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Abstract

Background: Currently, no clearly superior management strategy exists for recurrent, platinum-resistant ovarian
cancer. We tested the efficacy and safety of gemcitabine combined with oxaliplatin (GEMOX) in a multicentre phase II
clinical trial.

Methods: Forty one patients with recurrent, platinum-resistant ovarian cancer were enrolled. Prior to study entry, all
the participants had received at least one platinum-based regimen. Gemcitabine was administered at 1000 mg/m2 as
protracted infusion (100 min) on day 1, and oxaliplatin at the dose of 100 mg/m2 on day 2 in a 2 hour infusion.
Cycles were repeated every two weeks.

Results: We observed an overall response rate of 37% [95% Confidence Interval (CI), 22.3–51.7]. Objective responses
plus disease stabilization (clinical benefit) occurred in 78% of patients. Median progression-free survival was 6.8 months
(95% CI, 5.8–7.8), and median overall survival was 16.5 months (95% CI, 12.2–20.8). Median time to self-reported
symptom relief, which was described by 22 out of 27 symptomatic patients (81.5%), was 4 weeks (range, 2–8). Grade 4
neutropenia and febrile neutropenia were observed in 2 (5%) and 1 (2.5%) patients, while grade 3 anemia was
encountered in 2 (5%) patients, respectively. The most common adverse effects of any grade were gastrointestinal
symptoms, fatigue and neutropenia. Nine patients (22%) experienced mild allergic reaction to oxaliplatin, with no
treatment discontinuation.

Conclusions: In our cohort of recurrent, platinum-resistant ovarian cancer patients, GEMOX showed encouraging
activity and manageable toxicity. Under circumstances requiring a rapid disease control, this combination regimen
may offer a particularly viable option, particularly in heavily pretreated patients.
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Background
In Western countries, ovarian cancer represents the lead-
ing cause of death among women with gynaecological ma-
lignancies and the fifth most frequent cause of cancer
related death in women [1]. Front-line chemotherapy for
advanced epithelial ovarian cancer is currently based on a
combination of platinum-derived chemotherapeutic agents
(i.e. cisplatin or carboplatin) and paclitaxel. Despite the
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high response rate and satisfactory median progression-
free survival (PFS), over 70% of patients experience disease
progression and require further treatments [2].
Re-treatment with a platinum compound in the plat-

inum “sensitive” subgroup, i.e. patients recurring after
12 months from the end of a platinum-based chemo-
therapy, yields response in up to 70% of cases. Con-
versely, in platinum “resistant” or “refractory” patients,
the administration of agents such as liposomal doxo-
rubicin, topotecan, gemcitabine, vinorelbine, docetaxel,
etoposide, ifosfamide, and oxaliplatin, is associated with
a response rate ranging from 10 to 33%, with a median
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PFS of 3–7 months [3,4]. In recent years, patients with
platinum-refractory or resistant recurrence have been in-
creasingly treated with more than one line of chemother-
apy. However, the actual benefits of currently available
treatment options in these patients are poorly documented,
particularly beyond the second-line [4,5].
Gemcitabine (GEM; 2,2-difluorodeoxycitidine), a syn-

thetic nucleoside analog of cytidine, inhibits S-phase of
cellular cycle. Several trials have confirmed its efficacy in
ovarian cancer patients, with response rates up to 22%
in platinum-resistant disease and a median response
duration ranging from 4 to 10 months. This drug is usu-
ally well tolerated, with non-cumulative myelotoxicity be-
ing the dose-limiting toxicity [3-5]. Oxaliplatin (OX) is a
diaminocyclohexane platinum analog with a partial lack
of cross-resistance with carboplatin or cisplatin [6,7]. In
recurrent ovarian cancer, OX administration was associ-
ated with a 16 to 29% response rate and a substantially
different toxicity pattern compared to “classic” platinum
compounds [8-11].
The GEMOX combination was first investigated by

Faivre et al., showing synergistic effects in human cell
lines [12]. A dose-finding combination trial proved feasi-
bility and activity in ovarian cancer patients and phase II
trials confirmed its efficacy in recurrent disease, with re-
sponses ranging from 9.5% to 37%, median PFS between
4.6 and 7.1 months, and an overall acceptable toxicity
[13-17]. The still limited number of studies reporting on
treatment outcomes in patients treated with GEMOX,
along with the limited evidence concerning the efficacy
of this combination in heavily pretreated patients, en-
courage further research. On this basis, we conducted a
multicentre, phase II clinical trial to evaluate efficacy
and safety of GEMOX in a cohort of ovarian cancer pa-
tients with recurrent, platinum-resistant disease.

