttive tool for the lowmorbidity treatment of cavernous sinus meningioma.
Oculomotor function was restored in a significant number of patients. The authors suggested that Gammwa Knife
radiosurgery was an alternative to surgical removal of confined endloaeernous sinus meningiomas.

¢ from the Journal of Neurosurgery 2000;93(Suppl.37.88

MENINGIOMAS, RADIOSURGERYAND EARLY COMPLICATIONS...

Complications arising within one year of Gamma kné@iosurgery for intracranial meningiomas were assessed in
77 patients. Gamma Knifeadiosurgery followed surgery in 49 patients and was the primary therapy in 28
patients. Fifty patients had basal meningiomas and 27 hadbamal meningiomas. The most common sites were
the cerebellopontine angle (14 patients)dparasagittal (23 patients). Five patients experienced seizures and four
had increased headaches. Two patients with parasagittal tumors experienced a temporary worsening of
hemiparesis. Perilesional edema was observed in nine patients and was symptionsaticSix (22%) of the 27
patients with nonbasal tumors had edema (all parasagittal); four patients were symptomatic. Three (6%) of the 50
patients with basal meningiomas had edema, and only one patient was symptomatic. Occurrence of edema was
not related to radiation received by adjacent brain or tumor volume, margin or maximum dose. Tumor size was
reduced in seven patients. The authors concluded that although Gammask&ii@surgery provides good results

for selected patients with meningiomas, patterwith parasagittal tumors should be treated with caution because
of the high incidence of perilesional edema.

¢ from the Journal of Neurosurgery 2000;93(Suppl.38:5.7

KO3 and KO4

Radiosurgery is considered a standard of care in the treatmekltenfingiomas. SRS treats far less normal brain
tissue than EBRT which is significant in reducing thetiemmg side effects in all age groups. These are generally
benign tumors and the life expectancy of patients treated is usually not related to thistimmdis a result,
chronic toxicity from EBRT can present as a life long struggle.

SRS thalamotomy for tremor (Essential and Parkinsons). This information is from dimefournal
(Another Perspective, Volume 4, Numbemdich was submitted by one of ur Neurosurgeons, Dr Ronald

Young

KQ1 and KQ2;

Both radiofrequency and radiosurgical thalamotomy can be expected to relieve tremor in about 85% of patients. In

some patients, the tremor is markedly suppressed but not totally relieved and in other patibataemor is

O2YL) SiSte NBtASOSRO® 9EIFYLX Sa 2F | LI GASYydQa KIFYyRSNRGA
Gamma Knifeare shown in figures one and two. Virtually all of the treatment of movement disorders using

radiosurgery has beenith the Gamma Knife There is little or no experience in using the other forms of

radiosurgery, that is, the linear accelerator or heavy particle beam radiosurgery, to make such lesions for

treatment of movement disorders. Therefore, results achieved W@tmma Knifemay not be indicative of results
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achieved with other types of radiosurgical equipment. G@mma Knifeis designed to perform this type of

treatment. We have performed more than 200 thalamotomies for the relief of tremor over a period @& than

eight years. Only two relatively mild side effects have been seen in these 200 patients. Both involve mild weakness
or coordination difficulty in the side of the body opposite to the thalamotomy. No other complications of any kind
have been seen iany of the other patients. For radiofrequency thalamotomy, the complication rate has been
variously estimated from as low as five percent to as high as 20% or 25%. These complications can include
paralysis, loss of feeling, difficulties with speech and, iiare case, severe hemorrhage requiring a major

operation (craniotomy) to remove a large blood clot within the brain or on the surface of the brain. It is our belief
that radiosurgical thalamotomy with theamma Knifeoffers the safest method for treatent of tremor. Figure 3

shows a lesion created in the thalamus by radiosurgical thalamotomy.

KQ3 and KQ4

By the end of 1998, it had been reported that 814 patients had receBadma Knifel NS G YSy G F2NJ t | NJ A
disease at alamma Knifecenters throughout the world, and a significant number of additional patients had

received treatment for essential tremor and other forms of tremor. The interest in using radiosurgery to treat

movement disorders is increasing. It is attractive to patiemtd their families because of its effectiveness and

safety. Many radiosurgical centers perform the procedures on an outpatient basis and, at maximum, an overnight

stay is required. Patients are able to return to normal activities immediately without th@very period generally

required after an open skull procedure, such as a radiofrequency thalamotomy or deep brain stimulator

implantation.

This procedure is not performed with EBRT.

Dr. Deane B. Jacques is a practicing neurosurge@wood Samaritan Hpital in Los Angeles, California. He can be reached at9223920.
Dr. Ronald F. Young is a practicing heurosurgeon at both Good Samaritan Hospital in Los Angeles, California, and SteddisBdatiip,
Washington. He can be reached in Los Armaler213977-2920 and in Seattle at +2e820-7130.

Gliomas

KQ1, KQ2, KO3 and KQ4

Stereotactic Radiosurgery Prolongs Survival
GLIOBLASTOMA MULTIFORME...
Researchers at the University of Maryland examined the results of treating 64 glioblastoma multiforme patients
with either external beam radiotherapy (EBRT) alone or EBRT follow@drayna Kniferadiosurgery. Fortyive
and 19 patients had previously ung@ne craniotomies and stereotactic localization needle biopsies, respectively.
Subsequently, 33 patients were treated with EBRT alone, while 31 patients were treated with EERifrend
Knifeswithin four weeks of EBRT. External beam radiotherapy wasgededtl in a threedimensional conformal
manner. Median survival for the group with EBRT alone was 13 months from the time of diagnosis, while median
survival for the group that received EBRT arBlaanma Kniféboost was 25 months from the time of diagnosis.

- from Neurosurgery 2002;50(1)417 .

ANAPLASTIC ASTROCYTOMA AND GLIOBLASTOMA MULTIFORME...

During an 8 year period, University of Pittsburgh researchers studied the effect of stereotactic radiosurgery with
the Gamma Knife on the survival of patientshnanaplastic astrocytoma or glioblastoma multiforme. Tumor
diagnosis was obtained either through craniotomy or stereotactic biopsy.-iutyglioblastoma multiforme

patients and 43 anaplastic astrocytoma patients were included in the study. Two yeamastime for

glioblastoma multiforme patients was 51%, and for anaplastic astrocytoma patients was 67%. The authors
concluded that compared to historical controls, radiosurgery provided an improved survival benefit for
glioblastoma multiforme and anaplts astrocytoma patients. Radiosurgery was and is well tolerated with no
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acute neurological complications after treatment. Further studies with radiosurgery as an adjunct treatment are
warranted.
- from Neurosurgery 1997;41(4): 7-785.

I hope this information will help in your review. Please let me know if | can be of further assistance.

/A

Sandra Vermeulen, MD

Executive Director, Swedish Radiosurgery Center
Swedish Hospital/Cherry Hill

Seattle, Washington

Phone: 206320-7130
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From:Zemanek, Julie

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Cc:Willis, Brett "James.Dingels@swedish.org"
Subject:HTA Program Response

Date:Monday, March 05, 2012 2:56:14 PM
Attachments:2012 0305 DGM RDS Letter to State.docx
120304 Vermeulen Letter to the State CNS Tume28-22.doc
2012 03 MPH Supporting Doc IMRT.docx

Thank you for allowing Tacoma/Valley Radiation Oncology Centers the opportunity to provide
responses to Key Questions, which are attached.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Julie J. ZemangkPractice Manager
253.627.6172 (mair) 253.779.6328 (direct) 253.627.5967 (fax)
Jackson Hall Medical Center

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: -hhésl eincluding attachments, is intended solely for the entity
or individual to whom it was adéssed and may contain information that is confidential, legally
privilegedand protected from disclosure. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. Ifou are not the intended recipient, please delete this message and
notify the Privacy Official @53.627.6172. Thank you.
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RADIATION ONCOLOGY CENTERS

March 5, 2012

Mr. Josh Morse, MPH, Program Director

Health Technology Assessment Program Board & Staff
Washington State Health Care Authority

PO Box 42712

Olympia, WA 98502712

Dear Mr. Morse, Members of the Board and Staff:

| am writing this letter as part of a public response to the state regarding the healthcare
technology program (HTA) policies that are currently being drafted.

| am a radiation oncologist who is in a largalticenter practice that covers most of the south
sound. We are free standing and independent cancer centers. We are very familiar with the
technologies of Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT), stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS)
and stereotactic bdy radiotherapy (SBRT) that the healthcare technology program is now
looking at. | can speak from a position of complete familiarity with these treatment modalities.

These technologies are currently available in many places in the State of Washindtarea

quickly becoming standard of care for many treatment sites throughout the nation. As clearly

stated in the summary, these technologies are more expensive than conventional radiation.

The trade off, however, is very significant when it comes tbamdy improvements in outcomes

but they are vastly superior in reduction in side effects and toxicity. We are also able to treat

specific tumor locations that we never were able to accomplish in the past with minimal

morbidity and harm to the patient. HEere is no question that radiation can be extremely

harmful to living tissue. My 20+ year career can certainly attest to that. When | explain these

YySgé Y2RITAGASE G2 LIGASYyGaz 2yS 2F (KS OSNE ¥
technologies available to me during the early days of my career. The number of patients

treated with significant radiation morbidity, both short term and long term, in the form of

bowel damage, bladder damage, lung damage, soft and bony structure damage as wel as e

ONI Ay RIYII3Ss O02dzZ R KIS 0SSy NBRdAzZOSR | yR 2 dzi
available in the past. These newer modalities allow us to target tissues at risk and greatly

reduce surrounding tissues that do not need to be radiated. Notdnlthese technologies

allow us to target the cancer and spare the surrounding normal tissue, but they allow us to give
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even higher doses of radiation to the cancer, thus improving outcomes. Nowhere has this

become more evident than in treatment of canadrthe prostate. The concept of increasing

the dose of radiation (known as dose escalation) to prostate cancer has been verified in

numerous clinical trials. In the past we were unable to deliver high doses of radiation to the
prostate because theorgana G al YRoAOKSRE 0SG6SSy GKS 026St

The use of IMRT actually allows us to bend the radiation around these crucial structures,
therefore allowing us not only to spare these normal tissues but allowing us to give more
radiation to the prosate, thus improving the outcomes in the long term and ultimately curing
the patient of his cancer. IMRT has become standard of care for most tumor sites.

| sit down on a day to day basis and explain the treatment course to a patient which is often
combhned with very extensive chemotherapy. | am now able, with confidence, to say to

patients that they will make it through treatment with greatly minimized side effects that we

KIS aSSy Ay (GKS LI ado 1 02@S | {2 IKIFNY dagh || ' SERE
OF yOSNJ GKSNY Ll gtfla I FAYS tAyS 0SGs6SSy UGNEA
destroying normal tissue. IMRT and other related technologies have allowed us to increase the
GOKSNI LISdziAO gAYyR2g¢ (0 ihgradaida andidedrending sidé efiects3 2 | £ =
UntiltheseO £ £t SR Gal A3A0 . dzZ f SGe¢ Aad AYy@SyadSR F2N Ol
significant breakthroughs in radiation therapy in thé"2gentury. To simply say that we can

treat cancers using standatherapy brings us back to the 1980s, a time when we only

dreamed about having the ability to eradicate tumors without eradicating the patient in the

process.

Stereotactic body (SBRT) and stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS) are again technologiesvthat allo
us with pinpoint accuracy to deliver very toxic doses of radiation therapy to cancers and
eliminate surrounding tissue. One only needs to see a patient who is trying to live with
radiation damage of the brain from old conventional treatments to redhzesignificance of

these new technologies. We are now able to treat patients-sorgically for aneurysms,

tremors, brain metastases and even gliomas. Patients are alive and function today because of
these technologies. They certainly can be treatgdrimre conventional means but the price is
higher in side effects and lortgrm complications. | have seen patients harmed by

conventional radiation to a much greater extent.

| have another patient whom | am currently treating as | write this lettere iSmot a surgical
candidate. She has a large metastasis to her liver. She is unable to go through a big procedure.
There is no other means of treating this metastasis. Her options are either to fight her disease
or simply let nature take its courséf faced with that situation, | would do the same thing and

fight for my survival. IMRT and stereotactic body radiosurgery offer the chance of fighting
cancer. | cannot pass judgment on whether or not these treatments are useful unless faced

with that same situation.

It is very difficult from this letter or from reading the literature to pass judgment on any of this
unless you come in and experience it for yourself.
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| welcome anyone involved in reviewing this information to please visit our cehteould be
more than happy to sit down for as long as needed to explain the differences between
conventional radiation therapy and modern technologies of Intensity Modulated Radiation
Therapy and the others listed above. | can show you examples and averybu talk to

patients. We can search the literature together and find you examples of their utility. 1 would
be more than happy to sit on any review committee and assist anyone in the field currently,
gathering data and researching the informatioram available any time you should require.

Ourfreea i yYRAY 3 OF yOSNI OSyiSNRa 321t Aa G2 3IAGBS
Our mission statement is precisely that. Utilizing these technologies allows us to accomplish

that mission statement There is no question that these modern technologies are expensive.
As a freestanding center, we can keep our costs to a minimum.

Sincerely,

Dean G. Mastras, MD Randy D. Sorum, MD

President
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Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT)

On kehalf of clinicians at Tacoma/Valley Radiation Oncology Centers we write to answer the key
guestions as part of the Washington State Health Care Authority, HTA Program, Intensity Modulated
Radiation Therapy (IMRT) Health Technology Assessment. We ars abseveral forms of radiation
therapy including GammaKni f e, conventional i3DO
deliver IMRT.

Approximately 10 years ago, the most advanced technology for the delivery of radiation-was 3D
conformalradiation. This is an improvement over previous 2D radiation in that the patient is imaged on a
CT scanner and the contour of the skin, tumor, and normal structures can be entered into a planning
computer. One can then demanglespndeareafing lizam spdpes thatbegt s e |
conformed to the target and the computer can calculate doses to particular structures. 3D conformal
radiation is utilized today still in the majority of fairly straightforward cases However over this past
decadelntensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT) has been developed, refined, clinically tested and
utilized in many of the more complex radiation cases.

With IMRT nontuniform intensities are assigned to tiny subdivisions of beams, called
i b e a memblirg ,custom dosing of optimum dose distributions. For example, if a normal structure
overlaps the planning target volume (PTV), one would ideally like to reduce the intensity of those
radiation rays that pass through the normal structure. Howeveq théf strategy the target volume
would have a "cold spot" of decreased intensity in the shadow of the normal structure. To compensate for
this shadow, the intensities of other rays in other beams would need to be increased. While conventional
radiation tlerapy uses wedges and compensators to provide intensity modulation, the unique aspect of
IMRT involves the use of a computaided optimization process to determine the-apifiorm intensity
distributions to attain certain specified clinical objectiveangydMRT, the target volume can be treated
with different fraction (i.e. daily dose) sizes simultaneously. This contrasts with conventional radiation
therapy, in which the same fraction size is used for all target volumes, but the field sizes are reduced i
stages over critical regions in order to protect critical normal structures.

One key aspect of IMRT is inverse planning. It would be impossible for a human to create an
optimized IMRT radiation plan. There are too many variables at play and theafffacdulating one
beam can alter the requirement of other beams in complex manners. The computer iteratively creates
hundreds of thousands of radiation plans, constantly optimizing and refining the shape of the beams, until
finding the optimal solutonThe term éi nverse planningbé comes fro
placing a beam to deliver a particular dose to a tumor, we first define the tumor and other organs or
avoidance structures, and then instruct the computer to work backwardschtie foest radiation plan.

Because of this increased complexity in IMRT planning, very elaborate verification and quality
assurance measures are necessary. There are strict guidelines that are published by the American College
of Radiology (ACR) and herican Society of Therapeutic Radiation Oncology (ASTRO) for the
implementation and quality assurance of IMRT. The details of this are beyond the scope of this letter, but
the complexity in the safe delivery of IMRT is daunting and is a labor intenskefdathe physician,
physicist, dosimetrist, and radiation therapists.

As technology has developed, linear accelerators have been improved and modified to deliver
IMRT. In your statement, TomoTherapy was specifically mentioned. TomoTherapeaisi@lar linear
accelerator made by one vendor that was built from the gropnd deliver IMRT in a highly conformal
manner using entire arcs of treatment instead of fixed beam angles. Other venders have subsequently
developed artherapy as well, iicudi ng Vari ands Rapi dArc and EIl eck
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Therapy). However delivered, the goals of IMRT are essentially the same, and this letter would be
applicable to all the specific vendors or modalities for delivery of IMRT.

IMRT can benefit thgatient in three ways. First, by improving conformity with target dose it can
reduce the probability of #field recurrence. Second, by reducing irradiation of normal tissue it can
minimize the degree of morbidity associated with treatment. Third, wiettexhniques the ultimate
radiation dose can often be escalated well beyond previous constraints which has in many studies shown
increased local control. Whereas there are multiple randomized and nonrandomized trials showing
benefits to IMRT, to our knoledge there is no trial that has shown worse outcome with IMRT.

Although the initial goal of the key questions was to be limited to comparison of IMRDto 3
radiation, in the larger context both IMRT and stereotactic radiation therapy represents anmgeich |
advance. Improved outcomes with these highly conformal forms of radiation is allowing for safe
alternatives to costly surgery or chemotherapy in many cases. As the general trend in medicine continues
towards minimallyinvasive outpatient medical tt@@ent, we expect radiation therapy to continue to be
an increasing part of that trend allowing safe and effective cancer treatment.

Key questions

KQ1: What is the evidence of effectiveness for intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) compared
to conventional external beam radiation therapy (EBRT) for patients with cancer by site and type of
cancer?

The following table shows superior clinical results by indication of IMRT compared to conventional
EBRT. Please note that this list is in no way lhrepresentation of the clinical literature or indication
types that IMRT can treat.

Indication Clinical Outcomes Source
1 IMRT maintained equivalent target coverage, improved target Hermanto U, Frija EK, Lii MJ, et al.
conformity and enabled dose reductions of normal tissnelsding Intensitymodulated radiotherapy
brainstem (Reanby 19.8% and Q. by 10.7%), optic chiasm (Ranby (IMRT) and conventional three
40.6% and RQuxby 36. 7 %) , pOO0.01. dimensional conformal radiotherapy fa

9 Results indicate that IMRT for higirade gliomas allows for improved| high-grade ¢iomas: Does IMRT
target conformity, better critical tissue sparing, and importantly soes| increase the integral dose to normal
without increasing integral dose and the volume of normal tissue brain? Int J Rad Onc Biol Phys
exposed to low doses of radiation. 2007;67(4):1135.144.

Sharma DS, Gupta T, Jalali R, et al.
f IMRT TomoTherapy achieved highest mean dose homogeneity inde High-precision radiotherapy for

(DHI) of 0.96, 0.91 for conventional IMRT, and 0.84 for 3DCRT. craniospinal irradiation: evaluation of
1 IMRT TomoTherapy was superior in reducing maximum, mean and| threedimensional conformal
integral doses to almost all organs at risk (OARS) radiotherapy, intensitynodulated

1 Conclusion: IMRT TomoTherapy for craniospinal irradiation (CSl) is| radiation therapy and helical
technically easier and potentially dosimetrically favorable compared| TomoTherapy. Brit J Radiol
with conventional IMRT and 3DCRT 2009;82:10001009.

Head/neck domains. 2011;37(7):513519.

Tribius S,Bergelt C. Intensity
modulated radiotherapy versus
conventional and 3D conformal
1 IMRT was associated with statistically significant improvements in | radiotherapy in patients with head and
certain QoL domains versus 3DCRT, particularly those relating to | neck cancer: is there a worthwhile
xerostomia, including dry mouth, sticky saliva and eatilgted quality of life gain? Cancer Treat Rev|
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Indication Clinical Outcomes Source
1 At 12 months, grade 2 or worgerostomia sideffects were
significantly lower in the IMRT group than in the conventional
radiotherapy group (74% vs. 38%)
At 24 months, grade 2 or worse xerostomia stfects were Nutting CM, Morden JPHarrington
significantly lower in the IMRT group than in the conventional JK, et al. Parotigparing intensity
radiotheapy group (83% vs. 29%) modulated versus conventional
At 12 and 24 months, significant benefits were seen in recovery of s| radiotherapy in head and neck
secretion in drymouthspecific and global quality of life (PARSPORT): a phase 3 multicentre
scoresésupports r odcalcacihomh o fREhead| randomized controlled trial. Lancet
and neck Oncol 2011;12(2):1271.36.
IMRT is associated with lowencidence of late xerostomia and John M. Eisenberg Center for Clinical
improved quality of life for domains related to late xerostomia. For o] Decisions and Communications
adverse effects, difference and risks may exist, but there is insuffici§ Science. Comparative Effectiveness &
evidence from which to permit conclusions about comparative effect Safety of Radiotherapy Treatments fo
Theevidence is insufficient to determine if IMRT confers advantage | Head and Neck Cancer. 201@W30.
overall survival Comparative Effectiveness Review
Summary Guides for Clinicians.
Rockville MD: Agency for Healthcare
Research and Quality (US); 2007
Head/Neck http://www.ncbi.nlm.gov/books/NBK5(
(cont) 593
Mean lungdose was reduced using IMRT by 14% compared with 3D
CRT.
Conclusion: IMRT provides improved planning target volume coverg Good man KA, Toner S, Hunt M, et al
and reduces pulmonary toxicity parameters compared to 3DCRT. It| Intensitymodulated radiotherapy for
feasiblefor radiation therapyf large treatment volumes aatlows lymphoma involving the mediastinum.
repeat radiation therapy of relapsed disease without exceeding cord Int J Rad Onc Biol Phys
Lymphoma tolerance. 2005;62(1):19806.
94 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA
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Indication Clinical Outcomes Source
IMRT resulted in an improved conformity of dose distribution to the
target volume compared to conventional RT
In all IMRT cases with matching adjacent beams, the homogeneity i
target volume was improved
Volume of ipsilateral lung irradiated with a dose higher than 20 Gy W
reduced with IMRT from 24.6% to 13.1% compared to conventional
For leftsided target volume, the heart volume with a dose higher thg Thilmann C, SrokéPerez G, Krempien
Gy was reduced from 6.2% to 0.2% R, et al. Inversely planned intensity
Conclusion: Presented plan comparison study for irradiation of the b modulated radiotherapy of the breast
and the parasternal lymph nodes showed a substantial improvemen| including the internal mammary chain:
the dose distribution by inversely planned IMRT compared to a plan comparison study. Technol
conventional RT Cancer Res Treat 2004;3(1):89.
Bhatnagar AK, Brander E, Sonnik D, ¢
Compared to 3DCRT, IMRT had a 36% and 57% reduction at the 4 ?rllérlgéeyngmng.%druelgideﬁﬂgté%ge to th
8-cmcontralateral positions contralateral breast when compared t
Conclusion: Primarpreastirradiation with tangentiaMRT technique | conventional tangential fields for
significantly reduces the dose to the contralaterehstcompared to primary breast irradiation. Breast
conventionatangential field techniques. Cancer Res Treat 2006;96(1):46.
A significant reduction in acute Grade 2vaorse dermatitis, edema, an
hyperpigmentation was seen wiMRT compared with conventional
RT.
Reduced acute Grade 3 or greater dermatitis (6% vs. 1%, p = 0.09)
favor ofIMRT.
Chronic Grade 2 or wordmeastedema was significantly reduced i , :
with IMRT compared witfconventionaRT. Harso[la A Kestin L, Gr.'”S l, etal.
In patients with larger breasts (> or =1,600 cm(3), n = I nte_n5|_tymodulated rad_mthc_argpy resul
_ ’ ' in significant decrease in clinical
64),IMRT resulted in reduced acute (Grade 2 or gredergstedema | (oyicities compared with conventional
(0% vs. 36%, p <0.001) and hyperpigmentation (3% vs. 41%, p = 0.{ wedgebased breast radtrapy. IntJ
and chronic (Grade 2 or gttea) longterm edema (3% vs. 30%, p = Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
0.007) compared to conventional RT. 2007;68(5):13751380.
245 breasts were treated in 240 patients: 121 with IMRT and 124 wi
conventional RT.
Treatment with IMRT decreased acute skin toxicity of RTOG Grade
3 compared with conventional RT (39% vs. 52%; p = 0.047).
For patients with Stagedll (n = 199), 7#year KaplaAMeier freedom
from ipsilateral breast tumor recurrence (IBTR) rates \9&fé for
IMRT and 90% for conventional RT (p = 0.36).
For patients with Stage 0 (ductal carcinoma in situ, n = 4ggar McDonald MW, Godette KD, Butker
freedom from IBTR rates were 92% for IMRT and 81% for conventiq EK, et al. Longterm outcomes of
RT (p = 0.29). IMRT for breastcancer: a single
Conclusion: Patients treated with breast IMRT Hadreased acute skin institution cohort analysis. Int J Radia
Breast toxicity, and longterm follow-up shows excellent local control Oncol Biol Phys 2008;72(4)031-1040.
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Compared to conventional RT, IMRT reduced the man dose to the li
kidneys, stomach and small bowel

IMRT was well tolerated, with 80% experiencing Grade 2 or less act
upper Gl toxicity

At a median followup of 10.2 months, neesected patients had local
failure, and only 1 of the 10 assessable patients unresectable cance
local progression

Median survival and distant metastaie survival was 13.4 months
and 7.3 months, respectively

Milano MT, Chmura SJ, Garofalo MC,
etal. Intensitymodulated radiotherapy
in treatment of pancreatic and bile dug
malignancies: toxicity and clinical
outcome. IntJ Radiat Oncol Biol Phyj
2004;59(2);445453.

