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Abstract

Over the last two decades, enormous progress has been achieved in
characterizing the genetic and molecular changes that occur in cancer. The
drug approval procedure, on the other hand, has not kept up with advances in
tumor biology. Measurement of tumor diameters before and after treatment
and classification of tumor reduction according to criteria published more
than 25 years ago are still used to assess treatment responses. The initial
WHO criteria were based on dimensional tumor measurements and defined
response as a reduction of at least 50% in the product of two perpendicular
tumor diameters.
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Introduction

Data evaluating the repeatability of tumor size measures by palpation
and on planar chest X-rays provided the reason for employing a 50%
threshold value for defining response. The NCI and the EORTC introduced
the recently released "Response Evaluation Criteria for Solid
Tumors” (RECIST). In clinical trials using various imaging
techniques, RECIST contains requirements for quantifying lesion size
(e.g., minimum lesion size). Furthermore, the WHO-mandated
bidimensional measurements have been replaced by unidimensional
measurements. According to RECIST, a response is defined as a 30%
reduction in the tumor's greatest diameter. This is the same as a 50%
reduction in the product of two diameters for a spherical lesion [1].

Annually, roughly 9500 people in the United States are diagnosed with
laryngeal cancer. Whole laryngectomy was the conventional treatment
for locally advanced illness until the early 1990s. After the landmark trial
undertaken by the Department of Veterans Affairs Laryngeal Cancer Study
Group, which contrasted immersion chemotherapy (cisplatin+fluorouracil)
accompanied by radiotherapy to surgery plus adjuvant radiotherapy, this
practise altered. The nonsurgical approach maintained the larynx in 64
percent of patients, and both groups had a two-year life expectancy of
68%. With further than ten years of follow-up, no meaningful differences
in survival have been identified. 3 Induction chemotherapy followed
by radiotherapy as an alternative to laryngectomy for locally advanced
laryngeal cancer was established due to the possibility to retain the
larynx while risking survival. The Radiation Therapy Oncology Group and
the Head and Neck Intergroup performed a randomized trial (RTOG
91-11) to investigate three radiation-based treatments: induction
cisplatin plus fluorouracil followed by radiotherapy if there was a
response to the chemotherapy (a regimen identical to that given to the
"experimental” group in the Department of Human Services Laryngeal
Cancer Study); induction cisplatin plus fluorouracil chemotherapy and
radiation if there. The reasoning for the second group was that
concomitant therapy with cisplatin improved the irradiation effects on
tumour cells. The trial's main goal was to examine the laryngeal
preservation rates associated with the three therapies. The Radiation
Therapy Oncology Group (the coordinating

group), the Southwest Oncology Group, and the Eastern Cooperative
Oncology Group were all concerned with the study [2].

Cancer-Related Tiredness (CRF) is distinct from fatigue experienced
by healthy people because of its relentless and acute character. CRF is the
most severe, unpleasant, and long-lasting side effect of cancer treatment,
affecting anywhere from 59% to 100% of patients. Patients report CRF
as a separate form of fatigue, one that is more severe and unpredictable
than the weariness they felt prior to getting chemotherapy or radiotherapy.
Patients frequently misunderstand CRF as progressing disease or failure
to respond to treatment, and they are concerned about reporting the
symptom to their doctor, who may inform them that they do not appear
to be very sleepy. CRF is not only a common and distressing illness, but it
also persists years after patients have finished treatment [3].

Non-small-cell lung cancer accounts for 80% of lung cancers and is the
leading cause of cancer-related death in Western countries (/). Squamous
cell carcinoma and large-cell carcinoma account for over 60% of non-
small-cell lung cancer in France, and surgery is the only way to cure them.
However, in the vast majority of cases, the disease is inoperable at the time
of presentation due to metastasis or a locally advanced, nonresectable
tumor. 60% to 70% of individuals with locally advanced non-small-cell
lung cancer will die from intrathoracic illness, whether or not they have
distant metastases. Without therapy, the median survival time for such
patients is fewer than 6 months. In 7% to 30% of instances, a complete
radiologic response can be achieved with radical radiation, and in 40% to
60% of cases, an objective radiologic response can be achieved. Long-
term survival, even in the case of apparent local control, is unsatisfactory
due to the high likelihood of distant metastases. This prompted us to
launch a phase Il research in 1980 that combined radical radiation with a
four-drug chemotherapy regimen of Vindesine, Cisplatin, Lomustine, And
Cyclophosphamide (VCPC). With a median survival of 15.9 months, we
saw a 42% objective response rate after first chemotherapy and a 54.5%
complete remission rate after combined-modality treatment. On the basis
of these findings, a phase Il research was established to compare such a
combination schedule to radiation alone at the same dosages. The initial
analysis of this large multicenter randomized trial, which comprised 353
participants, is presented here [4].

Radiotherapy has been extensively utilized in the treatment of
esophageal cancer sufferers, both curative and palliative. When esophageal
cancer is localized at the time of diagnosis, surgery or radiotherapy as the
primary treatment option may be curative. Although there is some evidence
that surgery is superior to radiotherapy alone, the relative effectiveness
of a primary surgical strategy vs a primary radiotherapy strategy (i.e.
no surgery) is still contested. In the research, there have been three
randomized studies comparing surgery with radiotherapy. A study was
said to have failed due to a lack of participants. The researchers compared
surgery alone, radiation alone, preoperative RT/surgery, and postoperative
RT/surgery in a four-arm trial. A comparison of RT versus surgery is also
included. Both of the latter investigations found that surgery resulted in a
higher rate of survival. When surgery is the treatment of choice, separate
Cochrane reviews look at techniques to improve outcomes by combining
chemotherapy and radiotherapy. The current study compares the relative
effectiveness of radiotherapy alone against a combination of radiotherapy
and chemotherapy for patients who choose a non-surgical strategy [5].