Methods
Patients were eligible if aged 18 years and older and with
histologically or cytologically proven, advanced epithelial
ovarian cancer. Further requirements were having re-
ceived at least one previous front-line regimen including
paclitaxel combined with carboplatin or cisplatin. Prior
radical or debulking surgery, including peritonectomy
and Hiperthermic Intraperitoneal Chemotherapy (HIPEC),
were allowed. Patient eligibility was also dependent upon
the presence of at least one measurable and/or evaluable
target lesion documented by imaging, ECOG perform-
ance status ≤ 2, adequate bone marrow, cardiac, liver
and renal function (glomerular filtration rate according
to the Cockroft-Gault formula <60 ml min-1), absence
of symptomatic brain metastases, peripheral neurotox-
icity ≥ grade 1 according to the National Cancer Institute-
Common Toxicity Criteria version 4.0 (NCI-CTC v. 4.0),
no previous or concomitant serious diseases, including
other malignancies except cutaneous basal cell carcinoma
and cervical intraepithelial neoplasia. No previous treat-
ment with GEM or OX or any concomitant experimental
treatment were allowed.
On study entry, patients were categorized into subsets

on the basis of the platinum free interval (PFI), defined
as the interval from the last date of platinum dose until
progressive disease was documented. Disease was con-
sidered as follows: a) Refractory, if progression occurred
while on the last line of platinum-based therapy or
within 4 weeks from the last platinum dose; b) Resistant,
if the PFI was less than 6 months; c) Partially platinum-
sensitive, if the PFI was between 6 and 12 months and
d) Fully platinum-sensitive, if the PFI was longer than
12 months [18]. To our study purposes, we considered
eligible all patients but those from the subgroup d.
Disease evaluation included physical examination, weekly

complete haemato-biochemical assessment and measure-
ment of serum Ca 125 at every cycle, as well as radiologic
evaluation every 3 cycles. All patients received GEM,
1000 mg/m2 as protracted infusion (100 min) on day 1,
and OX, at the dose of 100 mg/m2 administered on day 2
in a 2 hour infusion. Cycles were repeated every two
weeks, without prophylactic hematopoietic growth factor
administration. Standard antiemetic prophylaxis was ad-
ministered to all the patients.
Eligible patients who received at least one dose of

gemcitabine or oxaliplatin were included in both the effi-
cacy and safety analysis. Efficacy was analyzed for the
intention to treat population (ITT), using the enrolled
patients as denominator. Tumor response was evaluated
according to the response evaluation criteria for solid
tumours (RECIST). PFS and overall survival (OS) were
calculated from the date of first chemotherapy cycle to
the date of disease progression, treatment refusal, death
for any cause or lost follow-up evaluation, respectively.
Toxicity was graded according to the NCI-CTC v. 4.0. A
25% drug dose-reduction was planned for grade (G) 4 neu-
tropenia or febrile neutropenia, G3-4 thrombocytopenia or
other G3-4 extra-hematological toxicities, and G2-3 neuro-
toxicity; in case of more severe neurotoxicity, treatment
discontinuation was planned. G-CSF administration was
allowed in case of G4 neutropenia, along with its
prophylactic use in subsequent cycles. Chemotherapy
was usually administered on an outpatient basis for
a maximum of 12 cycles. Treatment was discontinued in
case of disease progression, unacceptable toxicity, treat-
ment delay longer than 2 weeks or patient refusal. The
study protocol was approved by the Ethic Committee
of the Regina Elena National Cancer Institute, the coord-
inating centre. A written informed consent was obtained
from all the enrolled patients prior to any trial pro-
cedure. The project was carried out according to the
Helsinki Declaration.



Table 1 Main patient characteristics

Characteristic No. of patients %

Patients evaluable 41 100

Age, years

Median 60 /

Range 32-75

ECOG PS

0 13 32

1 21 51

2 7 17

Tumor histology/citology

Serous adenocarcinoma 10 24.5

Adenocarcinoma 7 17

Papillary serous 6 15

Clear cell adenocarcinoma 2 5

Endometrioid 3 7

Mucinous adenocarcinoma 3 7

Poorly differentiated 10 24.5

Stage at diagnosis

I,II 2 5

III (A, B, C) 33 (10, 12, 11) 80

IV 6 15

N of prior chemotherapy regimens

1 3 7

2 12 29

≥3 26 64

N of prior platinum-based regimens

1 23 56

2 9 22

3 9 22

Abbreviations: ECOG PS, Eastern Cooperative Oncoloy Group Performance Status.