Both helical IMRT and conventional IMRT offer a statistically
significantimprovement over 3ECRT in lower dose to the liver,
stomach and bowel

Poppe MM, Narra V, Yue NJ, etal. A
comparison of helical iensity
modulated radiotherapy, intensity
modulated radiotherapy, and 3D
conformal radiation therapy for

1 Conclusion: Helical IMRT offers improved dose homogeneity over | pancreatic cancer. Med Dosim
Pancreas conventional IMRT and several significant benefits tcGRT 2011;36(4):351357.
1 Planning data shows the ability of helical TomoTherapy (HT) in cred
highly homogenous de distributions within the PTVs
9 Organs at risk (OAR) sparing also showed to be excellent Fiorino C, Alongi F, et al. Physics
I HT was found to favorably compared to inverseptimized IMRT in aspects of prostate tomotherapy:
terms of PTVs coverage and dose distribution homogeneity planning optimization and image
1 Inthe case of pelvic nodes irradiatioriaege sparing of bowel was guidance issues. Acta Oncol
evidenced by HT compared to 3DCRT and conventional IMRT 2008;47(7)13091316.
1 Conformity index(Cl) of helical tomotherapy (HT) (0.77, SD = 0.54)
plans tended to be better (p = 0.069) compared to conventional slidi
window IMRT (SWIMRT) (0.70, SD = 0.01) fgrostatePTV.
1 Helical tomotherapy plans were more homogeneous, with homogen
index (HI) of 0.04 compared to 0.06 in SWIMRT (p = 0.018) for
PTV prostateand HI of 0.06 and 0.15 (p = 0.025) for PTV nodes
respectively. Murthy V, Mallik S, Master Z, et al.
{1 Median dose to bladder (p = 0.025) and rectum (p = 0.012) were les| Does helical tomotherapy improve dog
with HT. conformity and norml tissue sparing
1 Femoral heads were better spared with HT plars@.012). compared to conventional IMRT? A
1 Conclusion: HT improves dose homogeneity, target coverage and | dosimetric comparison in high risk
conformity as compared to SWIMRT, with overall improvement in prostate cancer. Technol Cancer Reg
critical organ sparing. Treat 2011;10(2):179285.
Pradip D, Fielding AL. Radiobiologica
model comparison of 3D conformal
1 IMRT plan was found to significantly reduce the normal tissue radiotherapy and IMRT plans for the
complication probability (NTCP) for theectum while achieving a small treatment of prostate. Aust Phys Eng
gain in the tumor control probability (TCP) compared to 3D conform{ Sci Med2009;32(2):5161.
Zelefsky MJ, Levin EJ, Hunt M, et al.
i Usg QTIMRT significar?tly redyced the risk qf gastrqintestinal (GI) 12;2%2?;2? :ﬁrgitr?: eil?ol;g?ary
toxicities compared with patients treated witinventionaBD-CRT conformal radiotherapy and intensity
(13% to 5%; p<0.001). modulated radiotherapy for localized
I Risk of proctitis was significantly reduced with IMRT compared to | prostate cancer. Int J Radiat Oncol B
Prostate conventional 3BCRT Phys 20087/0(4):11241129.
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Prostate
(continued)

Prostate
(continued)

il
il

5-year biochemical control rate was 60.4% forGRBRT and 74.1%

for IMRT (p < 0.0001, first ASTRO Consensus definition)

Using the ASTRO Phoenix definition, theygar biochemical control
rate was 74.4% and 84.646th 3D-RT andIMRT, respectively (p =
0.0326)

Conclusion: IMRT allowed delivery of higher doses of radiation with
very low toxicity, resulting in improved biochemical control

Vora SA, Wong WW, Schild SE, et al.
Analysis of biochemical control and
progngstic factors in patients treated
with either lowdose threalimensional
conformal radiation therapy or high
dose intensitymodulated radiotherapy
for localized prostate cancer. IntJ
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
2007;68(4):1053.058.

Decision analysis showambsteffectiveness of IMRT in treatment of
intermediate risk prostate cancer, although at the upper limits of
acceptability

Konski A, WatkinsBruner D, Pollack
A, et al. Using decision analysis to
determine cost effectiveness of IMRT
the treatment of tiermediate risk
prostate cancer. Int. J Radiat Oncol Bi
Phys 2006 Oct; 66(2): 4685.

IMRT is associated with lower incidence of Gl side effects vs 3D
conformal radiation and improved quality of life.

Lips I, Dehnad H, Kruger AB,tel.
Healthrelated quality of life in pateitns
with locally advanced prostate cancer
after 76 Gy intensitynodulated
radiotherapy vs 70 Gy conformal
radiotherapy in a prospective
longitudinal study. Int J. Radiat Oncol
Biol Phys 2007 Nov 1; 69(3): 6561

Anal dy=0529. The previous study RTOG 98l supported higher doses in | ASCO-GI symposium, San Francisco,
Cancer treatment of anal cancer, however significant toxicity was observed.| CA January 28 2006.

IMRT potentially confers an advantage via improved tumor control
through dose escalation. Dose escalation studies with 3D conformal
radiation have demonstrated improved local control, but high rates g
toxicity necessitated treatment breaks, potentiallpm@mising
treatment delivery and efficacy.

IMRT is associated with lower incidence of gastrointestinal,
dermatologic, and genitourinary side effects M3 8onformal radiation
based on phase Il single institution studies (¥8j.1

There is an ongoingROG pr ot oc ol RTOG 052
of DosePainted IMRT in Combination with-Bluorouracil and
Mitomycin-C for Reduction of Acute Morbidity in Carcinoma of the
Anal Canal
(http://www.rtog.org/ClinicalTrials/ProtocolTable/StudyDetails.aspx?

Chen YJ, Liu, A, Tsai PT, et.a8Organ
sparing by conformal avoidance
intensitymodulated radiation therapy
for anal cancer: Dosimetric evaluation
of coverage of pelvis and
inguinal/femoral nodes. Int J Radiat
Oncol Biol Phys 2005; 63(1), pg 274
281.

Milano, MT, Jani, AB et al. IMRT in
the treatment of anal cancer: toxicity
and clinical outcome. Int J Radiat Onc
Biol Phys 2005; 63(2):35361

Tsai, HD, Hong, TS, et al. Dosimetric
Comparison of Doseainted IMRT vs
Conventional Radiation Therapy for
Anal Cancer. Poster presentation at

KQ2: What are the potential harms of IMRT compared to conventional external beam radiation therapy
(EBRT)? What is the incidence of these harms? Include consideration of progression of treatment in
unnecessary or inappropriate ways.

As previously noted, the 2007 CTAF report and the clinical literature results clearly documents that
IMRT has improved clinical outcomes compared to conventional EBRT. The CTAF report indicated that
when using IMRT, th target volume can be treated with different fraction sizes simultaneously. With
conventional RT, the same fraction size is used for all target volumes. The main rationale, supported by
the outcomes in the clinical literature, is that IMRT is bettee dbl direct the radiation to the target
volume for precisely, thus decreasing the amount of radiation to surrounding normal tissues and
increasing the dose to the tumor target, thus reducing recurrence rates.
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KQ3: What is the evidence that IMRT has fdiential efficacy or safety issues in subpopulations?
Including consideration of:

a. Gender

b. Age

c. Site and type of cancer

d. Stage and grade of cancer

e. Setting, provider characteristics, equipment, quality assurance standards and procedures

IMRT can treat a wideariety of cancer indications that are medically appropriate across both genders,
patients of all ages. IMRT is available to patients both in the hospital setting as well as in the
freestanding setting; this allows rural patients as well as urban gatemhve access to life saving IMRT
treatment. Based on our clinical experience, which is supported by the clinical data, IMRT has equivalent
and/or superior clinical results across several indications. In any radiation therapy treatment, it is required
that the equipment is tested at appropriate time intervals to ensure patient safety and that staff are
adequately trained to treat all patient types.

KQ4: What is the evidence of cost and eeffectiveness of IMRT compared to EBRT?

There are a fewrue costeffective analyses of IMRT compared to EBRT. Konski and Pollack et
al at the Fox Chase Cancer Center used a Markov model to analyze prostate IMRT. They included
treatment, postreatment, hormone therapy, chemotherapy, and ultimately deatieirnnmiodels. They
found the mean cost of | MRT was $47,931 with a su
The expected mean cost of 3D conf or mal radiati on
conclusion of this analysis was thatRWl was found to be cost effective, however at the upper limits of
acceptability (Konski A, Watkin8runer D, Pollack A, et al. Using decision analysis to determine cost
effectiveness of IMRT in the treatment of intermediate risk prostate cancer. Intial @adol Biol Phys
2006 Oct; 66(2): 4085).

Of note, the same group investigated proton radiotherapy in comparison with IMRT and found
proton therapy was not cost effective (Konski A, Speier W, Hanlon A, Beck JR, Pollack A. J Clin Oncol
2007 Aug 20;2574) : 36038).

Additional studies are underway, but all are subject to the traditional biases -@fffeatitve
analysis which include difficult in assigning costs in a changing environment, difficult in quantifying the
6transi ti on pr\afoasbstatesi due tethebvaribbdity of @ublished data, and constantly
improving therapies for all disease states.

From our own experience at Tacoma/Valley Radiation Oncology Centers, we believe that IMRT,
delivered in one of several platforms incluglifomoTherapy, Eleckta, or Varian, provide patients with
the best treatment option to improve survival, decrease side effects and improve quality of life compared
to conventional EBRT.

Ourfreest anding cancer cent er @sreatghenatd oui patierttso Ouy i v e
mission statement is precisely that. Utilizing these technologies allows us to accomplish that
mission statement. There is no question that these modern technologies are expensive. As a
free-standing center, we can keeur costs to a minimum.
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From:Eric W. Taylor, MD

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Cc:Eric W. Taylor, MD

Subject:Public Comment for: Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy
Date: Sunday, February 26, 2012 3:07:42 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy. This
modality oftreatment delivery was approved by the FDA in 2001 and hasdogame changer
(improvement) bgomparison to prior techniques of radiation delivery. 3D comfal therapy
which became common #te end of the 90's was a significant improvement, but IMRT more
so. Tovard the latter part of the lagtecade, IGRT (image guided radiation therapy) with either
kv/kvimaging or cone beam CT on theatment machine just por to turning on the beams

has improvedaccuracy remarkably. Therefor@ther 3D conformal therapy with daily IGRT or
IMRT/IGRT have beme commonly used therapies faxcellent reasons.

The use of IMRT is appropriate for some brain tumors, most hedshack cancers, select lung
cancers, many esophageal cancers, pancreatic malignancies, rec@ttltaancers, some
gynecologicancers, anal canal cancer and many prostate cancers (either alevithor
brachytherapy (seeds) fantermediate or high riskrostate cancers). This technology has
allowed higher and more appropriatoses to be delivered to where the tumor is and much
lower doses to the surrounding tissueBherefore from a patient safety and toxicity standpoint
this is far superior and withigher, better placedloses tumor control has improved. There are
data supporting bettetumor control coupled with lesgxicity for bothhead and neck cancers
and prostate cancer and somecurrent cancers. In the padgr patients with pelvic
malignanaés, longterm bowel compliti@ns were common. With currergeneration
techniques, bowel obstructions that require subsequent surgicaireqr other GU problems
that require longterm management are much less frequent...aehpigs for the patient and
alsoreducing longer term healthcare costs of managing complication®afrirent. IMRT/IGRT
for head andheck cancers has both improved tumor control, but with less longterm xerostomia
and edema.

For brain tumors, we have the dosimetrists and physicistgptans both with 3D conformal
beams andMRT. If they are roughly equivalent, then we use 3D planned fields as the cost is
less expensivaleonly use IMRT if it is superior. Unfortunatedpme places around the
countryover-utilize IMRT.

A relatively moe recent improvement for IMRT is volumetric delivery or Rapid Arc (Varian).
This greatlyspeeds up the treatment so that the patient is on the table, immobilizedfo
shorter period of time. Foexample, a patient with head and neck cancer is immobilized
headand shoulder mask typically fabout 20 minutes. Rapid Arc treats the same volume in a
matter of a few minutes. The outcome is different, but the patient experience is superior.
There is also lter through put on the machinallowing greateicapacity, thus delaying the
need for another linac purchase.
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In your writeup you put protons in the same sentence with IMRT. | thinkdéhee VERY
DIFFERENiiodalities and COSTS. IMRT is appropriate and is the standard abrctire f
cancers that | mentionedbove generally. Protons have shown NO superiority over current
therapies other than some unusuehildhood tumors, however the cost of the space and
technology and dlivery is much more EXPENSMWEaring a public health hal am very
concerned about the healthcaresources that will be spent groton therapy for an
extremely limited healthcare benefit. The payors have to critically look at this.

Two proton facilities are in the process of construction and planning fattl8¢$180 million/
UWNorthwest)and $3560 million/ Swedish First Hill. | think those resowesd future
charges to pay fosuch facilities could be utilized differently to improve broadealtiecare
outcomes for a greatesegment of the population. lilsg American Cancer Society data, the
current likelihood of a man beinground in 5 years with a new diagnosis of prostate cancer is
99% with arrent therapies. For protofacilities to pay for themselves a majority of patients
will be those with postate cancer...with the aboveoted statistics with current treatments
available, how will protons Esibly move the bar up and atnauch greater cost?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Respectfully submitted,

Eric Taylor, MD, FACR, FACRO
Evergreen Rdiation Oncology
Evergreen Healthcare

Kirkland, Wa

Sent from my iPad

DISCLAIMER:

Evergreen Healthcare Confidentiality Notice: This email message,imglaigly attachments, is
for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confideatdilprivileged
information. Anyunauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. Ifgreu
not the intended recipientplease contact the sender bymeail and destroy all copies of the
original message or you may callergreen Healthcare Kirkland, WA U.S.A at (425)89B40.
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From Tumor Institute Radiation Oncology Group:

Stereotactic Radiosurgery (SRS), Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy (SBRT) and Key Question
4 IMRT Reimbursement Information

Thank you for the opportunity to commennajuestions regarding Intensity Modulated
Radiation Therapy (IMRT), Stereotactic Radiosurgery (SRS), and Stereotactic Body Radiation
Therapy (SBRT). We recognize that approximately half of all cancer patients receive some form
of radiation therapy, and tat radiation dose delivery techniques and practices have rapidly
evolved over the last decade.

As experts in the field of Radiation Oncology, we embrace your concerns regarding
safety, efficacy, and cost of contemporary radiation modalities. Techmslagich as IMRT,
SRS, and SBRT have broken new ground in their capability to control cancer and minimize side
effects.  Our goal is to help educate health providers and healthcare payers, as well as
government, business, and other professionals as toptigents for whom use of these newer
technologies can mean a world of difference in regard to cancer control and a decreased risk of
treatment related side effects.

The utility of IMRT, SRS, and SBRT in many circumstances is very specifically dependent
2y I LI GASyGQa OFYyOSNE GKSANI FylFrdz2yes GKS LN
dose delivered. The key aspects that all these modalities have in common is better dose
distributions: escalated doses to tumors, lower doses (and lawsultant toxicity) to normal
tissue. Wing IMRT, SRS, and SBRT, it is now potentially feasible to deliver safe curative or safe
palliative treatment to many patients where treatment was not even an option with
conventional external beam radiation therapyror example, in cases where tumors recur in a
previously irradiated field, rgradiation with IMRT, SRS, or SBRT may deliver a long term cure
that was not previously possible. We realize that a circumstance such as this is not one in
which a comparatie trial could be conducted, for most of these patients simply would not be a
candidate for treatment with a conventional external beam radiation therapy approach.

We believe that it is imperative to be able to offer these treatments to patients in an
expedient time frame when indicated. We remain readily available and encourage an open
dialogue on these topics. We have tried our best given the short comment period to address
your questions regard SBRT and SRS.

Although there are increased costssasiated with newer technologies such as IMRT,
SRS, and SBRT, their effectiveness and lower risk for side effects demonstrates long term cost
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savings. As well, the relevant key comparison is often IMRT, SRS, or SBRT in comparison to
other different modaliies of treatment, such as surgery, or radiofrequency ablation (rather
than to conventional external beam irradiation). For example, there was a publication a few
months ago comparing the cost effectiveness, quality of life and safety for medically atdgper

lung cancer patients. The study compared conventional radiation, SBRT, and radiofrequency
ablation. SBRT was by far the most effective and cost effective treatment, even though it may
have the highest upfront direct cost (referend&] Sher, Wee andunglia, Costeffectiveness

analysis of stereotactic body radiotherapy and radiofrequency ablation for medically
inoperable, earlystage nonsmall cell lung cancerJournal/int J Radiat Oncol Biol Ph$4,

e767.74, 201).

Given the extraordinarilyshort time period for comment, we have done our best to
summarize responses to the four key questions of the Washington State Healthcare Authority
with regard to SRS, and SBRT in comparison to conventional (conformal) external beam therapy
(EBRT). We musimphasize, though, while there are many well done peer reviewed studies
from top academic institutions pertinent to IMRT, SRS and SBRT, and in some cases there are
headto-head comparisons which demonstrate the benefits of this technology, the short
respmse timeframe created by your MarcH'@leadline, which apparently is not negotiable,
does not allow adequate time to researchilherefore, we want to be sure the Washington
State Healthcare Authority and its staff are advised that we believe the keyignegiosed for
SRS, SBRT and IMRT are extensive and a more complete level of detail is not possible to
produce within the time frame allotted.

KQ1: What is the effectiveness for SRS and SBRT compared to conventional external beam
radiation therapy (EBR)Tfor patients with cancer by site and type of cancer.

RESPONSE:
Prostatec SBRT

A conventional radiotherapeutic treatment for prostate cancer consists@fwieks of
daily external beam radiotherapy (EBRTSuch treatment is typically implemented twilMRT
and daily image guidance, which helps align the patient prior to delivering each fraction of
treatment. An alternative approach is prostate brachytherapysing either a high dose rate
(HDR) delivery system, or the implantation of approximately p@rmanent radioactive seeds.
These procedures require anesthesia, and for HDR brachytherapy, hospitalization. Often
brachytherapy is combined with a five week course of IMRT.

I yS6SN) YSGUK2R 2F RSEAGSNAYy3I NI RANH KPS NI LR
(SBRT); this differs from conventional radiotherapy in several important ways. First, SBRT uses
new technology to deliver radiotherapy with extreme precision. Second, the target is treated
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from numerous different beam angles, which concentrates dimséhe target and minimizes
dose to surrounding organs. By contrast, EBRT/IMRT commonly {Isbeam angles, treating
from a single rotational plane. Finally, the extreme accuracy and rapid dosefffall SBRT
allows very high doses of radiation to bafedly delivered to the cancer in3 fractions. The
CyberKnife is an SBRT platform that uses robotic technology to adjust tintedior patient
and organ motion, thus treating with an accuracy of less than 1mm.

In order to account for prostate motion ding EBRT/IMRT treatment delivery, the
prostate plus a 80mm margin around it is treated. This gives unnecessary radiation to
surrounding organs. The CyberKnife is capable of tracking motion of the prostate during
treatment delivery, while still treatingvith submm accuracy (Xie et al., 2008). This exceptional
accuracy minimizes radiation exposure to surrounding normal tissues (e.g., rectum and
bladder). The Cyberknife can duplicate the radiation delivered with HDR brachytherapy (Fuller
et al., 2007) whé avoiding anesthesia, hospitalization, and trauma from numerous need
punctures. Like HDR, the CyberKnife delivers dose in only a few (five) fractions.

The feasibility of CyberKnife for treating eastage prostate cancer was first described
in 2003(King et al.), and the first clinical outcomes from Stanford University were published in
2009 (King et al.). Later that year, Friedland reported on a series of 112 prostate cancer
patients treated with SBRT. In 2010, Katz published a report of 304 @Qyfee88RT prostate
patients. These publications showed exceptionally good PSA response rates, low relapse rates,
acceptable toxicity, and excellent quality of life outcomes. Early results from a large multi
institutional study (Meier et. 2010) employing ligyknife for prostate cancer recently reported
acceptable toxicity and favorable PSA responses. The fysb SBRT outcomes have now
been reported by Freeman and King (2011): toxicity was low and the rate of cancer remission
was similar to other radiatn modalities. Finally, the loAgrm outcomes of prostate SBRT at
{GFYF2NR | YAOGSNRE&E O2y Of dzZRS G4¢KS OdzZNNByd SOAR
NI RA2UGKSNI LI |Y2y3d GKS GKSNI LISdziA O 2LIiA2ya 7T+
2011). Thus multiple peereview studies, including mature-ygar outcomes, have confirmed
that CyberKnife SBRT is safe and effective in treating-s@dye prostate cancer.