Nasopharyngeal carcinoma differs from other head and neck cancers
in that it has a unique geographical distribution, is linked to the Epstein-
Barr virus, has an aggressive natural loco regional history, and is prone
to distant metastases. Despite this, even in cases of loco regionally
advanced disease, normal therapy cures a large percentage of patients.
Because of the radio sensitivity of naso pharyngeal cancer and its deep-
seated placement, radiotherapy is the cornerstone of first therapy. The
landmark Intergroup 0099 (INT-0099) trial2 and the first Misanalysis of
Chemotherapy in Nasopharyngeal Carcinoma (MAC-NPC)3 indicated that
concurrent chemotherapy improved overall survival. However, only eight
trials with 1753 participants were included in this meta-analysis, which
included results from trials of concurrent plus adjuvant chemotherapy and
concomitant chemotherapy alone. Additional trials, including replications
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of the INT-0099 trial, have been conducted since those articles, providing a
more detailed examination of the interplay between chemotherapy timing
and the effect on a variety of endpoints. The goal of this study was to
update the meta-analysis, including new trials, and look at the benefits of
concurrent and adjuvant chemotherapy individually [6].

Pancreatic carcinoma is the eighth most common cancer-
related death in the world, but the 13th most prevalent tumor kind. In
industrialized countries, the reported incidence is higher (pancreatic
cancer is the fourth largest cause of cancer death in the United States),
owing to more accurate diagnosis rather than aetiology (cause of disease).
Approximately 20% of persons diagnosed with pancreatic cancer have
early-stage illness and are able to undergo curative resection (surgical
treatment). After surgical resection, however, the chance of return
remains substantial, with approximately 10% to 25% of patients living for
five years. More recent evidence suggests that outcomes are gradually
improving. A review of 100,313 pancreatic cancer patients reported to the
National Cancer Database of the United States found that pancreatectomy
(removal of the pancreas) resulted in a 23.4 percent five-year survival
rate, compared to 5.2 percent for those who did not get cancer-directed
treatment. The three-year survival rate was 34 percent in a retrospective
population-based assessment of patients getting curative treatment in
the United States between 1991 and 1996. Adjuvant (extra) therapy have
been tried to improve survival by targeting micro metastatic residual
iliness (microscopic secondary tumors. Adjuvant chemotherapy after
surgical resection appears to be beneficial, but chemo radiation appears
to be harmful, according to an individual patient meta-analysis and a large
randomized trial. Chemotherapy, radiotherapy, or a combination of the
two may be beneficial as a palliative treatment for advanced or relapsed
cancer. The benefits must be balanced against treatment-related toxicity
because response rates with chemotherapeutic drugs examined have been
generally poor [7].

In the Western world, endometrial cancer is the most frequent
gynecologic malignancy. In 2002, it was estimated that 200,000 women
globally developed endometrial cancer, with 50,000 dying. Early-stage
endometrial cancer has a good prognosis, however there are subgroups
with a higher risk of micro metastatic illness. Randomized studies show
that adjuvant pelvic external radiation improves loco-regional control
in early-stage endometrial cancer. Overall Survival (0S) is, however,
largely unaffected. As a result, systemic adjuvant therapy is expected to
help patients at risk of micro metastatic illness. The goal of the Nordic
Society of Gynecological Oncology/European Organization for Research
and Treatment of Cancer (NSOG/EORTC) trial was to see if combining
pelvic RT with systemic Chemotherapy (CT) would improve Progression-
Free Survival (PFS) and Overall Survival (0S) in patients with endometrial
cancer who were at high risk of micro metastatic disease. After the
preliminary results were presented at the American Society of Clinical
Oncology (ASCO) 20077, it was decided to publish the study along with the
results of a comparable experiment (ILIADE-1Il) conducted by the Mario
Negri Institute's Gynecological Oncology group (MaNGO). The ILIADE-III
results were unknown at the time. A study presented their randomized
trial of doxorubicin+ cisplatin against doxorubicin at ASCO 1993, when
these investigations were planned.8 In both experiments, this regimen was
chosen [8].

Sanders R.

TNBC is an aggressive clinical phenotype characterized by a lack of
expression of the Estrogen Receptor (ER), Progesterone Receptor (PR),
and HER2. It accounts for around 15% of all kinds of breast cancer and
has a poor prognosis after treatment. Endocrine treatment or targeted
medicines do not help women with TNBC. Chemotherapy is currently the
mainstay of systemic medical treatment, even though patients with TNBC
have a worse result after chemotherapy, and neoadjuvant chemotherapy
for breast cancer was similarly successful in terms of disease-free and
overall survival as postoperative chemotherapy. TNBC responds to
treatment, although these tumors have a significant risk of recurrence and
disease progression. Radiotherapy is an important part of the treatment of
breast cancer at all stages since it reduces the risk of local recurrence and
increases survival. However, only a few studies show that radiotherapy is
effective in the treatment of TNBC patients, and it happens in the opposite
direction of research. Numerous studies that suggested that other breast
cancer subtypes other than TNBC might benefit more from treatment
have been contentious. Whether a good impact would be exhibited in
post mastectomy treatment with radiotherapy plus chemotherapy, which
requires more data to testify, is a question that has to be answered.

There is no preferred standard form of chemotherapy for TNBC at
this time. Women with locally advanced breast carcinomas benefit from
primary systemic chemotherapy, with improved survival rates reported for
patients who have a pathologic complete response [9].
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