Selected reference(s):

1 Xie Y, Djajaputra D. Intrafractional Motion of the Prost&tering Hypofractionated
Radiotherapy International Journal of Radiation Oncology, Biology, Phy&2¢s), 236
246, 2008

1 Fuller DB, Naitoh J et al. Virtual HDR CyberKnife Treatment for Localized Prostatic
Carcinoma: Dosimetry Comparison With HDR Brachggyeand Preliminary Clinical
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ObservationlInternational Journal of Radiation Oncology Biology Phy$is),158897,
2007

1 King CR, Lehmann J, Adler JR, Hai J. CyberKnife radiotherapy for localized prostate
cancer: Rationale and technical feasibilitfech Can Res Trea003; 2: 289.

1 King C, Brooks, et al. Stereotactic Body Radiotherapy for Localized Prostate Cancer:
Interim Results of a Prospective Phase Il Clinical Trriatnational Journal of Radiation
Oncology Biology Physjc&3(4):10431048(2009).

1 Friedland J, Freeman D, et al. Stereotactic Body Radiotherapy: An Emerging Treatment
Approach for Localized Prostate Canderchnology in Cancer Research and Treatment,
8(5): 387392 (2009)

1 Katz A, Santor M et al. Stereotactic body radiotherapy drgan confined prostate
cancer. BMC Urology, 10(1):2010

1 Meier R, Beckman A et al. Stereotactic Radiotherapy for Grgafined Prostate
Cancer: Early Toxicity and Quality of Life Outcomes from a -Mstiiutional Trial.
International Journal of Radiain Oncology Biology Physi@8(3):S57 (2010)

1 Freeman D, King C. Radiation Oncology. 6(3):2011

1 King CR, Brooks JD et al. L-tetgn outcomes for a prospective trail of stereotactic body
radiotherapy for lowrisk prostate cancerlnternational Journal of RBation Oncology
Biology Physic¢sn press (2011).

Head and Neck CancelSRS/SBRT

SRS and SBRT in Head and Neck cancer play a critical role in patients with locally advanced
disease in the region of the skull base in multiple settings. These patients represent a small
subgroup of patients for whom SRS/SBRT offer a potentially cuteti@anent with potentially

very low risk in a situation in which historically conventional EBRT simply was not a treatment
option.

Head and Neck patients for whom making access to this treatment is critical are

1 Patients with recurrent cancer in a previy irradiated field.
Selected reference(s):

[2] Unger, Lominska, Deeken, Davidson, Newkirk, Gagnon, Hwang, Slack, Noone and Harter,
Fractionated stereotactic radiosurgery for reirradiation of heahd-neck cancerJournal/int J
Radiat Oncol Biol Phy&7, 14119, 2010
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1 Patients with skull base invasion at the time of presentation. For these patients, a
combined approach of IMRT and a radiosurgical boost with SRS or SBRT can be cunative wit
minimal morbidity.

Selected Reference(s):

[3] Uno, Isobe, Ueno, Fukuda, Sudo, Shirotori, Kitahara, Fukushima anérdtdionated
stereotactic radiotherapy as a boost treatment for tumors in the head and neck region
Journal/J Radiat Res (Toky®), 44954, 2010

[4] Chen, Tsai, Wang, Wu, Hsueh, Yang, Yeh an@&xiperience in fractionated stereotactic
body radiation therapy boost for newly diagnosedasopharyngeal carcinomalournal/int J
Radiat Oncol Biol Phy86, 140814, 2006

[5] Ahn, Lee, Kim, Huh, Yeo, Lim, Kim, Shin, Park and Ehactipnated stereotactic radiation
therapy for extracranial head and neck tumardournal/Int J Radiat Oncol B@hys 48, 5015,
2000

Central Nervous SystemSRS/SBRT/IMRT

Please refer to the separate letter and commentary of Dr. Sandra Vermeulen.

CNS/Spine SRS/SBRT

SBRT plays and increasing role in the management of patients with spinal tumors in three key
settings:
1 Reirradiation of the spine.

For patients that have undergone prior radiation therapy for spine metastases that have
progression of spine disease, SBRT offers dramatic control of tumor, protection of
neurologic function, and pain control

Seleced reference(s):

[6] Garg, Wang, Shiu, Allen, Yang, McAldeeem, Rhines and Chamypspective evaluation
of spinal reirradiation by using stereotactic body radiation therapy: The University of Texas
MD Anderson Cancer Center experiendeurnal/Cancerl17, 350916, 2011

1 Treatment of radioresistant histologies.
For patients with radioresistant cancers such as renal cell carcinoma and melanoma,
conventional external beam radiation therapy offered poor durability of cancer control.
With SBRT, cancer control rates are dramatically improved. With SBRT, long tarm pa
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improvement and cancer control is 75 to 100% for classically radioresistant cancers.
Traditional radiation therapy offered control on average for only 1 to 3 months for
radioresistant histologies.

Selected reference(s):

[7] Gerszten, Burton, Ozhasoglu and Wel&adiosurgery for spinal metastases: clinical
experience in 500 cases from a single institutiodbournal/Spine (Phila Pa 197@&2, 1939,
2007

1 Treatment of radioresistant tumors after decompresssuggery.
Increasingly, patients with advanced spine disease are undergoing less invasive surgery. As
demonstrated in the article cited below from Memorial Sloan Kettering, patients treated
with minimal surgery followed by stereattic radiosurgery for radioresistant tumors

[8] Moulding, Elder, Lis, Lovelock, Zhang, Yamada and Bigkg| disease control after
decompressive surgery and adjuvant higlose singlefraction radiosurgery for spine
metastasesJournal/J Murosurg Spinel3, 8793, 2010

Gastrointestinal/Pancreag SBRT

For patents with unresectable pancreatic cancer, the strategy of chemotherapy and
stereotactic radiosurgery has been shown to yield excellent local cancer control with low
morbidity. Across these studies, tumor control ranges 85 to 95%, and late grade 3 a@rgreat
late toxicities occurred in 5 to 10% of patients.  Utilizing chemotherapy and stereotactic
radiosurgery, long term overall survival is approximately 20%.

Selected reference(s):

[9] Mahadevan, Miksad, Goldstein, Sullivan, Bullock, Buchbinder, Pleskow, Sawhney, Kent,
Vollmer and Callerylnduction gemcitabine and stereotactic body radiotherapy for locally
advanced nonmetastatic pancreas cancdournal/lInt J Radiat Oncol Biol Ph84, €61522,

2011

[10] Schellenbergkim, ChristmasSkieller, Chun, Columbo, Ford, Fisher, Kunz, Van Dam, Quon,
Desser, Norton, Hsu, Maxim, Xing, Goodman, Chang and K8omygefraction stereotactic
body radiation therapy and sequential gemcitabine for the treatment of locally advanced
pancreatic cancerJournal/Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Ph§%, 1818, 2011

[11] Chang, Schellenberg, Shen, Kim, Goodman, Fisher, Ford, Desser, Quon and Koong,
Stereotactic radiotherapy for unresectable adenocarcinoma of the pancrelmirnal/Cancer
115, 66572, 2009
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Gastrointestinal/Liver Metastases

Based on prior experience at this institution and other major medical centetee United

States, Europe and Asia, stereotactic body radiotherapy (SBRT) for liver metastases is effective
and safe. Initial reports of phase I/ll data for stereotactic body radiation to the liver
metastases have been published (Schefter and CollsaglBROBP 2005; Kavanagh and
colleagues, Acta Oncol 2006). Investigators at the University of Colorado/Denver have
demonstrated 92% control of liver lesions at 2 years when treating up to 3 liver lesions. For
liver tumors < 3cm, 2 year control was 100%or this mixed population of cancer patients,
median survival was 20.5 months (Rusthoven et al, JCO 2009).

More recently, data from Stanford University (Chang et al, Cancer 2011), detailed a pooled
analysis on liver metastases from colorectal primamnors similarly showing that this
treatment is effective and well tolerated. On multivariate analysis, it was found that sustained
local control through use of SBRT is closely correlated with overall survival. This was true even
for patients heavily preeated with chemotherapy.

{.w¢ F2NJ f AGSNJ YSGlradrasSa KFra 0SSy <doligead aidz
metastases). Extensive published literature exists showing that surgical resection of limited
metastatic liver disease is associatedhwiivorable outcome (Gayowski et al, Surgery 1994;

Rosen et al, Ann Surg 1992; Nordlinger et al, Ann Surg 1987; Fong et al, JCO, 1997; Singletary et
al, Oncologist 2003). Even in a noncurative situation, patients who do not fit this criterion can

also satly derive palliative benefit from SBRT by undergoing treatment to symptomatic
metastases as detailed above.

Selected reference(s):

[12] Schefter, Kavanagh, Timmerman, Cardenes, Baron and Gaspphase | trial of
stereotactic body radiation therapy (SBRT) fiorer metastasesJournal/Int J Radiat Oncol Biol
Phys 62, 13718, 2005

[13] Kavanagh, Schefter, Cardenes, Stieber, Raben, Timmerman, McCarter, Burri, Nedzi, Sawyer
and Gaspar|nterim analysis of a prospective phase I/Il trial of SBRT for liver metastases
JournalActa Oncql45, 84855, 2006

[14] Rusthoven, Kavanagh, Cardenes, Stieber, Burri, Feigenberg, Chidel, Pugh, Franklin, Kane,
Gaspar and Scheftefulti -institutional phase /1l trial of stereotactic body radiation therapy
for liver metastasesJounal/J Clin OncoP7, 15728, 2009
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[15] Chang, Swaminath, Kozak, Weintraub, Koong, Kim, Dinniwell, Brierley, Kavaaagon
and Schefter,Stereotactic body radiotherapy for colorectal liver metastases: a pooled
analysis Journal/Cancerl17, 40669, 2011

Gastrointestinal/Primary Liver Cancers

For primary liver lesions such as hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC) and intrahepatic
cholangiocarcinoma (ICC), SBRT can also play an important role as a local ablative therapy. A
multicenter report publisled this year (Ibarra et al, Acta Oncol, 2012) showed median time to
local progression of 6.3 mo for HCC and 4.2 mo for ICC, better than historical averages for these
respective diseases. 1 year survival rates were 87% and 45% for HCC and ICC, respectively
Similar data are reported in a publication by Indiana University (Andolino, IJROBP, 2011). In a
separate publication by this same institution, nearly 75% of patients responded to SBRT
treatment with the majority of these patients showing complete nahancement on followup
imaging (Price et al, Cancer 2011).

For primary tumors such as HCC, the data suggests safe, effective treatment for smaller lesions
such as those < 6 cm in size (Andolino, IJROBP 2011; Takeda et al, Radiother Oncol, 2012).

Selected eference(s):

[16] Ibarra, Rojas, Snyder, Yao, Fabien, Milano, Katz, Goodman, StepHaazzdx, Aucejo,
Miller, Furg, Lo, Machtay and SanabrhMulticenter results of stereotactic body radiotherapy
(SBRT) for nomesectable primary liver tumorsJournal/Acta Oncol012

[17] Andolino, Johnson, Maluccio, Kwo, Tector, Zook, Johnstone and Car@¢mentactic
body radiotherapy for primary hepatocellular carcinomdournal/Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
81, e44753,2011

[18] Price, Perkins, Sandrasegaran, Henderson, Maluccio, Zook, Tector, Vianna, Johnstone and
Cardenes,Evaluation of response after stereotactic body radiotherapy for hepatocellular
carcinoma Journal/Cancer2011

Lungg SBRT

Stereotacticbody radiation therapy for lung cancer in medically inoperable patients has
dramatically improved local control and survival for patients with early stage lung cancers.
Historic local control of early stage, medically inoperable lung cancer was apptelyira@%.

In the SBRT era, cancer control rates range 85 to 98%.
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In a multi institution trial, RTOG 0236 demonstrated 3 year local control of 90% in patients with
medically inoperable FI2 lung cancer (Timmerman, JAMA, 2010). Similarly excellentsresul
have been reiterated in multiple single institution studies in the US, as well as internationally.

As well, in the case of lung SBRT, direct comparisons to conventional radiation therapy have
demonstrated superior cost effectiveness of SBRT (Shet,) 201

Selected references:

[19] Timmerman, Paulus, Galvin, Michalski, Straube, Bradley, Fakiris, Bezjak, Videtic, Johnstone,
Fowler, Gore and Chostereotactic body radiation therapy for inoperable early stage lung
cancer Journal/lJAMA303,10706, 2010

[20] Fakiris, McGarry, Yiannoutsos, PapMilliams, Henderson and Timmerm&itereotactic
body radiation therapy for earlystage nonsmalkcell lung carcinoma: fouyear results of a
prospective phase Il studyournal/Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys, 67782, 2009

[21] Zimmerman, Wulf, Lax, Nagata, Timmerman, Stojkovski and Jer&teceotactic body
radiation therapy for early norsmall cell lung cancedournal/Front Radiat Ther On¢dl2, 94
114, 2010

[1] Sher, Wee and Pungli@psteffectiveness analysis of stereotactic bodgdiotherapy and
radiofrequency ablation for medically inoperable, earstage nonsmall cell lung cancer
Journal/Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Ph8%, e76774, 2011

CNS SRS/SBRT/IMRT
Please refer to the separate letter and commentary of Dr. Sandra Vermeulen.

Reirradiation ¢ SRS/SBRT

Multiple lines of evidence exist showing the effectiveness and safety of using stereotactic body
radiotherapy (SBRT) for-igadiation (either for salage or palliation).

1) Cengiz et al, IJROBP, 2010. Salvage reirradiation with stereotactic body radiotherapy for
locally recurrent hand and neck tumors

2) Comet et al, IJIROBP, 2012. Salvage stereotactic reirradiation with or without cetuximab for
locallyrecurrent head and neck cancer.

3) Dworzecki et al, Noeplasma 2012. Stereotactic radiotherapy as sole or salvage therapy in
non small cell lung cancer patients.
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4) Heron et al, IJROBP, 2009. Stereotactic body radiotherapy for recurrent squamous cell
carcinoma of the head and neck.

5) Kunos et al, Technol Cancer Res Treat, 2008. Cyberknife radiosurgery for squamous cell
carcinoma of vulva after prior pelvic radiation therapy.

6) Thariat et al, Br J Radiol, 2010. Innovative image guided Cyberknifeatticeadiotherapy
for bladder cancer. (Includes previously irradiated bladder cancer patient data).

KQ2: What are the potential harms of SRS/SBRT compared to conventional external beam
radiation therapy (EBRT)? What is the incidence of these harms? Include consideration of
progression of treatment in unnecessary or inappropriate ways.

SRS/SBRT halkeen shown in multiple studies to be safe as primary treatment and in cases of
re-irradiation. Specific toxicities and risks for harm vary across cancer sites and depend on the
specific cancer scenarios, prior radiation dose, and anatomy as well as pyogirmormal
organs.

After an initial course of radiation, normal adjacent tissue has decreased tolerance to additional
radiation delivered over the same region. In many cases, surgery and chemotherapy are not
viable treatment options. In these situahs, a highly conformal technique with the most rapid

dose falloff within adjacent normal tissue is necessary to minimize side effects. SRS, and SBRT
techniques can safely provide good salvage or palliative results.

For example, for gastrointestinal/liveaumors, side effects related to radiation therapy can
include adjacent soft tissue and bony necrosis (including abdominal wall, surrounding liver, and
kidney), skin reaction, fatigue, nausea/vomiting, bowel adhesions, and secondary malignancies.
However when the appropriate constraints are used in terms of total adjacent tissue dose, the
incidence of high grade toxicity in SBRT is relatively low due to the much higher degree of
conformality and steeper dose falloff in tissue outside the target. Mudtitutional trial data

show that only 2% of patients treated for liver metastases had greater than grade 2 toxicity and
none had grade 4 or higher toxicity (Rusthoven, JCO 2009).

Given the short time period allowed for comment, it is not possible toaoizg a
comprehensive site related characterization of potential toxicities related to SRS/SBRT.
However, we remain available at any time to answer and site or technology specific questions.

Additional References:

1) Cengiz et al, IJROBP, 2010. S§alvairradiation with stereotactic body radiotherapy for
locally recurrent hand and neck tumors
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2) Comet et al, IJROBP, 2012. Salvage stereotactic reirradiation with or without cetuximab for
locally recurrent head and neck cancer.

3) Dworzecki et al, Nodégsma 2012. Stereotactic radiotherapy as sole or salvage therapy in
non small cell lung cancer patients.

4) Heron et al, IJROBP, 2009. Stereotactic body radiotherapy for recurrent squamous cell
carcinoma of the head and neck.

5) Kunos et al, Technol CandRes Treat, 2008. Cyberknife radiosurgery for squamous cell
carcinoma of vulva after prior pelvic radiation therapy.

6) Thariat et al, Br J Radiol, 2010. Innovative image guided Cyberknife stereotactic radiotherapy
for bladder cancer. (Includes preusly irradiated bladder cancer patient data).

7) Barney et al, Am J Clin Oncol, 2011. Clinical outcomes and dosimetric considerations using
SBRT for abdominopelvic tumors.

8) Peulen et al, Radiother Oncol 2011. Toxicity after reirradiation of pulmonergrs with
SBRT.

9) Scorsetti et al, Strahlenther Onkol, 2011. SBRT for adrenal metastases: a feasibility study of
advanced techniques with modulated photons and protons.

10) Rwigema et al, 2011 The impact of tumor volume and radiotherapy dose on outnome
previously irradiated recurrent squamous cell carcinoma of the head and neck treated with
SBRT.

KQ3: What is the evidence that SRS/SBRT has differential efficacy or safety issues in
subpopulations? Including consideration of:

Gender

Age

Site and typeof cancer

Stage and grade of cancer

Setting, provider characteristics, equipment, quality assurance standards, and
procedures.

® 20 T e

The above discussion applies to nearly all patient subpopulations as evidenced by the wide
range of anatomical subsites, patit demographics, and tumor characteristics described in the
studies listed above.
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KQ4: What is the evidence of cost and cadtectivenss of SRS/SBRT/IMRT compared to
EBRT?

Our ability to uncover cost and cesftfectiveness comparisons between these
modalities has been significantly affected by the time frame allotted for respondimgept for
studies of medically inoperable, eadyage norsmall cell lung cancer which were readily
available, our response is limited to generalizing our own cliigperience. Further, when
RSGSNNAYAYT (KS UGNUHSSTTEDUADSwOREL ¢ 2F yBI 002 2
alternatives, one needs to quantify the less obvious, indirect costs and benefits of these
alternative therapeutic options.For example, howdoes one quantify the quality of life
improvement for patients cured of head and neck cancers with IMR/Tat dollar value do we
assign to the improved loaggrm dental health of the patient who is able to receive IMRT
instead of EBRT®r as a second ariple, what is the financial cost/benefit dollar value
assigned to the longer life expectancy of the SRS/SBRT patient receiving a potentially curative
treatment with potentially very low risk rather than not having a treatment option since EBRT is
not ableto be used as a treatment option®@ur analysis does NOT address these less obvious,
indirect cost/benefit factors so if anything, the benefits of the appropriate use of SRS, SBRT and
IMRT are understated in our own clinical experience generalizations.

{ KSNE 2SS | y R-effeatingrigds aralysiks yf stéréomdcicibody radiotherapy
and radiofrequency ablation for medically inoperable, estyge nord Y I £ £ OSf f f dzy 3
(Journal/Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys, 81, e/472011) in a comparisaf 3-D EBRT, RFA and
{.w¢ O2yOf dzZRSR (KI { -aifdctiveviteatrdentor medially Ynap&rable O 2 & (
NSCLS over a wide range of treatment and disease assump@nghe basis of efficacy and
cost, SBRT should be the primary treatment approgchld § KA a4 RA &SI 4S¢

This is consistent with an earlier study by Lanni, Grills, Kestin and Robertson in
G{ GSNB20GFO0GA0 wkERA2GUKSNI LB wSRdz0OSa ¢NBIFGYSyl
Control Over Standard Fractionated Radiation Therapy foridddg Inoperable NoismalCell
[ dzy 3 /| HAMm@rBanklaurnal of Clinical Oncology, 34(5):498, October 2011) which
O2y Of dzZRSR GKI G a{.we¢ gl & F2dzyR (2 0SS tS&aa SEL
cost savings highly dependent on themiper of SBRT fractions and EBRT technigu® (3
conformal RT vs. IMRTBEBRT was also associated with superior local control and overall
a4 dzZNIDA g f ¢

Most radiation oncologists in Washington State (this group included) do not own the
linear accelerators tht deliver theraputic radiation.They are typically owned by the hospitals
who charge separately for their us&or linear accelerator based IMRT and 3D treatments, we
are paid according to the applicable professional services fee schedbke.actual pysician
time and work effort involved is vastly greater for IMRT than for 3D yet despite this we are
most often paid less for IMRT (in part due to bundling of chargé#)en we as physicians
recommend IMRT over 3D we do so knowing we will spend thréeutotimes more effort on
the case and get paid les€learly our incentive for doing so is to provide the very best care
and treatment for our patients.
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From: JASON K. ROCKHILL [jkrock@u.washington.edu]
Sent. Tuesday, March 06, 2012 4:20 PM

To: HCA SHealth Tech Assessment Prog

Cc: mail=jkrock@uw.edu

Subiject: Comments odMRTfrom UW Medicine
Attachments: UWMedicine Response IMRIDcx

Please see the attached comments on the usbMRT
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March 6, 2012
To: Washington State Health Care Authority, IFTé@gram

Please see attached comments below from the UW Medicine/ Seattle Cancer Care Alliance Department
of Radiation Oncology regarding the Health Technology Assessment for Intensity Modulated Radiation
Therapy.

Michael Brown MD
Assistant Professor of Biation Oncology

Ralph Ermoian MD
Assistant Professor of Radiation Oncology

Christine Fang MD
Assistant Professor of Radiation Oncology

Eric Ford PhD
Associate Professor of Radiation Oncology

Lia Halasz MD
Assistant Professor of Radiation Oncology

Gabrielle Kan&B EdD FRCPC
Associate Professor of Radiation Oncology

Edward Kim MD
Assistant Professor of Radiation Oncology

Janice Kim MD
Assistant Professor of Radiation Oncology

Wui-Jin Koh MD
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George Laramore MD PhD
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KQ1: What is the evidence of effectiveness for intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT)redmpa
to conventional external beam radiation therapy (EBRT) for patients with cancer by site and type of
cancer?

Intensity modulated radiotherapy is a technique that allows delivery of radiation in a highly conformal
fashion. When compared to 3D conformatliotherapy (CRT), this (in some instances) may allow better
sparing of normal tissues and organs adjacent to tumor targets. IMRT also allows differential
prescription of radiation doses simultaneously. In contrast, 3D CRT requires all targets lsid)itre

the same radiotherapy plan to receive the same dose of radiation. With an IMRT plan, however, it is
possible to deliver a high dose of radiotherapy to a tumor target, an intermediate dose of radiotherapy
to adjacent tissue that is at risk of hamirng subclinical disease, and a low dose of radiotherapy to other
non-target tissues all in the same treatment.

LG Aa GKS 3S2YSGNER 2F | LI GASydQa Gdzy2NJ FyR GKS LI
the potential benefit or advantage ®¥RT over 3D conformal radiotherapy, rather than a specific

histologic diagnosis. Certain disease sites, such as head and neck cancers, typically involve tumors

located in close proximity to multiple critical structures. In these cases, IMRT freqo#atlyan

advantage over 3D CRT. In other disease sites, such as intrathoracic tumors, the benefit or equivalence

2F Law¢ G2 o5 /w¢ gAftf RSLISYR fINASte& 2y GKS (dzvz

Sometimes, the benefit of IMRT over 3D CRT may niot $ieperior tumor control but equivalent tumor
control with reduced toxicity.

Head and neck cancer

IMRT has become standard of care for most patients with head and neck cancers. Given the close
proximity of tumors of the head and neck to critical structures, IMRT allows more conformal and often
improved coverage of tumor volumes, while also decreasosgsd to adjacent critical structures to
decrease the risk of toxicity and normal tissue complications. Survival outcomes appear to be similar
compared to conventional radiotherapy techniques. However, IMRT has been shown to decrease
toxicity by reducing th doses to salivary glands, temporal lobes, auditory structures, and optic
structures. Xerostomia is one of the major late toxicities of H&N radiotherapy and an important quality
of life factor. Numerous phase Il studies have demonstrated decreased xenastdthout compromise

in tumor control. Three randomized trials have now also been reported supporting the benefit of IMRT
in head and neck cancer with regard to xerostomia (Pow et al IJROBP 2006@8®&t9&am et al 2007
JCO;25:4873879, Nutting et all.ancet Oncology 2011). The recent PARSPORT phase Ill randomized
study compared IMRT with conventional RT in patients with oropharyngeal and hypopharyngeal cancer
(Nutting et al JCO 2009;27(Suppl 18). This study found a dramatic improvement in Gradigh2ior h
xerostomia rates at 1 year after treatment with IMRT (74% vs 38%), importantly without any decrement
in locoregional control or survival. Vergeer et al reported a comparison of IMRT a@G&BWith other
health-related QOL outcomes including xerostanm a series of patients with cancers of the oral cavity,
oropharynx, hypopharynx, nasopharynx, larynx or H&N unknown primary. IMRT had a positive impact
on a number of H&N cancapecific QOL dimensions in addition to xerostomia (IJROBP 2009;8)(1):1
Per the NCCN Guidelines (v 2.2011), IMRT is the preferred technique for cancers of the oropharynx,
nasopharynx, maxillary sinus and paranasal/ethmoid sinuses to minimize dose to normal structures. The
application of IMRT to other sites (oral cavity, latyhypopharynx, salivary glands) may be used at the
discretion of the treating physicians.
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Thyroid cancer

External beam RT is infrequently used in the definitive management of thyroid cancers, typically in
patients with anaplastic thyroid cancer or higsk resected or recurrent wetlifferentiated cancers.

The data examining IMRT is therefore limited to small series, as it is impractical to conduct comparative
studies of radiotherapy technique. In sum, these studies demonstrate that IMRT is saféatassaith

an acceptable toxicity profile, and may facilitate improved target volume coverage and dose escalation
while reducing doses to normal structures, in particular spinal cord and salivary gland in patients
requiring coverage of the cervical nodé®éte et al Thyroid; Vol 21, Number 1, 2011; Radiotherapy and
Oncology 85 (2007) §83; IJROBP, Vol. 63, No. 5, pp. £4426, 2005; Nutting et al Radiotherapy and
Oncology 60 (2001) 17830; IJROBP, Vol. 48, No. 2, pp.c483, 2000). Recent reviews byrieess
Margaret Hospital and Memorial Sloan Kettering support the use of IMRT as the preferred approach in
these patients (Brierley et al J Clin Endocrinol Metab 96: @285, 2011; Lee et al Head Neck 29:-387
400, 2007).

Thoracic tumors

IMRT has ben shown to reduce normal lung dose (typically described as V20, or the volume of lung
receiving a dose of 20 Gy) in select scenarios. Lung V20 is a validated predictor of radiation pneumonitis
risk. In many instances, 3D conformal techniques may difebest means of reducing lung V20 and
therefore reducing the risk of developing pastatment radiation pneumonitis. In certain instances,
however, IMRT may reduce normal lung doses beyond what can be achieved with 3D conformal
radiotherapy. MD AndersoCancer Center published a comparison of 68 patients treated with IMRT
versus 222 patients treated with 3D CRT for4samall cell lung cancer. Despite the IMRT group's larger
gross tumor volumes, the rate of grade 3 or high treatmmeatated pneumonitisat 12 months was 8%
(95% confidence interval 4%9%) with IMRT, compared with 32% (95% confidence interval4®8%)

for 3D-CRT (p = 0.002). (Yom, et al. IntJ Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 20071 @&3),. 94 later update

including 165 patients treated wittMIRT showed low rates of lung and esophageal toxicity. (Jiang et al.
In J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2011, [epub ahead of print] PMID 22079735)

Prostate

Multiple studies have demonstrated the importance of delivering high doses to the prostate to

maximizecure. The results of randomized trials suggest that dose escalation is associated with improved
biochemical outcomes (Peeters et al JCO 2006;24:1996, Pollack et al IJROBP 2002;53:110805,

Zietman et al JAMA 2005;294:123239, Kuban et al IJROBP &300-67-74). From a recent review from

0KS 3INRBdzLJ G aSY2NALE {ft2Fy YSGOSNAYy3Is (KSe y2aS
conventional techniques to produce conformal dose distributions that allow for organ sparing has been
aK2 gy XL aw fest Way to defivBr high-doses of extersmam irradiation to the prostate and the
NEIA2YIlf f@YLK y2RS&a¢ 0/ | K7)2AMRTSdassdcititedwigheicsflenw RA | {
tumor control outcomes and has permitted safer dose escalation whilénignthe doses to rectum and

bladder with very low rates of complications. Per the NCCN guidelines for Prostate Cancer (v 1.2011),
G¢KS aS0O02yR 3ISyYySNI A 2njoduated radition tBeCaflyy(IMRTIZES Bow stghidi Sy & A G &
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Gastric Cancer

Stanford published a comparison of 57 patients treated with either 3D CRT or IMRT after surgery for
gastric cancer. Mean kidney and liver doses were lower for patients treated with IMRT than 3D CRT.
Patients treated with 3D conformaddiotherapy required more treatment breaks and had a statistically
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significant increase in median serum creatinine (indicating an adverse effect on renal function) when
compared to patients treated with IMRT (p=0.02)irfn et al. Cancer 2010, 15, 3983

Rectal

MDACC published a treatment planning comparison study of 3D vs IMRT for 10 rectal cancer patients.
IMRT plans were found to have superiarget coverage, homogeneity, and conformality, while

lowering dose to adjacent orgafad-risk ¢ particularly small bowel. (Mok H, et al. Radiat Oncol 2011,

8,6, 63) The dose to small bowel has been shown to directly correlate with treatment toxicity.
(Kavanagh BD, et al: Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 76530%12010)

Mayo Clinic published a retrospéat comparison of patients treated at their institution with either 3D
radiotherapy or IMRT. Patients treated with IMRT had a lower risk of grade 2 Gl toxicities (32% vs 61%,
p=0.006).! Y2y3 05 /w¢ LI GASY(Ga&X xDNJ RIediamdRd4BMME S| | YR
30% of patients, respectively, compared with 23% (p= 0.02) and 10% (p= 0.015)I&iRdpatients.

(Samuelian J, Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2011 [epub ahead of print] PMID 21477938)

Anal cancer

Radiation and chemotherapy are the prirgarurative therapy for anal cancer. Lymphatic drainage
pathways for anal cancers include the inguinal nodes. In order to cover these lymph nodes with 3D
conformal techniques, the bladder, femoral heads, and genitals receive significant doses of
radiotherapy. IMRT allows significant reductions in dose to these normal tissues.

A multinstitutional phase Il trial of IMRT for anal cancer showed excellent tumor control with 2 yr local
control rates of 95% and significantly reduced grade 3 or higher hdagita51%), dermatologic (10%),
and gastrointestinal (7%) toxicity when compared to toxicity from prior triddsiciinicet al. Int J Radiat
Oncol Biol Phys 2012, 82, 183 By comparison, the RTOG 9811 trial, which utilized 3D conformal
radiotherapyreported much higher grade 3 or higher toxicities: hematologic (61%), dermatologic (48%),
gastrointestinal (35%).A{ani et al. JAMA 2008, 16, 1924) Stanford also published a retrospective
series comparing results with IMRT and conventional radiaiereporting less toxicity and reduced

need for treatment breaks with IMRB4zan et al. Cancer 2011, 117, 3542

Vaginal and vulvar cancers drain to the inguinal lymphatics. Locally advanced (T4) rectal cancers or
rectal cancers with involvement of the anal canal may also involve the inguinal lymphatics. In these
scenarios, IMRT would be expected to offer simikmddits to those seen in anal cancer as the
treatment targets and involved anatomy are very similar.

Gynecologic Cancers:

Du and colleagues compared 62 patients treated with IMRT to 60 patients treated with conventional
radiotherapy for cervical cancéetween 2005 2010, reporting better dose conformity to the target
and better sparing of the rectal, bladder and small intestine with IMRT plans. Patients treated with
IMRT experienced significantly lower acute and chronic toxicliasef al, Gynecolr@ol. 2011 Dec 22.
[Epub ahead of print] PMID: 22198339 he University of Pittsburgh published a series of patients
treated with IMRT after hysterectomy for endometrial cancer with a 3.3% grade 3 toxicity Betewdl

et al. Gynecol Oncol 2006, 1025-9)

Breast Cancers

Radiation has only been recently recognized as a risk factor for long term development of heart disease
among breast cancer patients. For patients with left breast cancers that receive radiotherapy, multiple
dosimetric studies have shown that IMRT canuazldose to the heart and reduce skin toxicity.
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(Mcdonald et al. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2008, 72;4@3Rignol et al. J Clin Oncol 2008, 26, 2085
92)

Sarcomas

Memorial Sloan Kettering has published a retrospective analysis of patients treatetMRT vs
brachytherapy for sarcomas with improved local control (92% vs 81%, p = 0.04) with IMEXTiar( et

al. Cancer 2011, 117, 3229). In the posbperative treatment of retroperitoneal sarcoma, IMRT has
been shown to reduce both acute arate gastrointestinal toxicity in comparison to conventional post
operative radiation, even though the tumor specifics were too heterogeneous to draw conclusions
about survival outcomesPgzner, et al. Am J Clin Oncol 2011, 34(5)6%Hreoperatively, e use of
IMRT has resulted in reduced Gl toxicities, and improved sparing of the kidBeysi, et al. Int J Radiat
Oncol Biol Phys 2012, 67(1), 16/.) Most of the published research on sarcoma at the moment are
comparative dosimetric studies; thesll demonstrate reduced dose to organs at risk (e.g., the femur,
GKS &a1AYy I'yYR adzoOdzil yS2dza aFfl L¥ GKIFIG Ydzad 6S LINB
IMRT in comparison to conventional conformal techniques, but clinical outcomes resestiais rare
tumor type is underway, although not yet completed.

Brain tumors

In certain cases, when brain tumors are adjacent to vital organs at risk such as optic nerves, chiasm, and
brainstem, IMRT is associated with a decrease in the mean dosegansoat risk and a decrease of

healthy brain dose. Multiple planning studies have shown that IMRT decreases the risk of toxicity of
treatment while maintaining adequate dose to brain tumotsrielio et al. Radiother Oncol 2010,

97(3):3619.

KQ2: What ar¢he potential harms of IMRT compared to conventional external beam radiation therapy
(EBRT)? What is the incidence of these harms? Include consideration of progression of treatment in
unnecessary or inappropriate ways.

IMRT is typically employed to redutreatment related toxicity. In order to concentrate dose on

targets, a larger amount of netarget tissue typically receives a low dose of radiotherapy. In young
patients, this could theoretically increase the risk of developing a secondary malignesnap lide. This

risk would have to be balanced against the reduction of treatment related toxicities facilitated by IMRT.

KQ3: What is the evidence that IMRT has differential efficacy or safety issues in subpopulations?
Including consideration of:

a. Gender
IMRT does not have differential efficacy or safety issues in different genders.
b. Age

Generally, the efficacy and safety of IMRT is not impacted by age as treatment related toxicity affects
patients of all ages. However, in cases where IMRT decreasedo normal tissues, young patients
with good prognosis may especially benefit from IMRT as the risk of late effects are minimized.

c. Site and type of cancer
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As detailed in KQ1, the efficacy and safety of IMRT depend on the site of cancer as heetl @ses
required for the specific type of cancer.

d. Stage and grade of cancer

As detailed in KQL, the efficacy and safety of IMRT depend on the site of cancer as well as the doses
required for the specific type of cancer.

e. Setting, provider charactetiss, equipment, quality assurance standards and procedures

The American College of Radiology (ACR) and American Society for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO) have
published practice guidelines for IMRT, revised in 2011. Attempts to treat with IMRT in setinizs

to meet consensus guidelines for expertise, equipment, and quality assurance procedures may adversely
affect safety and efficacy.

(http://www.acr.org/SecondaryMainMenuCategories/quality _safety/guidelines/ro/IMRT.pdf)

KQ4: What is the evidence obst and coseffectiveness of IMRT compared to EBRT?

Measures of cost effectiveness depend not only on endpoints of survival and local disease control, but
also toxicity and quality of life.

Fox Chase Cancer Center performed an analysis of IMRT for ¢éretadfrprostate cancer, reporting
costeffectiveness for IMRT on the basis of improved biochemical disease free survival, less need for
salvage therapy, and improved quality of life after treatment (Konski et al. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys.
2006, 66(2408-15)

120 Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA



Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

From:Sarah Svoboda

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Cc:Andy Whitman

Subject:2012 Washington HTA Review of IMRT: Varian Comments and Clinical Evidence
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2012 3:06:03 PM

Attachments:IMRT Review by Washington HMarian Comments 6 March 2012.pdf
Enclosure 1Varian CommentsdNashington HTA 12 28 11.pdf

Enclosure 2IMRT White Paper.pdf

Enclosure 3pg82.pdf

Enclosure 420101116 Final V4.0_RapidArc Bibliography External.pdf
Importance:High

Dear Mr. Morse,

PleassFAYR I GdGF OKSR I NAIFY aSRAOFItT {eaitSyaQ adzyY,
vdzSadAz2ya Ay NBIFNRa (2 (KSs201Reviengihigssiy | S € (K
Modulated Radiation Therapy with related enclosures. Thankaya please let mknow if you

have any questions regarding these materials.

Sincerely,
Sarah Svoboda

Sarah Svoboda

Government Affairs Associate
Varian Medical Systems

525 9th St NW, Suite 450
Washington, DC 20004
Phone: (202) 623441

Mobile: (408) 314199

Fax: (202559-0904
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o Varian Medical Systems, Inc
VA RrAN norton life £2% 0" Sweet NW, Sue 450
medical systems Washington. OC 20004
Teephone 202 820 3450
e gngn.com
December 28, 2011
Ms. Demse Santovo
Program Coordnator
Washington State Health Care Authonty
Health Technology Assessment
to Wa.gov
Dear Ms. Santoyo:

Enclosed please find documentation of clinical studies that demonstrate overwhelmung support
for the use of intensity modulated radiation therapy as a cancer treatment technique. In addition,
we have also included two white papers from Vanan Medical Systems. Inc. referencing
published climcal evidence n this area as well These documents. focusing on various cancer
types, are evidence that intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) has already been
thoroughly studied and should be approved 1n 1ts 2012 review by the Washington Health
Technology Assessment (WHTA) panel

Intensity modulated radiation therapy has revolutionized care for cancer patients and has been
widely used by clinicians to treat patients since 2001. Medicare has recognized that thisis a
lughly effective treatment for head and neck. prostate. lung and breast cancer. Each vear,
chnicians around the world use Varnan products to deliver more than thirty-five nullion
radiotherapy treatments ---accounting for tens of thousands of cancer patients per day
Radiotherapy 15 a cost-effective form of cancer treatment. Unlike drugs or surgery, one hnear
accelerator can perform nearly one hundred thousand treatments dunng its life cycle

We hope vou will consider the enclosed information when reviewmng mtensity modulated
radiation therapy i 1ts 2012 evidence based review.

If you have any questions about the enclosed matenal. please do not hesitate to contact me

Sincerely vours,

g 99

Andrew M. Whitman
Vice President, Government Affairs

Enclosures (3)
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Varian Medical Systems, Inc

VARiAN arty life 525 9" Street NW. Suite 420

medicnl systems Washington, DC 20004
Telephone: 202 829 3450
Frev TR

March 6. 2012

Mr. Jostah Morse, MPH

Program Durector
Health Technology Assessment Program

Washington State Health Care Authority
P.O. Box 42712
Olvmpia. WA 98504-2712

a .“. ‘n

Dear Mr. Morse:

Thank you for the opportunity to subnut clinical evidence to answer the Key Questions for vour
upcoming review of Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT). In addition to this
mnformation. please also find included our mitial comment letter and the sigmificant data that was

subnutted at the time I hope this information 1s helpful Should vou have additional questions,
please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at (202) 620 3441

Sincerely yours.

{,4/ / /fo’:r{‘ _

Andrew M. Whitman
Vice President. Government Affairs

Enclosures (4)
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KQ1: What is the evidence of effectiveness for intensity modulated radiation
therapy (IMRT) compared to conventional external beam radiation therapy
(EBRT) for patients with cancer by site and type of cancer?

Please see below a list dlidies citing evidence on the benefits of IMRT. Among the reasons to
use IMRT cited below, researchers have found that the use of IMRT can improve tumor control

and reduce damage to surrounding healthy tissue

. Evidence/Quote

However, at mosinstitutions, radiotherapy is
still considered the mainstay of treatment...
IMRT results in better target coverage than
conventional planning... Based on this, it is
reasonable to postulate that this reduction i
dose will decrease the future rate of ratlan
related carotid artery disease... and
dysphagia. Perhaps the most important
conclusion that can be drawn from this stud
is that regardless of what is determined to k
the appropriate margin in delineating the C”
(and thus the PTV) for early laryndgeancer,
IMRT maximizes the freedom of the clinicia
to choose a margin that is most appropriate
for them.

IMRT results in better target coverage than
conventional planning... IMRT seems to ha
increased tumor control in both prostate an
head and neck tumors by allowing for dose
escalation and better target coverage... IMF
demonstrated a significant improvesnt in
terms of the dose to the carotid arteries...
IMRT can decrease the dose to the
pharyngeal constrictor muscles, potentially
decreasing rates of loagrm dysphagia...
IMRT can spare normal tissues in early sta(
laryngeal disease without a decrease i
tumor dose, both compared to conventional
technigues and 3D conformal therapy... IMF
maximizes the freedom of the clinician to
choose a margin that is most appropriate fo

Reference

Gomez, D., Cahlon, O., Mechalakos, J., Le
(2010). An investigation of intensity
modulated radiation therapy versus

conventional twedimensiondand 3D
conformal radiation therapy for early stage

larynx cancer. Radiation Oncology, 5(749. 1

doi:10.1186/1748717X5-74

Gomez, D., Cahlon, O., Mechalakos, J., & |
N. (2010). An investigatioof intensity
modulated radiation therapy versus
conventional twedimensional and 3D
conformal radiation therapy for early stage
larynx cancer. Radiation Oncology, 5(749. 1
doi: 10.1186/1748717X5-74
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them.

Tangential beam IMRT significantly reducec  Rudat, V., Alaradi, A.A., Mohamed, A:, Al
the dosevolume of the ipsilateral lung and  Yahya, K., & Altuwaijri, S. (2011). Tangent
heart in unselected postmastectomy breast beam IMRT versus tgential beam 3BCRT ol
cancer patients. the chest wall in postmastectomy breast
cancer patients: A dosimetric comparison
Radiation Oncology, 6(26). doi:10.1186/17¢

717%6-26

Tangential beam IMRT for the radiotherapy  Rudat, V., Alaradi, A.A., Mohamed, A-, Al
of the chest wall of postmastectomy breast Yahya, K., & Altuwaijri, S. (2011). Tangent

cancer patients offers the potential to beam IMRT versus tangential beam-GRT of
significantly reduce the doseolume of the the chest wall in postmastectomy breast
ipsilateral lung, and in patients with lefided  cancer patients: A dosimetric comparison
cancer the dose&/olume of the heart Radiaton Oncology, 6(26). doi:10.1186/174
compared to tangential beam 3DRT. 717%6-26

KQ2: What are the potential harms of IMRT compared to conventional external
beam radiation therapy (EBRT)? What is the incidence of these harms? Include
consideration of progression of treatment in unnecemy or inappropriate

ways.

Modern linear accelerators used for radiotherapy (and specifically for IMRT) include a wide
variety of features designed to protect the safety of patients and operators. A significant
portion of these safety systems are mandatadinternationally recognized safety standards,
including those published by the International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC).

In general, known conditions that can be expected to cause a hazard have additional or
redundant system checks wherever ptiaal. This general design philosophy is implemented to
avoid a single fault condition and is verified through risk and hazard analysis.

Many safety mechanisms are in the form of interlocks that detect errant conditions and prevent
irradiation unless those conditions are resolved. Interlocks require direct operator action and
where appropriate require a Physics password to proceed afteethe condition is resolved.
Other significant safety mechanisms include: independent dose monitoring systems; radiation
protection shielding; and protection against electrical and mechanical hazards as described
below. In addition, state of the art systes include diagnostic quality imaging in the treatment
room to verify patient positioning.
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KQ4: What is the evidence of cost and cedtectiveness of IMRT compared to
EBRT?

Both clinical and cost effectiveness are reviewed in the studies below, whiepace IMRT to
3D Conformal Radiotherapy.
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Evidence/Quote

IMRT benefits more than 3DCRT from IGPI
(ImageGuided Patient Repositioning) with
the Weekly Shrinking Action Level approac
yielding the lowest cosbutcome ratio...

...Itis generall acknowledged that RT is an
efficient, effective and highly cosfffective
treatment for cancer... Image guidance use
solely for translational patient repositioning
for prostate cancer adds costs with relative
little improvement in dosimetric qualityFull
exploitation of the potential of IGRT,
particularly through margin reduction
(decreased surrounding tissue damage), ce
be expected to result in a reduction in the
costoutcome ratios reported here.

The comparative data of IMRT versus 3DC
seem to support the theory that higher
doses, up to 81 Gy, can improve biochemic
survival for patients with localised PC,
concurring with dataon CRT. The data also
suggest that toxicity can be reduced by
increasing conformality of treatment,
particularly with regard to Gl toxicity, which
canbe more easily achieved with IMRT thal
3DCRT. Whether differences in Gl toxicity
between IMRT and 3DCRT are sufficient fo
IMRT to be coseffective is uncertain,
depending on the difference in incidence of
Gl toxicity, its duration and the cost
differencebetween IMRT and 3DCRT. A
systematic literature search was undertake
for previous economic studies of IMRT for |
An example search strategy for MEDLINE i
shown in Appendix 8. A total of 587 studies
were identified.

Reference

Ploquin, N., & Dunscombe, P. (2009). Aco:
outcomeanalysis of Imag&uided Patient
Repositioning in the radiation treatment of
cancer of the prostate. Radiotherapy and
Oncology, 93, 2331.
doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2009.03.023

Hummel, S., Simpson, E.L., Hemingv,
Stevenson, M.D., & Rees, A. (2010). Intens
modulated radiotherapy for the treatment o
prostate cancer: a systematic review and
economic evaluation. Health Technology
Assessment, 14(47);108. doi:
10.3310/hta14470
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PUBLIC COMMENTS i DRAFT REPORT

AS RO

August 2, 2012

Christine Valkyrie Masters

Program Specialist

Health Technology Assessment
Washington State Health Care Authority
P.O. Box 42712

Olympia, WA 98504-2712

8Y ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION to shiap @ heawa.goy

Dear Ms, Masters:

The American Society for Radiation Oncology (ASTRO), the largest radiation oncology society
in the world representing more than 10,000 members who specialize in treating patients with
radiation therapies, appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Washington State Health Care
Authority Health Technology Assessment Program Draft Evidence Report on Intensity
Modulated Radiation Therapy. published on July 5, 2012,

The 274 page draft report provides evidence comparing Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy
(IMRT) with conventional radiation therapy for multiple cancer types. and also includes non-
comparative studies identifying outcomes or harms results for IMRT alone. The report also notes
that due 10 the absence of randomized trinls and comparative studies, the strength of the evidence
is very low, or low for most of the findings. Given the short timeframe allowed for comments
regarding this lengthy report, ASTRO will limit its response 1o this finding.

One of the primary concerns put forth in this deaft report is the lack of randomized data 1o
definitively demonstrate superior clinical outcomes with the use of IMRT as compared 10
conventional radiation therapy, and the lack of Level One evidence from randomized clinical
trials. Much has been written regarding the challenges associated with the use of traditional
comparitive effectiveness research methodology when applied to new technology . The reasons
underlying the lack of randomized, double-blind, placebo controlled trials in radiation oncology
are many, primarily related to the challenges in finding funding and willing patients for such
research questions given the volume and consistency of literature that supports the use of IMRT
for many cancer sites. There is certainly precedent for introducing significant technological
developments without this level of evidence. Examples include:

CT scanning vs, conventional imaging:

Linear accelerators vs. cobalt:

CT simulation vs. fluoroscopic simulation or worse;

Minimally invasive surgery vs. conventional surgery:

High dose rate remote alterfoading brachytherapy vs. low dose rate afterloading
brachytherapy vs. low dose rate non-afterloading brachytherapy.
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ASTRO Comment Letter -~ Washington State Health Care Authority - IMRT Draft Assessment
August 2, 2012

Page 2

The draft report further states that the NCCN guidelines are of poor methodological quality
and the ACR guidelines vary from poor to fair methodological quality. Both of these guideline
documents are widely accepted and have credibility across the oncology and payer community.
The lack of randomized controlled trials does not preclude the necessity to make clinical and
coverage decisions every single day, and guidelines such as these represent the best examples in
oncology in general and radiation oncology in particular. Absent such guidelines, an
environment where “anything goes™ would prevail. Specifically, these panels do reflect the
consensus of in-field experts, including non-radiation oncologists, that IMRT is the standard of
care in the management of both prostate and head and neck cancer. ASTRO is concerned that
increased toxicity and decreased cure rates might result if this report’s findings were adopted
over the objections of expert panels due to the authors” belief that the overall strength of
evidence in favor of IMRT was relatively weak.

It is ASTRO’s opinion that the draft report completely ignores the essential aspect of IMRT's
advantage over 3-dimensional conformal radiation therapy (3D-CRT): smaller, more conformal
volumes may be irradiated, leading to (a) less toxicity and (b) potential for dose

escalation. IMRT allows radiation oncologists to routinely provide 79.2 Gy to prostate cancer
patients, based on substantial data indicating that higher doses contribute to better outcomes.
IMRT also allows our discipline to provide daily doses exceeding 2.1 Gy with chemotherapy to
head and neck cancer patients, again based on data that this approach increases survival over 3D-
CRT at lower daily doses. If radiation oncologists stop using IMRT and instead use 3D-CRT,
treatment volumes will of necessity become larger, which will increase toxicity.

ASTRO believes that the results presented by the Sheets et al * paper were underutilized by the
report writers and may in fact represent some of the highest quality data in favor of IMRT vs.
3D-CRT for the treatment of prostate cancer. Sheets et al reported less Gl and hip toxicity when
IMRT was used which is not surprising since the hips and Gl organs are routinely avoided when
performing IMRT. Additionally, patients treated with IMRT had fewer additional episodes of
cancer treatment, implying a higher cure rate and fewer downstream costs, although itis a
relative weakness of the Sheets paper that they didn’t perform a cost-effectiveness analysns Itis
noted that Sheets (2012) is a “good quality cohort study.” The publication by Sharma’, et al,
cited below, that we believe was overlooked in the development of this report. also supports the
use of IMRT in the treatment of prostate cancer.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments and look forward to the September 21, 2012
public meeting on this topic.

Sincerely,

%D.m VL stk TR
Gregory Patton, MD Michael Dzeda. MD
Chair, Regulatory Committee Vice-Chair. Regulatory Committee
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ASTRO Comment Letter - Washington State Health Care Authority = IMRT Draft Assessment
August 2, 2012

Page 3

Enc: ASTRO Comment Letter AHRQ re: CE for Head and Neck Cancer, August 2009

cc:  Thomas Eichler, MD
Joel Cherlow, MD
Najeeb Mohideen, MD
Brian Kavanagh, MD

CITATIONS

1. Concato, J. Is It Time for Medicine-Based Evidence? JAMA. 2012;307(15):1641-1643.
doi:10.1001/jama.2012.482

2. Sheets, N.C.. Goldin. G.H.. Meyer. AM.. Wu, Y., Sturmer, T., Holmes, J.A_, et al.
(2012). Intensity modulated radiation therapy. proton therapy. or conformal radiation
therapy and morbidity and disease control in localized prostate cancer. Jowrnal of the
American Medical Association, 307(15). 161 1-1620.

3. Sharma NK, Li T, Chen DY, Pollack A, Horwitz EM, Buyyounouski MK. Intensity-
modulated radiotherapy reduces gastrointestinal toxicity in patients treated with androgen
deprivation therapy for prostate cancer. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2011 Jun
1;80(2):437-44. Epub 2010 Nov 2.
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From:James Brashearmpilto:jbrashears@sightlinehealth.cdm
Sent:Monday, August 06, 2012 10:00 AM

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Subject:Public Comment for: Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy

To the Health Technology Assessment Group:

Why is there a dearth of clinical evidence supporting the superiority of IMRT to
3DCRTBecause IMRT is frequently shown to be better than 3DCRTebeeatment is ever
given to a patient.

The concept of applying evidence based medicine (EBM) to the modern provision of radiation
therapy for malignancies is indeed very saluta@yl. radiation oncologists | am familiar with
strongly support the usef EBM when appropriate for the improvement of care for our patients
and the society of which we are all apaApplying EBM specifically to compare three
dimensional conformal radiation therapy (3DCRT) to intensity modulated radiation therapy
(IMRT) ossimilar technologies like stereotactic body radiotherapy (SBRT) or stereotactic
radiosurgery (SRS) can be inherently problematic and misleadiimg.is because physicians
have the duty to treat patients with what we feel and understand to be most beiagfeast
harmful techniques at our disposal to the patient in the short and long term without focusing
specifically on the indirect monetary costs.

In the vast majority of cases where IMRT/SBRT/SRS is deemed appropriate versus more
traditional 3DCRThe amount of radiation to the target (cancer) is usually higher and the
corresponding significant dose of radiation to the normal tissues (frequently organs critical for
maintaining health like the lung, kidney, intestines, liver, etc) is almost alwaysTkis

becomes evident during the radiation planning process when various radiation delivery plans
are evaluated before one is selected to treat the patie@iven the two principles that a higher
dose of radiation is more effective in eradicating camand keeping radiation dose less in
tissues/organs where there is no disease is safer, the fundamental issues of why comparing
traditional and more modern techniques like IMRT in randomized controlled trials is clear.

To simplify, when my father wasadjnosed with prostate cancer and he decided that he

wanted radiotherapy, there was a choice between treating with 3DCRT and NMRdn

comparing the 2 methods of treatment, the IMRT plan gave less biologically significant dose to
the rectum and bladder wite maintaining the same dose to the prostate cancat this point,

there was noneed to consult EBM guidelines since the technique of treatment that gave less
dose to the normal tissue was knowmm fact, it probably would have been unethical and

aganst the Hippocratic Oath for him to be treated with 3DCRT at that point since the IMRT plan
was inherently saferApplying this case more broadly shows why radiation oncologists are
reticent to compare IMRT to 3DCRT witlblanket over a population in ials.
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Please do not take this reticence to knowingly treat patients with prima facie inferior

techniques as showing a lack of confidence in the superiority of IMRT/SBRT/SRS over
3DCRTIndeed the host of research showing the dosimetric superiority (@ TMEBRT/SRS is

well known and fueled the initial adoption of these technologies that radiation oncologists feel
FNB 2FGSy Ay (GKS LI GASyiQa oSad AyaSNBad FyR
and increased tolerability of therapyt is frichtening in the extreme to consider that therapy

which could be safer for patients might be disallowed in the future by governmental mandate.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.
Yours sincerely,
James H Brashears Ill, MD

Radiation Oncologist
206-922-6400
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From:Fitzgerald, Trevomjailto:tfitzgerald@wvmedical.com
Sent:Monday, August 06, 2012 11:40 AM

To:HCA ST Health Tech Assessment Prog

Cc:Sexton, Larry; '‘Greg Couwsla

Subject:Public Comment for: Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy

Hello,

| am writing to comment on the draft report on the efficacy of IMRT. The basic flaw in the

report is treating all diagnosis groupstamogenous and either benefiting or nobm IMRT.
Unfortunately every tumor is different and its size, location with respect to critical structures

and response to radiation determine whether or not IMRT will be beneficial. Some lung cancers
can be treated effectively with CRT, some cannotufigolthem all together and deny patients

who needIMRT that option would increase mortality and morbidity, it would increase medical
costs in other areas such as managing the increased side effects of CRT and decrease QOL. The
need for IMRBhould bedecided upon by the responsible physician weighing all the

appropriate medical data of the patient, and not just based on diagnosis type.

If wide swaths of diagnosis are deemed inappropriate for IMRT then the hospitals which have
invested in the technology tperform such treatments will not be able to remain viable and will
close their radiation therapy departments as CRT reimbursement rates aten#ot enough to
keep these facilities open. This will resultass access to care for the population and more
morbidity.

| have worked in Radiation therapy for 24 years and have seen the benefits of IMRT over CRT in
many casesrior to IMRT most Head and Neck, Lung and Prostate Cancer patients did not
finish their prescribed course of treatment without lengthseaks due to the severity of side

effects. It would be unethical for a practitiontr treat these patients with CRbased solely on

long term survival benefit data, knowing that many more painful and QOL reducing side effects
will occur than if IMRT caédi be used.

Sincerely,

Trevor Fitzgerald, MSc, DABR, CCPM
Medical Physicist

Rad.Onc. Dept

Wenatchee Valley Medical Center
820 N Chelan Ave

Wenatchee, WA 98801

ph 509664-4868x5698

cell 509630-0143
email:tfitzgerald@wvclinic.com
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Varian Medical Systems, Inc

VARiAN \ partner life 525 0" Sweet NW. Suite 450

medical systems Washington, DC 20004
Telephone: 202 628 3450

August 6, 2012

Christine V. Masters

Program Specialist

Health Technology Assessment
Washington State Health Care Authority
P.O.Box 42712
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Dear Ms. Masters,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Washington State Healthcare Authority
Health Technology Assessment Program Draft Evidence Report on Intensity Modulated
Radiation Therapy (IMRT). Varian is pleased to provide additional data to you that we hope will
be considered before final publication of this report. Varian is expertly poised to submit this
information, as well as additional technical support if necessary, due to our position as the
world’s leading producer of radiotherapy technology for treating cancer. Varian products
include linear accelerators, simulators, and a broad range of accessories and interconnected
software tools for planning, verifying, and delivering the most advanced radiotherapy and

radiosurgery treatments.

Varian has significant concerns that the draft report does not properly highlight the immense
benefits of the use of this advanced technology for treating cancer. For example, the overly

stringent exclusion criteria led to the inclusion of only 6 percent (or 124) of 2,199 references.
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The publication of a final report without consideration for other means of assessment than
randomized clinical trials will be a significant detriment to patients in Washington State.

In addition, other non-clinical factors should be considered when comparing IMRT to 3DCRT
and 2DCRT. Patient experience can be greatly improved using IMRT, with decreased time on
the treatment table directly related to patient comfort.

Attached, please find several edits to the report as well as additional pieces of evidence that
should be considered before the report is finalized. Many critical trials of IMRT vs. other forms
of radiotherapy are currently ongoing. Varian would like to provide additional clinical
references by August 137, 2012.

Thank you for your consideration of this information. Should you have any questions, please do

not hesitate to contact me,

Sincerely,

Andrew M. Whitman
Vice President, Government Affairs
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Edits for Draft Evidence Report:

1) Onpage 2, 18, 19, 29, 82, 84 etc. the draft report references a study by Hummel (2010)
from the United Kingdom. Given the significant differences between the United States
and British health systems, it may not be appropriate to compare these costs. When
specifically referencing cost, Varian recommends that only U.S. studies should be used
in the final report.

2) The references to Tipton, K. et al (2011a and 2011b) are related to Stereotactic Body
Radiation Therapy, not IMRT and Varian recommends they should not be included in 3
final report on IMRT.

3) Itis not appropriate to lump together 2DCRT and 3DCRT. They are significantly different.

4) Although we understand the need to limit the references to a specified date range in
order to ensure review of the most up-to-date information, at least one study from
2001 is worthy of inclusion in the report and is listed below in the section on head and
neck cancers. (Chao Washington University study)

5) On page 75 of the report, the Vergeer 2009 study was mentioned and is also included in
the References section, but the significant quality of life benefits detailed in that study
were not reported in the draft.

in addition to the above edits, Varian recommends that the studies and clinical guidelines listed
below be considered for inclusion and reference in the final report on IMRT.

Head and Neck:
1) Radiother Oncol. 2012 Jul 30. [Epub ahead of print]

Three-dimensional conformal radiotherapy (3D-CRT) versus intensity modulated radiation
therapy (IMRT) in squamous cell carcinoma of the head and neck: A randomized controlled trial.
Gupta T, Agarwal J, Jain S, Phurailatpam R, Kannan S, Ghosh-Laskar S, Murthy V, Budrukkar A,
Dinshaw K, Prabhash K, Chaturvedi P, D'Cruz A.

http: { .nim.nih. bmed

Source: Advanced Centre for Treatment, Research & Education in Cancer (ACTREC), Tata
Memorial Centre, Navi Mumbai, India.

PURPOSE: To compare three-dimensional conformal radiotherapy (3D-CRT) with intensity
modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) in curative-intent irradiation of head-neck squamous cell
carcinoma (HNSCC).
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METHODS: Previously untreated patients with biopsy-proven squamous carcinoma of
oropharynx, larynx, or hypopharynx (T1-3, NO-2b) were randomly assigned using computer-
generated permuted-block design to either 3D-CRT or IMRT, with incidence of physician-rated
Radiation Therapy Oncology Group (RTOG) grade 2 or worse acute salivary gland toxicity as
primary end-point.

RESULTS: Between 2005 and 2008, 60 patients randomly allocated to either 3D-CRT (n=28
patients) or IMRT (n=32) were included and analyzed on an intention-to-treat basis. The
proportion [95% confidence intervals (C1)] of patients with RTOG grade 2 or worse acute
salivary gland toxicity was significantly lesser in the IMRT arm [19 of 32 patients (59%, 95%Cl:
42-75%)] as compared to 3D-CRT [25 of 28 patients (89%, 95%Cl: 72-97%; p=0.009)]. Late
xerostomia and subcutaneous fibrosis were also significantly lesser with IMRT. There was
significant recovery of salivary function over time in patients treated with IMRT (p-value for
trend=0.0036). At 3-years, there were no significant differences in loco-regional control or
survival between the two arms.

CONCLUSION: IMRT significantly reduces the incidence and severity of xerostomia compared to
3D-CRT in curative-intent irradiation of HNSCC.

2) Intensity-modulated radiation therapy reduces late salivary toxicity without
compromising tumor control in patients with oropharyngeal carcinoma: a comparison
with conventional techniques. K.S. Clifford Chao, Navneet Majhail, Chih-jen Huang,
Joseph R. Simpson, Carlos A. Perez, Bruce Haughey, Gershon Spector.

http: .ncbi.nim.nih.gov 1 7

aDepartment of Radiation Oncology, Washington University Medical Center, St. Louis, MO, USA
bDepartment of Otolaryngology, Washington University Medical Center, St. Louis, MO, USA
Received 6 February 2001; received in revised form 21 August 2001; accepted 14 September
2001

—

Conclusions: When IMRT was compared with conventional techniques, the dosimetric
advantage of IMRT did translate into a significant reduction of late salivary toxicity in patients
with oropharyngeal carcinoma. No adverse impact on tumor control and disease-free survival
was observed in patients treated with IMRT.

3) INTENSITY-MODULATED RADIOTHERAPY REDUCES RADIATION-INDUCED
MORBIDITYAND IMPROVES HEALTH-RELATED QUALITY OF LIFE: RESULTS
OF A NONRANDOMIZED PROSPECTIVE STUDY USING A STANDARDIZED
FOLLOW-UP PROGRAM. MARLUE R. VERGEER, M.D.,PATRICIA A. H. DOORNAERT, M.D.,DEREK H.
F. RIETVELD, M.D.,C. RENE LEEMANS, M.D., PH.D., BEN J. SLOTMAN, M.D., PH.D.,
AND JOHANNES A. LANGENDUK, M.D., PH.D.
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N

Department of Radiation Oncology, VU University Medical Center, Amsterdam, the
Netherlands; Department of

Otolaryngology/Head and Neck Surgery, VU University Medical Center, Amsterdam, the
Netherlands; and Department of Radiation

Oncology, University Medical Center Groningen, Groningen, the Netherlands

Conclusions: IMRT results in 3 significant reduction of patient- and observer-rated xerostomia,
as well as other head and neck symptoms, compared with standard 3D-CRT, These differences
translate into a significant improvement of the more general dimensions of HRQoL.

4) Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2012 Jul 1;83(3):1007-14. Epub 2011 Nov 4.
Reducing xerostomia after chemo-IMRT for head-and-neck cancer: beyond sparing the parotid
glands, Little M, Schipper M, Feng FY, Vineberg K, Cornwall C, Murdoch-Kinch CA, Eisbruch A.

http: ; .nim.nih.go 7

Source: Department of Radiation Oncology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48109, USA.
eisbruch@umich.edu

PURPOSE: To assess whether, in addition to sparing the parotid glands (PGs), xerostomia after
chemotherapy plus intensity-modulated radiotherapy (chemo-IMRT) for head-and-neck cancer
is affected by reducing the dose to the other salivary glands.

PATIENTS AND METHODS: In a prospective study, 78 patients with Stage IlI-IV
oropharynx/nasopharynx cancer underwent chemo-IMRT, with the aim of sparing the parts of
the bilateral PGs, oral cavity (OC) containing the minor salivary glands, and contralateral
submandibular gland (SMG) outside the target (when contralateral level | was not a target).
Before therapy and periodically for 24 months, validated patient-reported xerostomia
questionnaire (XQ) scores and observer-graded xerostomia scores were recorded. Also, the
stimulated and unstimulated saliva was measured selectively from each of the PGs and SMGs.
The mean OC doses served as surrogates of minor salivary gland dysfunction. Regression
models assessed the XQ and observer-graded xerostomia predictors.

RESULTS: Statistically significant predictors of the XQ score on univariate analysis included the
0C, PG, and SMG mean doses and the baseline XQ score, time since RT, and both stimulated
and unstimulated PG saliva flow rates. Similar factors were statistically significant predictors of
observer-graded xerostomia. The OC, PG, and SMG mean doses were moderately
intercorrelated (r = 0.47-0.55). On multivariate analyses, after adjusting for the PG and SMG
doses, the OC mean dose (p < .0001), interval from RT (p < .0001), and stimulated PG saliva (p <
.L0025) were significant predictors of the XQ scores and the OC mean dose and time for
observer-graded xerostomia. Although scatter plots showed no thresholds, an OC mean dose of
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<40 Gy and contralateral SMG mean dose of <50 Gy were each associated with low patient-
reported and observer-rated xerostomia at almost all post-therapy points.

CONCLUSION: The PG, SMG, and OC mean doses were significant predictors of both patient-
reported and observer-rated xerostomia after chemo-IMRT, with OC doses remaining
significant after adjusting for the PG and SMG doses. These results support efforts to spare all
the salivary glands by IMRT, beyond the PGs alone.

5) Clin Transl Oncol. 2012 Jul 24. [Epub ahead of print]
Outcomes and prognostic factors of conformal radiotherapy versus intensity-modulated
radiotherapy for nasopharyngeal carcinoma.
Kuang WL, Zhou Q, Shen LF.

http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/22855156

Source: Department of Oncology, Xiangya Hospital, Central South University, No. 87, Xiangya
Road, Changsha, 410008, Hunan province, People's Republic of China.

INTRODUCTION: This study retrospectively compared outcomes and prognostic factors of
nasopharyngeal carcinoma (NPC) treated with conformal radiotherapy (CRT) and intensity-
modulated radiotherapy (IMRT).

MATERIALS AND METHODS: The treatment records of 182 patients treated with IMRT and 198
patients treated with CRT from April 2005 to December 2007 in our hospital were reviewed.
The clinical characteristics, treatment outcomes (including survival analysis and acute and late
toxicity), and prognostic factors of the two groups were compared.

RESULTS: The 4-year local-regional control (LRC), distant metastasis-free survival (DMFS),
disease-free survival (DFS), and overall survival (OS) of the IMRT and CRT groups were 93.6 and
85.3%, 79.1 and 73.6 %, 74.7 and 65.0 %, and 83.5 and 72.1 %, respectively. The acute
radiation dermatitis and xerostomia of the two groups were significantly different (P < 0.05). In
the IMRT group, OS between different T stages could not be well separated. Multivariate
analysis revealed that, in the CRT group, the clinical stage and T and N stages were significant
prognostic factors for OS, DMFS, and DFS and that T stage was a significant prognostic factor for
LRC. In the IMRT group, T and N stages had no predictive value for outcomes.

CONCLUSIONS: Compared with CRT, IMRT has a better prognosis and less adverse effects, For
IMRT, T stage was not a significant prognostic factor for LRC, DMFS, DFS, or 0S. An effective
treatment strategy is needed for distant control. With the increasing use of IMRT and continued
modulation of treatment strategies for NPC, the current staging system faces great challenges.
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6) Comparative Effectiveness and Safety of Radiotherapy Treatments for Head and Neck

Cancer
http //eﬂechvehealtluare ahrq gov/'ndex.cfm/search-for-gmdes-rewews-and-

Prepared for:

Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
540 Gaither Road

Rockville, MD 20850

Prepared by:

Blue Cross and Blue Shield Association Technology Evaluation Center Evidence-based Practice
Center

Chicago, IL

Investigators

David J. Samson, M.S.

Thomas A. Ratko, Ph.D.

Barbara Mauger Rothenberg, Ph.D.
Heather M. Brown, M.D.

Claudia Bonnell, B.S.N., M.LS.
Kathleen M. Ziegler, Pharm.D.
Naomi Aronson, Ph.D.

Key Quote: "...The strength of the body of evidence for IMRT reducing late xerostomia and
improving quality of life compared with 3DCRT was graded as low, because of the overall poor
quality of the available studies. However, the consistent results reported in favor of IMRT
suggest a true effect. The observed reduction is unlikely the result of bias as susceptibility to
xerostomia is common in the head and neck cancer population and it is unlikely between-group
imbalances account for results. Thus, the evidence is consistent enough to suggest a true effect
in favor of IMRT, but not precise enough to quantify the magnitude of effect...”

7) Nasopharyngeal cancer: EHNS—-ESMO-ESTRO Clinical Practice Guidelines for diagnosis,
treatment and follow-up.

http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/pubmed/20555078
Note: Not only US professional organizations but also groups around the world recommend the

use of IMRT.

Prostate:

1) Preliminary Analysis of 3DCRT vs IMRT on the High Dose Arm of the RTOG 0126
Prostate Cancer Trial: Toxicity Report
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http://www.oncolink.org/conferences/article.cfm?id=2166

Reporter: J Taylor Whaley
Affiliation: The Abramson Cancer Center of the University of Pennsylvania
Last Modified: October 3, 2011

Presenter: Jeff Michalski, MD
Presenter’s Affiliation: Washington University Medical Center, St. Louis, MO

Trial was funded by the NCI and run by RTOG.
Background

o Numerous dosimetric and several single institution retrospective studies have evaluated
the role of IMRT in the treatment of prostate cancer as a mechanism of dose escalation
while limiting GU and Gl toxicity. IMRT utilizes multiple beams and computerized
planning to modulate the radiation beam, increasing target coverage while decrease the
radiation dose to organs at risk.

« Dosimetric studies have consistently demonstrated decreased doses to bowel, bladder,
and erectile structures with IMRT vs. 3D conformal radiation.

» Single institution data demonstrate decreased Gl and GU toxicities with IMRT,

* The authors present preliminary analysis of clinical & treatment characteristics
associated with acute & late toxicity in men receiving high dose RT on a phase Il RTOG
dose escalation trial.

» The trial was designed to evaluate dose-escalation for 79.2 vs 70.2 Gy; however, after
1.5 years of enrollment, the trial was amended to allow IMRT planning. This was an
unplanned analysis of toxicity of IMRT vs 3D conformal in the high dose arm.

Materials and Methods

» 1548 patients were included in the trial. 748 patients were treated on the high dose
arm. Patients were enrolled with Gleason Score 6 and PSA 10-20 or Gleason Score 7 and
PSA <15,

« Patients treated with 3DCRT received 55.8 Gy to a PTV that included the prostate &
proximal seminal vesicles (P+pSV) followed by a 23.4Gy to prostate only. IMRT patients
were treated to the P+pSV to 79.2Gy.

« All radiation treatment plans were centrally reviewed.

» Physician reported toxicity was recorded.

o 748 of 763 patients were randomized to the 73.2 Gy arm of RTOG 0126 were eligible &
evaluable. 491 & 257 patients were treated with 3DCRT & IMRT, respectively.

o Median follow-up was 4.6 years & 3.5 years for 3DCRT & IMRT patients.

» Dosimetry outcomes were statistically improved with IMRT:

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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= The percent of the bladder receiving 65 Gy, 70 Gy and 75 Gy were 25.3%, 22.2%,
and 17.7% for 3DCRT

> The percent of the bladder receiving 65 Gy, 70 Gy and 75 Gy were 19.7%, 16.6%
and 13.1% for IMRT.

= The median rectum V65, V70 & V75 were 27.4%, 21.7%, & 15.8% for 3DCRT and
23.0%, 18.2% & 13.0% for IMRT.

» Acute GI/ GU toxicity:
Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4/5
3D-CRT 16.90% 2.50% 0.00%
IMRT 13.90% 2.40% 0.00%
* Late GI/GU toxicity:
Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4/5
3D-CRT 23.60% 8.90% 0.60%
IMRT 19.90% 4.70% 0.40%

For Grade 2+ acute GI/GU toxicity, both univariate and multivariate analyses, show a
statistically significant decrease in Grade 2+ acute collective GI/GU toxicity for IMRT.
This transiates into a 39% reduction in acute Grade 2+ toxicity with IMRT.

There are no significant differences with 3DCRT or IMRT for acute or late Grade 2+ or 3+
GU toxicities.

Despite a small number of events, univariate analysis shows a statistically significant
decrease in late Grade 2+ Gl toxicity for IMRT (p=0.039). On multivariate analysis, IMRT
shows a trend for a 28% reduction in Grade 2+ late Gi toxicity (p=0.099).

Acute Grade 3+ toxicity was significantly associated with late Grade 3+ toxicity.

In the multivariate analysis, RT modality is not significant whereas white race & a rectal
V70 (volume receiving greater than 70 Gy)>15% are significantly associated with Grade
2+ rectal toxicity.

Author's Conclusions

IMRT is associated with a statistically significant reduction in high dose volume of
bladder and rectum doses.

IMRT is associated with a statistically significant reduction in acute and late Grade 2+ GI
toxicity.

Rectum V70 <15% and V75< 10% are associated with increased risks of late Gl toxicity.
The occurrence of acute GI toxicity and large (>15%) volumes of rectum exceeding 70Gy
are associated with late rectal toxicity.

Race differences with increased toxicity documented in white patients was noted in the

study.

142

Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA



Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

10

Clinical Implications

» Dose-escalation has been demonstrated in randomized trials to improved biochemical
failure free survival with external beam radiation therapy for prostate cancer; however,
it must be done with appropriate constraints in place to minimize toxicities.

« Single institution data suggest IMRT allows dose escalation while decreasing acute and
late toxicity.

» This trial is the first multi-institutional trial that demonstrates IMRT can be used for
dose-escalation with decreased rates of toxicity. This study was not randomizing IMRT
vs conventional radiation, and results should be evaluated with this in mind.
Additionally, these data were recorded prior to the use of daily imaging guidance
radiation therapy.

» Research should continue to attempt to develop mechanisms to allow dose escalation
while minimizing dose to organs at risk.

2) Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2012 Jul 12. [Epub ahead of print)
Long-term Survival and Toxicity in Patients Treated With High-Dose Intensity Modulated
Radiation Therapy for Localized Prostate Cancer. Spratt DE, Pei X, Yamada J, Kolimeier MA, Cox
B, Zelefsky MJ.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22735805

Source: Department of Radiation Oncology, Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center, New
York, New York

PURPOSE: To report long-term survival and toxicity outcomes with the use of high-dose
intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) to 86.4 Gy for patients with localized prostate
cancer.

METHODS AND MATERIALS: Between August 1997 and December 2008, 1002 patients were
treated to a dose of 86.4 Gy using a 5-7 field IMRT technigue. Patients were stratified by
prognostic risk group based on National Comprehensive Cancer Network risk classification
criteria. A total of 587 patients (59%) were treated with neoadjuvant and concurrent androgen
deprivation therapy. The median follow-up for the entire cohort was 5.5 years (range, 1-14

years).

RESULTS: For low-, intermediate-, and high-risk groups, 7-year biochemical relapse-free survival
outcomes were 98.8%, 85.6%, and 67.9%, respectively (P<.001), and distant metastasis-free
survival rates were 99.4%, 94.1%, and 82.0% (P<.001), respectively. On multivariate analysis, T
stage (P<.001), Gleason score (P<.001), and >50% of initial biopsy positive core (P=.001) were
predictive for distant mestastases. No prostate cancer-related deaths were observed in the
low-risk group. The 7-year prostate cancer-specific mortality (PCSM) rates, using competing risk
analysis for intermediate- and high-risk groups, were 3.3% and 8.1%, respectively (P=.008). On
multivariate analysis, Gleason score (P=.004), percentage of biopsy core positivity (P=.003), and
T-stage (P=.033) were predictive for PCSM. Actuarial 7-year grade 2 or higher late
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gastrointestinal and genitourinary toxicities were 4.4% and 21.1%, respectively. Late grade 3
gastrointestinal and genitourinary toxicity was experienced by 7 patients (0.7%) and 22 patients
(2.2%), respectively. Of the 427 men with full potency at baseline, 317 men (74%) retained
sexual function at time of last follow-up.

CONCLUSIONS: This study represents the largest cohort of patients treated with high-dose
radiation to 86.4 Gy, using IMRT for localized prostate cancer, with the longest follow-up to
date. Our findings indicate that this treatment results in excellent clinical outcomes with

acceptable toxicity.

3) Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2012 Jun 1;83(2):630-5. Epub 2011 Nov 16.
Intensity-modulated radiotherapy causes fewer side effects than three-dimensional conformal
radiotherapy when used in combination with brachytherapy for the treatment of prostate
cancer. Forsythe K, Blacksburg S, Stone N, Stock RG.

http: .ncbi.nim.nih.

Source: Department of Radiation Oncology, Mount Sinai School of Medicine, New York, NY
10029, USA.

PURPOSE: To measure the benefits of intensity-modulated radiotherapy (IMRT) compared with
three-dimensional conformal radiotherapy (3D-CRT) when used in combination with
brachytherapy for the treatment of prostate cancer.

METHODS AND MATERIALS: We conducted a retrospective review of all patients with localized
prostate cancer who received external-beam radiotherapy (EBRT) in combination with
brachytherapy with at least 1 year follow-up {n =812). Combination therapy consisted of
(103)Pd or (125)I implant, followed by a course of EBRT. From 1993 to March 2003 521 patients
were treated with 3D-CRT, and from April 2003 to March 2009 291 patients were treated with
IMRT. Urinary symptoms were prospectively measured with the International Prostate
Symptom Score questionnaire with a single quality of life (QOL) question; rectal bleeding was
assessed per the Radiation Therapy Oncology Group/European Organization for Research and
Treatment of Cancer Late Radiation Morbidity Scoring Schema. The Pearson x(2) test was used
to compare toxicities experienced by patients who were treated with either IMRT or 3D-CRT.
Logistic regression analyses were also performed to rule out possible confounding factors.

RESULTS: Within the first 3 months after treatment, patients treated with 3D-CRT scored their
urinary symptoms as follows: 19% mild, 44% moderate, and 37% severe; patients treated with
IMRT scored their urinary symptoms as follows: 36% mild, 47% moderate, and 17% severe (p <
0.001). The 3D-CRT patients rated their QOL as follows: 35% positive, 20% neutral, and 45%
negative; IMRT patients rated their QOL as follows: 51% positive, 18% neutral, and 31%
negative (p < 0.001). After 1 year of follow-up there was no longer any difference in urinary
morbidity between the two groups. Logistic regression confirmed the differences in
International Prostate Symptom Score and QOL in the acute setting (p < 0.001 for both). Grade
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2 2 rectal bleeding was reported by 11% of 3D-CRT patients and 7% of IMRT patients (p =
0.046); logistic regression analysis also confirmed this observation (p = 0.040).

CONCLUSIONS: When used in combination with brachytherapy, IMRT offers less Grade 2 2
rectal bleeding, less acute urinary toxicities, and is associated with a higher QOL compared with
3D-CRT.

Cervical:

1) Gynecol Oncol. 2012 Apr;125(1):151-7. Epub 2011 Dec 22
Intensity-modulated radiation therapy for advanced cervical cancer: a comparison of dosimetric
and clinical outcomes with conventional radiotherapy. Du XL, Tao J, Sheng XG, Lu CH, Yu H,
Wang C, Song QQ, Li QS, Pan CX.

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22158339

Source: Department of Gynecologic Oncology, Shandong Cancer Hospital, Jinan, People's
Republic of China

OBJECTIVE: The aim of this study is to evaluate the dosimetry, efficacy and toxicity of reduced
field intensity-modulated radiation therapy (RF-IMRT) for patients with advanced cervical
cancer.

METHODS: From August 2005 to August 2010, 60 patients with stage 11B-111B cervical cancer
underwent reduced field IMRT (RF-IMRT group) and 62 patients treated with conventional
radiotherapy (c-RT group) were enrolled. The RF-IMRT plans were as follows: whole pelvic IMRT
plan was performed to deliver a dose of 30Gy firstly, then the irradiated volume was reduced to
lymphatic drainage region as well as paracervix and parametrium for an additional 30Gy boost.
Intracavitary brachytherapy and concurrent chemotherapy were performed during external
irradiation. The tumor coverage and normal tissue avoidance were evaluated. Treatment
response, toxicities and survival were assessed.

RESULTS: The mean dose delivered to the planning target volume was significantly higher in RF-
IMRT group than in c-RT group (61.5 vs. 50.8Gy, P=0.046). IMRT plans yielded better dose
conformity to the target and better sparing of the rectal, bladder and small intestine. The RF-
IMRT patients experienced significantly lower acute and chronic toxicities with comparable
short-term effects than did those treated with conventional RT (CR: 87.7% vs. 88.3%, P=0.496;
PR: 7.0% vs. 6.7%, P=0.440). No significant differences were found between treatment groups
for 1year, 3year, and Syear overall survival (OS) levels, although the latter approached
statistical significance in favor of IMRT, while a significantly higher progression-free survival
(PFS; P=0.031) was seen for IMRT.

CONCLUSIONS: RF-IMRT yields improved dose distributions, with lower toxicities, while
providing comparable clinical outcomes. The increased PFS may be an advantage.
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APPENDIX A. SAMPLE IMRT POLICY SUBMITTED BY ASTRO

American Society for Therapeutic Radiation and Oncology (ASTRO) Model Policy on
Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT)

Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT)

DESCRIPTION:

Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT) is a technology for delivering highly conformal
external beam radiation 1o solid tumors. The radiation beams are customized for cach paticnt; the
treatment volume is well-defined and the beam intensity is modulated. The delivery of treatment
with radiation beams whose intensity varies scross the beam surface makes IMRT particularly useful
for abtaining the highly conformal dose distributions needed to irmadiate complex targets positioned
near, or immediately adjacent to, sensitive normal tissues,

IMRT Treatment Planning:

IMRT treatment plans are geometrically more accurate and tailored (o the target volumes than are
conventional or three-dimensiona! rudiation plans. The IMRT planning computer algorithm
describes the necessary field sizes, gantry angles, and other beam characteristics noeded to achieve
the desired dose distribution. The cssential feature of an IMRT plan is that it describes the means
to deliver treatment utilizing non-uniform beam intensities.

Three-dimensional image acquisition by simulation (¢.g., CT, MR, PET or similar image fusion
technology) is a prerequisite 1o IMR'T treatment planning. The physician then outlines (contours) the
visible abnormality scen on cach slice of the image set. The three-dimensional summation of these
contours defines the Gross Tumor Volume (GTV). The physician draws a margin around the GTV 10
gencrate a Clinical Target Volume (CTV) which encompasses the volume of tissue at risk for
microscopic discase (not visible on imaging studies). To account for potential patient set-up
variation or organ and patient motion, a final margin is then added to create what is termed the
Planning Target Volume (PTV). The physician also contours nearby normal structures that
potentially could be damaged by radiation (“organs at risk™).

The physician must assign specific dose requirements for the PTV (minimum dose and dose
homogeneity) and dose constraints for the organs at risk (maximum allowable doses). A treatment
plan that satisfies these requirements and constraints should maximize the potential for discase
control and minimize the risk of radiation injury to normal tissue.

Finally, the radiation physicist or a supervised dosimetrist calculates a complex multi-beam
treatment plan that will deliver the prescription dose to the PT'V and satisfy the normal tissue
dose constraints. The radiation bean is, in effect, a collection of “beamlets,” each with a
different level of radiation intensity. The summation of these “beamlets™ delivers the
characteristic, highly conformal IMRT dose distribution. The PTV, therefore, receives a high
dose of radiation while nearby organs receive significantly lower doses.

Prior 1o treatment delivery the physicist performs basic dose calculations on cach of the modulated
beams. These patient specific monitor unit computations verify through a second (independent of
treatment planning) dose calculation method that the computer has correctly performed the

ASTIO mysbel pol ams wese deveboped &1 & mowns 10 elhowetly communcits what AS TRO befsever 1o be cormert coveragr pobicies fior matanan
ewulogy tervices The ASTRO madel policies do not serve as cluscal gadelines and they aev satpect 10 perod « review dad revison withost soloe
The ASTRO Moded Folices may be reproduced end detnbused, withot modef ,, for wal purpvees

ASTRO IMRT Mode! Policy draft 03-2007

146

Washington State Health Care Authority | HCA



Final Public Comments and Disposition August 17, 2012

treatment planning calculations. The calculated beams are then delivered either wo a phantom or a
dosimetry measuring device to confirm that the point dose and dose distribution arc physically
verifiable and that the intensity modulated beams are technically feasible.

Documentation of all aspects of the planning process is essential,

IMRT Treatment Delivery:

IMRT treatment delivery can be accomplished through a variety of technologies. The most
common approach utilizes a muiti-leaf collimator (MLC) to modulate the intensity of the beam.
Various forms of MLC technology include fixed gantry types such as static MLC (step and shoot)
where the leaves do not move when the beam is on and dymamic MLC (sliding window) where
they move during treatment. There are also moving gantry technologies including fan-beam
therapy that uses a binary collimator to deliver slice-by-slice treaument and intensity modulated arc
therapy, in which the gantry rotates while moving MLCs create non-uniform dose to the planning
target volume during individual arc scgments. A different technical solution for IMRT is to use a
solid compensator with varying thickness filters to modulate the beum. The basic requirement for
all forms of IMRT treatment delivery is that the tlechnology must accurately produce the caleulated
dose distribution described by the IMRT plan.

The highly conformal dose distribution produced by IMRT results in much sharper spatial dose
gradients than conventional or three-dimensional conformal radiation therapy. Consequently,
small changes in patient or target position within the body can cause large changes in the dosc
delivered to the PTV and to the organs at risk, Thus patient immobilization is required for
precision IMRT. A number of imaging techniques (¢.g., ultrasound. kilovoltage or megavoltage
cone beam C1 scan, stercoscopic X-ray) may also be utilized to account for the daily motion of the
PT'V and more accurately deliver the treatment (fmage Guided Radiation Therapy or IGRT),
Changes in the location of the target within the body during a single fraction can arise from
respiratory motion or other physiologic variances. To accommodate such changes the PTV may
be drawn based upon published studies of organ motion or on dynamic imaging studies, or
treatment delivery may be actively modulated by direct measures of motion during treatment.

INDICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS OF COVERAGE AND/OR MEDICAL
NECESSITY:

INDICATIONS OF COVERAGE:

IMRT may ofler advantages over conventional or three-dimensional conformal radiation. Before
applying this technology, however, 8 comprehensive understanding of the benefits and
consequences is required.

IMRT is not a replacement therapy for conventional or three-dimensional conformal radiation

therapy methods. IMR' is considered reasonable and necessary in instances where sparing the
surrounding normal tissue is of added benefit and af least one of the following conditions is met:

o ‘Ihe target volume is in close proximity to critical structures that must be protected.
e The volume of interest must be covered with narrow margins to adequately protect
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immediately adjacent structures.

e An immediately adjacent arca has been previously irradiated and abutting portals must be
established with high precision.

e The target volume is concave or convex, and critical normal tissues are within or around that
convexity or concavity,

e Dose escalation is planned 1o deliver radiation doses in excess of those commonly utilized
for similar tumors with conventional treatment.

IMRT is indicated as a standard treatment option for:

e Primary, metastatic or benign tumors of the central nervous system including the brain, brain
stem and spinal cord;

e Primary, metastatic tumors of the spine where the spinal cord tolerance may be exceeded
with conventional treatment

e Primary, metastatic, or benign lesions to the head and neck arca including:

o Orbits

o Sinuses

o Skull base

o Acro-digestive truct

o Salivary glands;

Carcinoma of the prostate;

Selected cases of thoracic and abdominal malignancies;

Selected cases (i.e. not routing) of breast cancers with close proximity to critical structures;

Other pelvic and retroperitoneal tumors that meet the requirements for medical necessity;

and

e Reirradiation that meets the requirements for medical necessity.

Although IMRT is not indicated as the routine management for other cancers, IMRT is often
reasonable and necessary treatment for other sites. There is no definitive list of “approved sites™ nor
is it possible to preclude some cancers solely on the basis of primary site of origin. The radiation
oncologist must consider the five criteria detailed above (proximity to critical structures, narrow
margins, previous radiation, target shape, and dose escalation requirement) and then determine if
IMRT is indicated. For example, IMRT may be indicated in the treatment of lung cancers and intra-
abdominal and pelvic malignancies where the effect of organ motion must be considered. In the
case of breast cancer, while not routine, IMRT may be indicated when the tumor is in proximity ©
the heart. For all instances, the physician should document the indications for IMRT.

LIMITATIONS OF COVERAGE:
IMRY is not considered reasonable and necessary unless al least one of the eriteria listed in the
“Indications of Coverage™ section of this policy is present.

PHYSICIANS' CURRENT PROCEDURAL TERMINOLOGY (CPT™YHCPCS
SECTION & BENEFIT CATEGORY (Note - CPT is a trudemark of the American
Medical Association (AMA) :

Therapeutic Radiology
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CPT™HCPCS CODES:

CPT Category | Code IMRT Treatment Planning
« 77301 Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT) plan, including dose-volume
histograms for target and critical structure partial tolerance specifications.

(Dose plan is optimized using inverse or forward planning technique for modulated
beam delivery fe.g., binary dynamic MLC) to create highly conformal dose distribution.
Computer plan distribution must be verified for positional accuracy based on dosimetry
verification of the intensity map with verification of treatment set-up and interpretation
of verification methodology)

This code is typically reported only once per course of IMRT.

CPT Category 1 Code for Collimator-based IMRT Treatment Delivery
o 77418 Iensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT) delivery, single or multipie
fields/ares, via narrow spatially and temporally modulated beams, binary. dynamic
MLC, per treatmeni session

CPT Category 111 Code Compensator-based IMRT Treatment Delivery
o 0073T Compensator-based beam modulation treatment delivery of inverse planmed
treatment using three or more high resolution (milled or cast) compensator
convergent beam modulated fields, per treatment session

Medical Radiation Physics, Dosimetry and Treatment Devices

Basic Radiation Dosimetry

Basic radiation dosimetry is a separate and distinct service from IMRT planning and should be
reported accordingly. The radiation dose delivered by each IMRT beam must be individually
calculated and verified before the course of radiation treatment begins. Thus, multiple basic dosimetry
calculations (up to 10) are typically performed and reported on in a single day. Supporting
documentation should accompany a claim for more than ten (10) calculations in a single day.

CPT Category | Codes for IMRT Dosimetry

77300 radiation therapy dose plan

Treatment Devices
There are several categories of treatment devices used in conjunction with the delivery of IMRT

radiotherapy. Immobilization treatment devices are commonly employed to ensurc that the beam is
accurately on target. In addition, the radistion oncologist is responsible for the design of the series of
treatment deyices that definc the beam geometry. The beam aperture, the dose constraints per beam, the
couch and gantry angles for each portal, and the coverage requirements all must be evaluated in order to
guide the generation of the multi-leaf collimator segments. It is appropriate to report a treatment device
CPT code for each complex IMRT field (i.c., gantry/table angle for step and shoot and sliding windows).
It should not be billed for each segment within the field. CPT code 77334 is rypically billed multiple
times (often on the same day of service), once for cach of the separate IMRT fields as required by the
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plan during the course of IMRT treatment. The typical case will require up to ten (10) devices. A claim
for the use of more than ten (10) should be submitted with supporting documentation.

CPT Category 1 Codes for IMRT Treatment Devices

77332 treatment devices, design and construction; simple

T7333 treatment devices, design and construction; intermediate

77334 ireatment devices, design and construction; complex
Image Guided Radiation Therapy
Image Guided Radiation Therapy (IGRT) utilizes imaging technology to modify treatment delivery to
account for changes in the position of the intended target. IGRT is used in conjunction with IMRT in
patients whose tumors are located near or within critical structures and/or in tissue with inherent sctup
variation. Thus, although IGRT is a distinct service, it may be used and documented along with
IMRT treatment delivery (774 18) when necessary,

CPT Category 1 Codes for IGRT

76930 Ultrasonic guidance for placement of radiation therapy fields

77014 Compuied tomography guidance for placement of radiation fields (*this code

replaces 76370)
77421 Stereoscopic x-ray guidance for localization of larget volume for the delivery of
radiation therapy.
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ICD-9-CM CODES THAT SUPPORT MEDICAL NECESSITY:

ICD-9
Code Description
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF UPPER LIP VERMILLION BORDER -
1400 - | MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LIP UNSPECIFIED VERMILLION BORDER
140.9
141.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF BASE OF TONGUE — MALIGNANT
141.9 NEOPLASM OF TONGUE UNSPECIFIED
142.0 MALINANT NEOPLASM OF PAROTID GLAND ]
142.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SUBMANDIBULAR GLAND
1422 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SUBLINGUAL GLAND
142 8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER MAJOR SALIVARY GLANDS
142.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SALIVARY GLAND, UNSPECIFIED
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ANTERIOR PORTION OF FLOOR OF
144.0 MOUTH
i MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LATERAL PORTION OF FLOOR OF MOUTH
144.8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SITES OF FLOOR OF MOUTH
—_— MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF FLOOR OF MOUTH, PART UNSPECIFIED
145.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CHEEK MUCOSA
145.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF VESITIBULE OF MOUTHI
1452 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF HARD PALATE
1453 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SOFT PALATE
145.4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF UVULA
1455 MAIIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PALATE, UNSPLCIFIED
145.6 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RETROMOLAR AREA
145.8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED PARTS OF MOUTH
145.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF MOUTH, UNSPECIFIED
146.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF TONSIL.
146.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF TONSILLAR FOSSA
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF TONSILLAR PILLARS (ANTERIOR)
146.2 (POSTERIOR)
1463 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF VALLECULA EPIGLOTTICA
146.4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ANTERIOR ASPECT OF EPIGLOTTIS
" MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF JUNCTIONAL REGION OF OROPHARYNX
146.6 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LATERAL WALL OF OROPHARYNX
146.7 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF POSTERIOR WATL OF OROPHAR YNX
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF
146.8 OROPHARYNX
146.9 MALIGNANT NFOPLASM OF OROPHAR YNX, UNSPECIFIED SITE
147.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SUPERIOR WALL OF NASOPHARYNX
147.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF POSTERIOR WALL OF
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NASOPHARYNX
147.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LATERAL WALIL OF NASOPHARYNX
147.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ANTERIOR WALL OF NASOPHARYNX
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF
147.8 NASOPHARYNX
147.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF NASOPHARYNX, UNSPECIFIED SITE
148.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF POSTCRICOID REGION OF HYPOPHARYNX
148.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PYRIFORM SINUS
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ARYEPIGLOTTIC FOLD,
148.2 HYPOPHARYNGEAL ASPECT
148.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF POSTERIOR HYPOPHARYNGEAL WALL
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF
148.8 HYPOPHARYNX
148.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF HYPOPHARYNX, UNSPECIFIED SITE
149.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PHARYNX, UNSPECIFIED
149.1 MALIGNANT NFOPLASM OF WALDEYER'S RING
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SITES WITHIN THE LIP AND ORAL
1498 CAVITY
MALIGNANT NFOPLASM OF ILL-DEFINED SITES WITHIN THE LIP AND
1499 ORAL CAVITY
150 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ESOPHAGUS
150.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CERVICAL ESOPHAGUS
150.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF THORACIC ESOPHAGUS
1502 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ABDOMINAL ESOPHAGUS
150.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF UPPER THIRD ESOPHAGUS
1504 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF MIDDLE THIRD ESOPHAGUS
150.5 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LOWER THIRD ESOPHAGUS
150.8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ESOPHAGUS, OTHER SPECIFIED PART
150.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ESOPHAGUS UNSPECIFIED
151.0 - MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CARDIA - MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF
151.9 STOMACH UNSPECIFIED SITE
153 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF COLON =
153.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF HEPATIC FLEXURE
153.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF TRANSVERSE COLON
153.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF DESCENDING COLON
153.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SIGMOID COLON
1534 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CECUM
153.5 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF APPENDIX
153.6 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ASCENDING COLON
153.7 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM SPLENIC FLEXURE
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Code Description
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF LARGE
153.8 INTESTINE
153.9 MALIGNANT NEOPIASM COLON, UNSPECIFIED
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RECTUM, RECTOSIGMOID JUNCTION,
154 AND ANUS
154.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RECTOSIGMOID JUNCTION
154.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RECTUM
1542 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ANAL CANAL
1543 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ANUS, UNSPECIFIED
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RECTUM, RECTOSIGMOID JUNCTION,
154.8 AND ANUS , OTHER .
48 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LIVER AND INTRAHEPATIC BILE DUCTS
155.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LIVER, PRIMARY
155.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF INTRAHEPATIC BILE DUCTS
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF GALLBLADDDER AND EXTRAHEPATIC
155.2 BILE
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF GALLBLADDER AND EXTRAHEPATIC
156 BILE DUCTS
156.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF GALLBLADDER
156.1 MALIGNANI NEOPLASM OF EXTRAHEPATIC BILE DUCTS
1362 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF AMPULLA VATER
OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF GALLBLADDER AND EXTRAHEPATIC BILE
156.8 DUCTS
1569 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF BILLIARY TRACT, PART UNSPECIFIED
157 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PANCREAS
157.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM HEAD OF PANCREAS
157.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM BODY OF PANCREAS
157.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM TAIL OF PANCREAS
157.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM PANCREATIC DUCT
157.4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM ISLETS OF LANGERHANS
157.8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF PANCREAS
157.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM PANCREAS, PART UNSPECIFIED
1580 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RETROPERITONEUM
158.8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SPECIFIED PARTS OF PERITONEUM
1589 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PERITONEUM, UNSPECIFIED
160.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF NASAL CAVITIES
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF AUDITORY TUBE, MIDDLE EAR, AND
160.1 MASTOID AIR CELLS
160.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF MAXILLARY SINUS
160.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ETHMOIDAL SINUS )
160.4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF FRONTAL SINUS
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1CD-9 ]
Code Description
160.5 MALIGNANT NEOPIASM OF SPHENOIDAL SINUS
1608 MALIGNANT NEOPLLASM OF OTHER ACCESSORY SINUSES
160.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ACCESSORY SINUS, UNSPECIFIED
161.0 - MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF GLOTTIS = MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF
161.9 LARYNX UNSPECIFIED
162 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF TRACHEA, BRONCHUS, AND LUNG
162.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM TRACHEA
162.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM MAIN BRONCHUS
162.3 MALIGNANT NEOPL.ASM UPPER [LOBE, BRONCHUS OR LUNG
1624 | MALIGNANT NEOPLASM MIDDLE LOBE, BRONCHUS OR LUNG
1625 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM LOWER LOBE, BRONCHUS OR LUNG
1628 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OTHER PARTS OF BRONCHUS OR LUNG
1629 BRONCHUS AND LUNG, UNSPECIFIED
163 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PLEURA
163.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLSAM PARIETAL PLEURA
163.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM VISCERAL PLEURA
1638 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF PLEURA
1639 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM PLEURA UNSPECIFIED
T4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF THYMUS, HEART AND MEDIASTINUM
164.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF THYMUS
164.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF HEAR'T
164.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ANTERIOR MEDIASTINUM
164.3 MATIGNANT NEOPLASM OF POSTERIOR MEDIASTINUM
164.8 OTHER OF THYMUS, HEART MEDIASTINUM
164.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM MEDIASTINUM PART UNSPECIFIED
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE
171.0 OF HEAD, FACE, AND NECK
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE
1712 OF UPPER LIMB, INCLUDING SHOULDER
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE
171.3 OF LOWER LIMB, INCLUDING HIP
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE,
171.4 OF THORAX
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE
171.5 OF ABDOMEN
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE
171.6 OF PELVIS
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE
1717 OF TRUNK, UNSPECIFIED ,
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF CONNECTIVE
171.8 AND OTHER SOFT TISSUE
171.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONNECTIVE AND OTHER SOFT
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Code Description
TISSULE, SITE UNSPECIFIED

174 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF FEMALE BREAST

174.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM NIPPLE AND AREOLA

174.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM CENTRAL PORTION

174.2 MALIGNANT NECOPLASM UPPER INNER QUADRANT

174.5 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM LOWER INNER QUADRANT

174.4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM UPPER OUTER QUADRANT

174.5 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM LOWER OUTER QUADRANT

174.6 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM AXILLARY TAIL

174.8 OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF FEMALE BREAST

175 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF MALE BREAST

175.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF NIPPLE AND AREOLA

1759 OTHER AND UNSPECIFIED SITES OF MALE BREAST
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF UTERUS-PART UNS - MALIGNANT

179-1839 | NEOPLAMS OF UTERINE ADNEXA UNSPECIFIED SITE

184 - MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER AND UNSPECIFIED FEMALE

184 9 GENITAL ORGANS

185 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PROSTATE

188.0 - MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF TRIGONE OF URINARY BLADDER -

1889 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF BLADDER PART UNSPECIFIED

1890 - MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF KIDNEY EXCEPT PELVIS - MALIGNANT

1899 NEOPLASM OF URINARY ORGAN SITE UNSPECIFIED
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF EYEBALL, EXCEPT CONJUNCTIVA,

190.0 CORNEA, RETINA, AND CHOROID

 190.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ORBIT

190.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LACRIMAL GLAND

190.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CONJUNCITIVA

190.4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CORNEA

190.5 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RETINA

190.6 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CHOROID

190.7 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LACRIMAL DUCT

190.8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF EYE

190.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF EYE, PART UNSPECIFIED
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CEREBRUM, EXCEPT LOBES AND

191.0 VENTRICLES

191.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF FRONTAL LOBE

191.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF TEMPORAL LOBE

191.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PARIETAL LOBE

191.4 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OCCIPITAL LOBE

191.5 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF VENTRICLES

191.6 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CEREBELLUM NOS

191.7 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF BRAIN STEM
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19
Code Description
191.8 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER PARTS OF BRAIN
191.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF BRAIN, UNSPECIFIED SITE
192.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CRANIAL NERVES
192.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF CEREBRAL MENINGES
192.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SPINAL CORD
192.3 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF SPINAL MENINGES
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED SITES OF NERVOUS
192.8 SYSTEM
192.9 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF NERVOUS SYSTEM, PART UNSPECIFIED
193 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF THYROID GLAND
194.0 MALIGNANT !‘{EOPLASM OF ADRENAL GLAND
194.1 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PITUITARY GLAND
1945 OTHER ENDOCRINE GLANDS, CAROTID BODY
OTHER ENDOCRINCE GLANDS, AORTIC BODY AND OTHER
196 PARAGANGLIA
195.0 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF HEAD, FACE, AND NECK
195.1 MALIGNAN'T NEOPLASM OF THORAX
195.2 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF ABDOMEN
1953 MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF PELVIS
1954 | MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF UPPER LIMB
195.5 MALIGNANT NLOPLASM OF 1LOWER LIMB
MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF HEAD, FACE, AND NECK - OTHER
1958 SPECIFIED SITES
SECONDARY AND UNSPECIFIED MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LYMPH
NODES OF HEAD, FACE, AND NECK ~ SECONDARY AND UNSPECIFIED
196.0 - MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LAYMPH NODES SITE UNSPECIFIED
196.9
197.0 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LUNG
197.1 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF MEDIASTINUM
SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF RETGROPERITONEUM AN
197.6 DPERITONEUM
197.7 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF LIVER
SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER DIGESTIVE ORGANS
197.8 AND SPLEEN (e.g. pancreas, pallbladder, biliary tract)
198.0 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NLEOPLASM OF KIDNEY
198.1 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER URINARY ORGANS
1983 SCCONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF BRAIN AND SPINAL CORD
SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER PARTS OF NERVOUS
198.4 SYSTEM
198.5 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF BONE AND BONE
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Code Description
MARROW
198 .6 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OVARY
198.82 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF GENITAL ORGANS
198 89 SECONDARY MALIGNANT NEOPLASM OF OTHER SPECIFIED SITES
201 HODGKIN'S DISEASE
201.0 HODGKIN'S PARAGRANULOMA
201.1 HODGKIN'S GRANULOMA
201.2 HODGKIN'S SARCOMA
201 4 LYMPHOCYTIC-HISTIOCYTIC PREDOMINANCE
201.5 NODULAR SCLEROSIS
201.6 MIXED CELLULARITY
201.7 LYMPHOCYTIC DEPLETTON
201.9 HODGKIN'S DISEASE, UNSPECIFIED
OTHER MALIGNANT NEOPLASMS OF LYMPHOID AND HISTIOCYTIC
202 TISSUE
202.0 NODULAR LYMPHOMA
202.8 OTHER LYMPHOMAS .
202.80 UNSPECIFIED SITE, EXTRANODAIL AND SOLID ORGAN SITES
202.81 LYMPH NODES OF HEAD. FACE, AND NECK
202.82 INTRATHORACIC LYMPH NODES
202.83 INTRA-ABDOMINAL LYMPH NODES
202.84 LYMPH NODES OF THE AXILLA AND UPPER LIMB
202.85 LYMPH NODES OF INGUINAL REGION AND LOWER LIMB
202.86 INTRAPELVIC LYMPH NODES
202.87 SPLEEN
202.88 LYMPH NODES OF MULTTPLE SITES
OTHER AND UNSPECIFIED MALIGNANT NEOPLASMS OF LYMPHOID
202.9 AND HISTIOCYTIC TISSUE
208.8 OTHER [ EUKEMIA OF UNSPECIFIED CELL TYPE
213 BENIGN NEOPLASM OF BONE AND ARTICULAR CARTILAGE
213.0 BONES OF SKULL AND FACE
213.1 LOWER JAW BONE
213.2 VERTEBRAL COLUMN, EXCLUDING SACRUM AND COCCYX
2133 RIBS, STERNUM, AND CLAVICLE
2134 SCAPULA AND [LONG BONES OF UPPER LIMB
2138 SHORT BONES OF UPPER LIMB
213.6 PELVIC BONES, SACRUM, AND COCCYX
213.7 LONG BONES OF LOWER LIMB
2118 SHORT BONES OF LOWER LIMB
2139 BONE AND ARTICULAR CARTILAGE, SITE UNSPECIFIED
225.1 BENIGN NEOPLASM OF CRANIAL NERVES
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1CD-9
Code Description
225.2 BENIGN NEOPIL.ASM OF CEREBRAL MENINGES
BENIGN NEOPLASM OF PITUITARY GLAND AND
227.3 CRANIOPHARYNGEAL DUCT
2274 BENIGN NEOPLASM OF PINEAL GLAND
2276 BENIGN NEOPLASM OF AORTIC BODY AND OTHER PARAGANGLIA
228.1 LYMPHANGIOMA. ANY SITE
336.9 UNSPECIFIED DISEASE OF SPINAL CORD
COMPRESSION OF VEIN /STRICTURE OF VEIN/ VENA CAVA
4592 SYNDROME (INFERIOR) (SUPERIOR)
747.81 CONGENITAL ANOMALIES OF CEREBROVASCULAR SYSTEM

DIAGNOSES TUAT SUPPORT MEDICAL NECESSITY:
Codes that indicate primary tumors or metastases as listed in the “Indications™ section and the
“ICD-9-CM Codes That Support Medical Necessity™ section of this policy.

ICD-9-CM CODES THAT DO NOT SUPPORT MEDICAL NECESSITY:

1CD-9-CM Codes not listed under the “ICD-9 Codes That Support Medical Necessity” section of
this policy are typically not covered. However, clinical circumstances rather than specific diagnoses
may be the most important determinants for using IMRT.

REASONS FOR DENIAL:

IMRT is not considered reasonable and necessary when none of the criteria listed in the
“Indications™ of coverage section and none of the diagnosis listed in the *1CD-9-CM Codes That
Support Medical Necessity™ section of this policy are present.

DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS:
Documentation in the patient’s medical records must support:

"

The reasonable and necessary requirements as outlined under the “Coverage and
Limitations™ sections of this policy and must be available to the Contractor for review upon
request.
The preseription must define the dose to the target and the dose constraints to the nearby
critical structures.
A note of medical necessity for IMRT, by the treating physician.
Signed IMRT inverse plan that meets prescribed dose constraints for the planning target
volume (PTV) and surrounding normal tissue.
The target verification methodology must include the following:

a. Documentation of the clinical treatment volume (CTV) and the planning target

volume (PTV).

b Documentation of immobilization and patient positioning.
Independent basic dose calculations of monitor units have been performed for each beam
before the patient's first treatment.
Documentation of fluence distributions (re-computed and measured in a phantom or
dosimetry measuring device) is required.
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8. Identification of structurcs that traverse high-and low-dose regions created by respiration is

indicated. Voluntary breath-holding alone is not a satisfactory solution for accounting for

organ motion,

CODING GUIDELINES:

The following CPT codes were used as building blocks during the development of the IMRT
planning CPT code. They are components of CPT code 77301 and therefore should not be
scparately coded or billed on the same day of service.

CPT» Code CPT» Code Descriptor
76370/ 77014 Computerized axial tomography guidance for placement of radiation
(deleted/current) | therapy ficlds
76375/ 76376 Coronal, sagittal, multiplanar, obligue, three-dimensional and/or
(deleted/current) | holographic reconstruction of computerized axial tomography, magnetic
resonance imaging, or other tomography modality
77295 Therapeutic radiology simulation-aided ficld setting; Three-dimensional
simulation
77331 Special radiation dosimetry

The following list of codes should also not be reported on the same daie of service us IMRT
planning (77301). They may, however, correctly be used, as needed, for medically necessary

simulation and treatment planning during the course of IMRT treatment (i.e. with code 77418.).

CPT™ Code | CPT™ Code Descriptor

77280 Therapeutic radiology simulation-aided ficld setting. simple

e Therapeutic radiology simulation-aided field sctting, intermediate

77290 Therapeutic radiology simulation-aided ficld setting, complex |

77305 Teletherapy, isodose plan (whether had or computer calculated): simple
(one or two parallel opposed unmodified ports directed 1o a single arca of
intcrest

77310 Teletherapy, isodose plan (whether had or computer calculated),
intermediate (three or more treatment ports directed to a single area of
interest)

77315 Teletherapy, isodose plan (whether had or computer calculated); Complex
(mantle or inverted Y, tangential ports, the use of wedges, compensators,
complex blocking, rotational beam, or special beam considerations).
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UTILIZATION GUIDELINES:

AMA CPT COPYRIGHT STATEMENT:
CPT codes, descriptions, and other data only are copyright 2007 American Medical
Association (or such other data of publicstion of CPT). All rights reserved. Applicable
FARS/DFARs clauses apply.

GENERAL IMRT REFERENCES:

ASTRO/ACR Guide to Radiation Oncology Coding 2007. American Society for Therapeutic
Radiology and Oncology, Fairfax, Virginia and American College of Radiology, Reston,
Virginia.

American Society for Therapeutic Radiology and Oncology (ASTRO)

Chao KSC, Ozyigit G. Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy jor Head and Neck Cancer. St.
Louis, MO: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins; 2003,

Chao KSC, ed. Apisarnthanarax S, asst ed, Ozyigit G, asst ed. . Practical Essentials of Intensity

Modulated Radiation Therapy, 2™ Edition. Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins;
2008

American Medical Association. Current Procedural Terminology (CPTI™ 2007, Chicago, IL:
American Medical Association Publishing: 2007,

DeVita VT, Hellman S, Rosenberg SA. CANCER. Principles & Practice of Oncology. 6" edition.
Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott William & Wilkins; 2001. Volume 1, Chapter 29, Section 4, pp 777-
787,

Fzzell GA, Galvin JM, Low D, et al, Guidance document on delivery, treatment planning, and
clinical implementation of IMRT: report of the IMRT Subcommittee of the AAPM Radiation
Therapy Committee. Med Phys. 2003;30:2089-2115,
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planning. Med Phys. 1998;25:1773-1829.
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of the American Society for Therapeutic Radiology and Oncology and the American Association of
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Radiol. 2004,77(914):88-96.
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APPENDIX B.REFERENCES AND ATTACHMENTS SUBMITTED BY VARIAN MEDICAL
SYSTEMS

VARIAN MEDICAL SYSTEMS | CLINICAL PERSPECTIVES | IMRET

A Review of Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT):
A Cost Effective, Personalized Form of Radiation Therapy

Radiation therapy (RT) is used to treat
approximately 67% of cancer patients in

the US, one or more times during the course
of their treatment, or about | million

patients per vear (ASTRO fact sheet, 2009),

In the carly 1990x, the standard of care was 1o ddliver KT using

a st of intersecting beams, cach shaped in two dimensions to the
contout of the cancer. Called 3-1) conformal radiation therapy
3-D CRT), the comb of two & ally shaped bearms
produces 4 theee dimensional high dose repion tha approvimates
the shape of the cancet

In the kue 1990x, the use of a more sculpred beam of R1
bocame commeon: Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy, o
IMRT. Each IMRT beam does more than simply conform to
the shape of the cancer in two dimensons. It acrually vanes the
intensity of the RT acconling 1 the dimensions of the cancer
in three dimenuons. A single IMRT beam is composed of many
small “beamlets™: cach can be a different intensity. Very
complicated cancer shapes can be croated, with rapid falloff
of dosc immediatcly outside the cancer. IMRT improves the
dosimetry of 3-1) CRT. and is often compared with 3-1) CRT
i clinscal srudies.

Due 1o the increase in the unidization of IMRT over the Lt
decade. the complexity of IMRT 10 plan and admunister. and
hocause at finst, there was limited published dlinical data, some
have arieicized IMRT a8 cxpersive medicine with uncertain
benefie. This handout provide an overview of recenr data related
to the clinial effectivencs of IMRT and docribes studics thae
are currendy underway so the reader will undentand the reasons
for increased adoptioa of IMRI

The poal of IMRT is 1o excalae the dose deliverad to the tarpet
i onder 1o achicve higher Jocal cancer control tates, withour 2
corresponding incresse in normial tisue wozicicy. The rosults ac
sufficiently encouraging 1o stimulate further clinical development
(see Tables 1 & 7). [nitial data indicaee that cancer control afier
IMRT s superior to tesuits from 3-0) CRT and randomized
controlled phase [ triads are underway. The beam shaping and
variation in dose intenuty of IMRT is done specifically for cach
cancer patient and b “penonalized” RT

CLINICAL RESULTS SINCE THE INTRODUCTION OF IMRT
This handout reports compasisons berween 3-D CRT and IMRT
in terrm of toxicity, quality of life (QOL and cancer control
outcomes for several diffierent cancen, baed on both publidhed
data and on clinical trial data not yet published, (It takes an
average of 6,75 yean for 3 data %1 10 po from treamment to
publication—see Figure 1), For cach dars set doscribed, the
dates of the patient trestments are piven, Data have not yet been
reported for patients treased after 2006, This handout covers the
types of cancet treatment for which the most IMRT data cxin
There is no study or data set where paticnts treated with IMRT
have 3 wore outcome than 3-0 CRT with respect to tumor
control s messured by local control, discase free survival or
overall survival, Not reviewed ase data for brain, pastrointestinal,
pynecological. sarcoma. and other cancer sites for which there
are limied studics

Extenaive data are published on the dodmerric and physics
advantapes of IMRT compared to 3-D CRT (Braskama, 2003
Luxton, 2004)

Breast Cancer

RT is well established as 2 treatment for carly breast cancer
patients. Studics report that RT resules in both increased local
control of the cancer and increased wrvival rates (Yang, 2009,
Poortmans, 2007). IMRT has had 2 major role sn iminng acute
and chronic roxicry and improving the quality of life for women
who receve RT (Table 3)
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Head & Neck Cancer — Nasopharynx
Nasopharyngeal cancer is endemic in China and Southeast Asia,
The standard of care is 2 combination of chemotherapy and RT
(L. 2009}, The toxicities of RT and concurrent chemotherapy
are often severe. causing delays or dose reductions during
chemotherapy. interruptions of RT, and diminished QOL for
pavsents. When toxicities force alrerations in the planned therapy,
this can lead 1o docreased cancer control. The use of IMRT
has substantially decreased these toxicitics, and decreased
interruptions in planned therapy.

The principle roults of studies that looked at IMRT as
compared with carlier forms of RT for nasopharyngeal cancer
patients showed decreased normal tissue toxicity and improved
local control of cancers. These rosults are not Likely to be unique

to nasopharyngeal cancer patients (Table 4).

Head & Neck Cancer - Oropharynx

A phase 111 multicenter trial (PARSPORT) in the United Kingdom
compared IMRT 1o 3-D CRT in the nestment of pharyngeal
cancer patients (Nutting et al. 2009). The percentage of 3-D
CRT paticnts expetiencing prade 2 of wonc xcrostomia was 64%,
compared with 4 1% from the IMRT group - a statistically
significant diffirence.

A rorrospective study (Clavel, 2009) compared the toxiciry and
the efficacy of 313 CRT and IMRT administered 1o patients who
wete also receiving chemotherapy for locally advanced cancer of
the oropharynx. The results after three yvears of follow-up give
spnificantly improved overall survival, discase free survival, and
locoregional control of the tumor with IMRT (Table 5.

French physicans did 3 matched pair analysis of head and neck
patients treated with IMRT va. 3-D CRT (Graff et al. 2007}
They studied 67 pais of patients. Using validated QOL
questionnaires, they reported statistically significant improve-
ments in QO for patients treated with IMRT, including less
dry mouth, sticky saliva. mouth pain. jaw pain. and swallowing
and cating difficultics. Xerostomia greater than prade 2 occurred
in 67% of the 3-1) CRT paticnts and in only 12% of the IMR1
patents. There were no differences in cancer control outcomes.

Lung Cancer

Several physios and dosimetry studies have compared 3-1) CRT
and IMRT trestment plans for the treatment of Jocally advanced
lung cancer (i.c. stages 11 and TV). The resulting dose distribu-

tions and dose volume histograms show better sparing of normal

tissues with IMRT. The IMRT plans, delivered lower doses to the
healthy lung, esophagus, heart, and spinal cord (Christian, 2006
Lin, 2003:; Grills, 2003),

Several clinical studies report that higher doss of RT delivered

to the cancer result in improved local cancer control (Kong, 2005:
Rengan, 2004). Since IMRT makes it pouible for physicians to
ddliver higher doses without cimsing commensurate levels of
roicity in healthy tissues, future studies may show greater
treatment efficacy with IMRT, Curret chinical trials are designed
1o cvaluate whether IMRT an deliver higher doses while holding
toxicity to acceptable kevels. The outcomes that these studies are
desipned 1o measure include local cancer control. soxiciry, and QOL
(Table 6).

Prostate Cancer

The studies reported 10 date comparing 3-1 CRT with IMRT in
the treatment of prostate cancer are not controlled trials, but are
tetrospective comparisons of 2 cohorts of patients treated in
different vears. Some studies use 3 “masched pair” form of analysis
All of those studies concern “cardy stape™ patients. The definition
of carly stage varies, and involves age, tumor stage, PSA value
and Gleason score. Because of these differences. the studies can
be somewhat difficult to direatly compare. Some abso use different
criteria for evaluating PSA control as an endpoint.

IMRT in the rreatment of prostate cancer is used for two
dinial aims: reduction of tearment roxicity and improvement
in discasc froe survival (DFS). In the quast for higher rates of
DFS, some centers have used IMRT 10 excalate the dose to the
prostate, delivering doses that would produce unaccoptable levels
of toxicity using 3.1 CRT, Other centens choose to stay with
lower doses, and use IMRT only to reduce toxicity. Some level
of urinary toxicity from RT to the prostatic urcthra, which runs
through the center of the prostate, is unavoidable

Several randomized trials demonatrate that higher doses of 3.1
CRT produce a better DFS rate (Goldner, 2009; Zelefsky, 2008).
The Fox Chase Cancer Center expericnoe with prostate cancer
patients shows 4 dose response for doses from less than 72 Gy to
greater than 76 Gy (Pollack, 2004), IMRT makes it possible 10
deliver dosex that are higher (280 Gy), and there s evidence that
these higher doses produce even longer DFS, especially in low
and Intermediate risk patients.

Patients in the Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center
(MSKCC) study (Cahlon, 2008) stained a higher PSA

-
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control rate and a much lower rectal toxicity rate than patients
in the M.D. Andenon Cancer Center (IMDACC) study
[Kuban. 2008). This is likely because the MSKCC physicians
used IMRT and the MDACC physicians did not (Table 7).

RTOCG sponsored a phase 11 tral (0126) comparing different
RT doscs in the treatment of prostate cancer. The study, which
opencd in March 2002 and closed in August 2008, involved
1,532 patients. The participating institutions chose whether to
use 3-D) CRT or IMRT based on technical capability. Patients
were randomly assigned 1o the 70.2 Gy or 792 Gy dose groups
after the RT treatment modality was selected. About one-third
of the patients received IMRT The study is in the follow up
period, and will report on toxicity levels, QOLL PSA falure
rates, disease froe survival, and overall survival.

The curtent RTOG wrial (0415) for carly stape prostate cancer
patients compares two other trestment regimens: delivery of
70 Gy delivered over 28 fractions as compared with 73.8 Gy
deliverad over 41 fractions. Again, the choke of 3-D CRT or
IMRT is made by cach institution. prio to the mndomly
assigned dose regimen. The outcomes measured are the same
s in the previous trul describod above,

These two RTOG trials will allow for a comparison of 3-D CRT
and IMRT

Ongoing Clinical Trials

A scarch of the NCI dinical truals database for IMRT trials,
conducted in August 2009, yidded 169 results: §% were not
pentinent or had been withdrawn. Table | gives a listing by cancer
type and study phase. The 21 phase 111 trials. which arc ongoing.
will yickd more data on the value of IMRT in the ensuing vean

Specific RTOG trials using IMRT are listed in Table 2

Figure 1~ Date Timetable in Months

Conclusions

A key question regarding IMRT is whether IMRT is cost
effective. The cost s higher than other forma of RT, mouly due
to increased physician and other staff time. The additional time
spent in planning and defivering IMRT is now a necossary pan
of maintaining accuracy.

With time, more of the processes involved in planning and
delivering IMRT trearments will be computer controlled. so
staff time will decrease, Manufacturers of RT equipment and
software have made significant progress in producing tools that
make IMRT cusicr and faster to plan and deliver. As dinicians
perform more IMKT, their speed and proficiency has improved.
New, faster forms of IMRT are now avallable, which speed up
ddivery, and thercby increase the throughput and reduce the
COSt pet patient

The cffectiveness is initially evidenced by berter treatment

plans designed to deiver more dose to the cancer and less to
surrounding healthy tissucs, This allows for less normal tisue
roxiaity, which maintains the patients QOL Toxicity prevention
15 cost effective when compared to the cost of administering
treatments for such toucities.

Better cancer control occurs when higher doses of RT or
better combinations of RT and chemotherapy arc possible,
This is supported by data in the treatment of head & neck,
lung and prostate cancer. No dara set reports wonse outcomes
for IMRT paticats (Table 8)

The brwad use of IMRT will lead m more climical stndies and
opporrunizics i demonsinase lower cost and increased effecrivencu.
IMRT use carved in 1994 and 15 yean later she daea on IMRT 4
szarring s marure. Wishin 5 years the number of siudies involving
IMRT rreaemenis and their ossoomes will dowble. IMRT & ot 2
mrearmens uffered omly in academic medical cemsers, bus & wied datly
in communizy-based cancer care wmings around the uworld

It takes an average of 6,75 years for a data set to go from treatment to publication

Data Analysis

Time to Publication

24 - 36 months 24 — 36 months

1 - 3 months

61 - 99 months
(average 81 months or 6.75 years)

12 - 24 months

Health Technology Assessment | HTA
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Table 1 - Clinical Trials of IMRT from the NCI Clinical Trials Data System as of August 2009

Breast 2 10 - 16
Head & Neck 5 28 4 37
Head & Neck Nasopharyngeal S 1 6
Lung 3 “ 2 9
Prostate b 13 9 27
Anal 2 2
Recual 2 2
Pancreanic 2 2
Ghoblastoma 1 I
Bran Mets 4 3 7
Cervical 1 1 2
Sarcoma 2 1 3
Toral 23 70 21 114
Table 2 - Radiation Therapy Oncology Group (RTOG) Trials Involving IMRT (N=14) as of December 2009
: Date Started -
RTOG Phase Cancer Site # Patients
Therapy Comulated
0615 il I‘.l'ud &I ‘\“: Chemo + 3-1) CRT or IMR1 46 1206 - 12409
Acceletated RT or IMRT
b d 042 ! 3
o522 il Head & Neck + chemo of- C228 2 11705 - 3/09
0920 il Head & Neck Pre op IMRT +/- C225 0/700 11/09
0538 RT + chemo Iz
CALGR M| Sesll Cl Lang 3 RT schema oe
0126 | Prostate 70.2 w8 79.2 Gy 3-D CRT or IMRT 1.532 3/02 - 8/08
70 Gy in 28 fas vs 73.8 Gy in 41 fas B > .
0415 m Prostate 3.1 CRT or IMRT 1.06 4/06 - 11/09
0521 i Prostate 72-75.6 Gy 3-D CRT or IMRT 603 12705 - /09
0621 I Prostate Post op RT 3-D CRT or IMRT 46176 4108 -
0622 il Prostare RSP LS <5 3MR| ' 97176 4/08
Samanum 153
0529 | Aral Dose painted IMRT & chemo 63 12/06 - 3/08
0822 i Rectum IMRT & chemo 73 4/08 - 11/09
0630 1 Fxtremity o op RT 3-D CRT or IMRT /- chemo 507102 /08
Sarcomas
mM21 I Uterus IMRT « Cisplatin + Bevacizumab 0734 11709
0418 i Cervix, Urerus IMRT +/- chemo Post op 48758 V06 - 10/08
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Table 3 — IMRT Clinical Data

Breast Cancer — 4 Studies

Barnetr, 2009 Cambrdge  4/06- Randomized study
England 607 404 2D Wedged Pair Improved dose distnbution
" Final results pending
411 IMRT
Pignol, 2008 Canada 703 Moust desquamation
305 161 2DRI1 48% Correlates with pain
or and QOL
170 IMRT 3%
McDonald, Emaory 1/99- Skin Toxaty No differences in tumaot con-
2008 12703 124 ADCRT 52% trol of survival
ot Retsospective comparson
121 IMRT 30
Freedman, Fox Chase 2001- Skin Toxcity Retrospective comparson
2008 Cancer 2006 405 2DRT 75%
Center or
499 IMRT 52%

Table 4 - IMRT Clinical Data
Nasopharynx Cancer =S Studies

Reference Institution = Years Patient  # of Patients Therapy Outcomes Comments
Treated
Pow, 2006  University of  /00-7/04 21 2D RT Improved salivary function Seape 11
Hong Kong ¥ and QOL. scores with IMR
46 IMR1
Kam, 2007 Hong King 1 1/01-12/03 Xerostomia grade 2 2 at | yr Beteer saliva flow
28 2D RT 82% rates and QO]
v with IMRT
28 IMRT 9%
Lee, 2009 RTOC 203-11/05 68 IMRT + 92%, 2 yr bocal control
Chemo
Tham, 2009 Singapore  2002-2005 195 IMRT 4/- 3% Xcrostomu (grade 3)
Chemo 90% 3 yr local control
4% 3 yr survival
“‘ung. 2009 China O4-12/08 17% IMRT +/- 4% local control
Chemo §7% regronal control

8§7% 3 yr survival
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Table 5 — IMRT Clinical Data
Oropharynx and Other Head and Neck Cancers - § Studies

Nutnag, 2000 United 2003- Xerostomis prade > 2 Oropharynx

Kingdom 2007 47 IDCRT 64%
Croup i
{Parsport) 47 IMKT 41% p<.05
Clavel, 2009 Montseal 1100 SDCRT | IMRT  Sagelllor IV
1207 149 IDCRT 3 yr sarvival 76% 95% oropharyn:
or
100 IMRT 3yt NED wrvival 72% 89%

RT + Chemo 3 v local control £5% 92%

Lee, 2006 Memoral NI8- ADCRT | IMRT
Cancer 6/04 71 IDCRT 2 yr. feeding tube 21% 4%
Caonter or
41 IMKI Xerostomu prade 22 64% 41%
van Ry, 2008 Netherlands %
1203 88 3DCRT IMRT QOL better scores
ot
75 IMRT
Graff, 2006 France 1101- Xerostomua grade 2 2 QOL marched
1105 67 IDCRT 67% pair analysis
or
67 IMRT 12%
Table 6 — IMRT Clinical Data
Lung Cancer - 1 Study
Reference Institution Years | # of Patients Therapy Outcomes (€
Patient
Treated
Yom, 2007 MD 8/02- Pncumonitis at | year Stage 111, IMRT had
Andenon 8/0% 222 3D CRT + Chemo 2% larger hung vols
68 IMRT ¢+ Chemo Ry,
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Table 7 - Prostate Cancer Therapy for Early Stage Disease

3D Kuban, M.D. 2008 151 104 I8 182 2 130 743 197 ND
Conformal 2008  Anderson 39
Radiotherapy Cancer

Coenter
High Dosc Cahlon, Mcmonal 2008 478 53 86.4 190 15 138 1343 2el “
IMKT 2008 Skoan- 48

Kettenng

Prostatectomy  Walsh, Johns 1994 995 4 NA NA I8 NA ¥ | 32

1994 Hopkins

Robotx Badani, Henry Foed 2007 2766 2 NA NA 16 NA ND ND 21
Prostatectomy |~ 2007

NA = Not Applicable
ND = No Data Reported

Table 8 — IMRT Clinical Value

Camcer Type Decreased Increased Increased Increased Dvsease
Local Toxicity Tumor Dose Local Control Free Survival
Nasopharynx Yos NE Yes Yes
Oropharynx Yo NE Yea Yo
Other Head & Neck Yes NE Yes NE
Breast Yo NE NE NE
Lung Yo Yes NE NE
Prostate Yo Yes Yos NE

NE « Not Evaluable
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National

Comprehensive NCCN Guidelines™ Version 2.2011 NCCN Guidalines Index
Naneat . Head and Neck Table of Contents

Nerorld Head and Neck Cancers e

RADIATION TECHNIQUES '8

Target delineation and optimal dose distribution require experience in head and neck iImaging, and a thorough understanding of patterns of
disease spread. Standards for target definition, dose specification, fractionation (with and without concurrent chemotherapy), and normal tissue
constraints are still evolving. IMRT, 3D, and 2D conformal techniques may be used as appropriate depending on the stage, tumor location,
physician training/experience, and available physics support. Close interplay exists between radiation technology, techniques, fractionation, and
chemotherapy options resulting in a large number of combinations that may impact toxicity or tumor control. Close cooperation and
Intordiscipllnarx management are critical to treatment planning and radiation targeting, especially in the postoperative setting or after Induction
chemotherapy.

Intensity-Modulated Radiotherapy (IMRT)

IMRT has been shown to be useful in reducing long-term toxicity in oropharyngeal, paranasal sinus, and nasopharyngeal cancers by reducing the
dose to salivary glands, temporal lobes, auditory structures (Including cochlea), and optic structures, The application of IMRT to other sites

(eg, oral cavity, larynx, hypopharynx, salivary glands) is evolving and may be used at the discretion of treating physicians.

IMRT and Fractionation 01!
A number of ways exist to integrate IMRT, target volume dosing, and fractionation, The Simultaneous Integrated Boost (SIB) technique uses

differential “dose painting” (66-74 Gy to gross disease; 50-60 Gy to subclinical disease) for each fraction of treatment throughout the entire
course of radiation.? SIB is commonly used in conventional (5 fractionsiweek) and the “6 fractions/week accelorated” schedule.® The Sequential
(SEQ) IMRT technique typically delivers the Initial (lower dose) phase (weeks 1-5) followed by the high-dose boost volume phase (weeks 6-7)
using 2-3 separate dose plans, and is commonly applied in standard fractionation and hyperfractionation. The Concomitant Boost Accelerated
schedule may utilize a “Modified SEQ" dose plan by delivering the dose to the subclinical targets once a day for 6 weeks, and a separate boost
dose plan as a second daily fraction for the last 12 treatment days.®

"Dogan N, King §, Emami B, ol al. Assessment of different IMRT boas! delivery mathods on  "Wolkdan SL, Chon WC, Pister DG, ot al. Intensity-modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) for
target coverage and normal-lssue spanng. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2003.57(5):1480- nasopharytk cancer: update of tho Memonal Sloan-Kelteting experiance, int J Radsat Oncol
1491 Biol Phys 2006.,64(1).57-62. Epubs 2005 Jun 2.

Z1 ee NY. de Arruda FF, Puri DR. et al- A comparison of intensity-modulated radiation tharapy Swu Q. Manning M, Schmidt-Ullrich R, Mohan R. The potental for sparing of parotids and
and concomitant boost radwtherapy in the setting of concurrent chemolherapy for locally escalation of buologically effective dose with intensity-modulated radiation treatments of

advancad oropharyngeal carcinoma. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2006 86(4) 966-974 haad and neck cancers a reatmant design study. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys

YLoo NY, O'Meara W, Chan K, ot al. Concurmant chemctherapy and intonsity-modulated 2000;46(1):165-206,
radiotharapy for locoregionally advanced laryngeal and hypopharyngeal cancers. Int J TSalama JK, Haddad RI, Kies MS, ot al. Clinical Practice Recommandations for Radiothorapy
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2007.69(2):459-468. Epub 2007 May 9. Plannmg following Inducton Chematharapy in Locoregionally Advanced Head and Neck

AMonan R, Wu Q, Morris M, et al. “Simultaneous Integeated Boost” (SIB) IMRT of advanced  Cancer. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 75(3).725-733, 2009,
head and neck squamous cell carcinomas—dosimetric analyss Int J Radiat Oncol Biol YOHantord AC, Palisca MG, Eichler TJ, et al. American Soclety for Therapeulic Radiology and

Phys 2001:51(3).180-181. Oncology (ASTRO) and Amencan College of Radlology (ACR) practice guidelines for
SOvmantd J, Hansan HS. Specht L, ot al. Five compared with six fractions per waek of intensity-modulaled radiation therapy (IMRT). Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys, 2008;73({1)9-
conventional radiotherapy of squamous-cell carcinoma of head and neck: DAHANCA 6 and 14
7 randomised controlied trial. Lancet 2003,362(9388) 933.8940 YIMRT Documentation Working Group, Holmes T, Das R, Low D, et al. American Socioty of
S5choenteld GO, Amdur RJ. Morria CG, et al, Patterns of tallure and toxicity after intensity- Radiation Oncology recommandations for documenting intensity-modulaled radation
modulated radiotherapy for head and neck cancer Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys therapy treatments, Int J Radat Oncol Biol Phys, 2009.74(6) 1311-1318
2008.71(2):377-385, Epubd 2007 Dec 31
I Note: AN d are Y ZA unbess otherwise indicated. I
| Clinical Trials: NCCN believes that the best o of any patient ks in a clinical trial. Participation In clinical trials js especially age I
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