Table 2 Objective response in 41 patients

Responses No. of patients %

Complete response 2 5

Partial response 13 32

Stable disease 17 41

Progressive disease 9 22

Clinical Benefit 32 78
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Statistical analysis
Primary objectives of the study were the evaluation of
response rate (RR) and PFS, while safety and OS were
secondary aims. The optimal Simon's two-stage phase II
design was used to determine the sample size [19]. An
interim analysis was carried out when the first 13 assess-
able patients were recruited. If more than 3 responses
were observed, 30 additional patients had to be recruited;
otherwise, the study had to be terminated. If more than
12 responses were observed in the 43 patients, the regi-
men was considered sufficiently active with a significance
level of 5% and power of 80% to be submitted for further
evaluation. The enrolment of 41 patients ensured a suffi-
cient number of events required for statistical analysis.
PFS and OS were analyzed according to the Kaplan-
Meier method. Follow-up was updated to 30 April 2013.

Results
Patients characteristics
Overall, 41 ovarian patients with recurrent, platinum-
resistant disease were enrolled between March 2010 and
December 2012. Main patient characteristics are listed
in Table 1. Median age was 60 years (range, 32–75). Ser-
ous adenocarcinomas and poorly differentiated tumours
were the most common histological subtypes (24.5%,
equally represented), while stage III FIGO at the diagno-
sis was largely predominant (80%). By preset inclusion
criteria, all the patients had received at least one previous
platinum-based regimen and were platinum-resistant on
study entry. Twenty three patients (56%) were defined
platinum-refractory or resistant, while for 18 women
(44%) the PFI fell in a 6 to 12 month interval (partially
platinum-sensitive). Thirty eight patients (93%) had been
previously treated with at least two lines of chemother-
apy. Eighteen women (44%) had received no less than
two previous platinum-based regimens. All the patients
had received paclitaxel, one also docetaxel. Thirty seven
patients (90%) had also received liposomal doxorubicin.

Efficacy
A median number of 8 cycles of GEMOX were adminis-
tered (range, 2 to 12). One patient refused further treat-
ment after the 2nd chemotherapy cycle. All patients
were fully evaluable for response and toxicity.
Based on ITT analysis, 2 (5%) complete responses

(CR) and 13 (32%) partial responses (PR) were observed
in 41 enrolled patients, for an overall response rate of
37% (95% CI, 22.3 to-51.7%.). Stable disease was ob-
served in 17 patients (41%). A clinical benefit (objective
responses + stable disease) was documented in 32 patients
(78%) (95% CI, 65–91) (Table 2). Among patients whose
disease was originally partially platinum-sensitive, response
rate was 50%, while in platinum-resistant or refractory pa-
tients response rate was 26%. The PFS was 6.8 months
(95% CI, 5.8–7.8) (Figure 1), with no significant difference
between initially platinum-sensitive and platinum-resistant
patients (7.0 and 6.7 months, respectively). After a median
follow-up of 14.5 months (range, 2 to 30), 69.2% and
10.1% patients were alive at 1 and 2 years, respectively; the
median OS for the whole cohort was 16.5 months (95% CI,
12.2–20.8) (Figure 2). The median time to self-reported



Figure 1 Progression free survival (PFS).
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symptom relief, which occurred in 22 out of 27 symptom-
atic patients (81.5%), was 4 weeks (range, 2–8 weeks); even
if symptom improvement translated into objective re-
sponse in only 8 patients, some degree of amelioration in
quality of life was reported by the vast majority of symp-
tomatic patients.

Toxicity
The dose-limiting toxicity was hematological, with G4 neu-
tropenia and febrile neutropenia observed in 2 (5%) pa-
tients and 1 (2.5%) patient, respectively, requiring G-CSF
administration. G1-2 thrombocytopenia were observed in
4 (10%) and 6 (15%) patients, respectively; no cases of G3
or G4 thrombocytopenia were reported. Grade 3 anemia
was encountered in 2 (5%) patients, whereas G1-2 anemia
was commonly observed (34% and 29%, respectively).
Treatment delays because of hematological or extra-
Figure 2 Overall survival (OS).
hematological toxicities were needed in 4 patients (9.7%).
Dose-reductions were required in 3 (7.3%) patients because
of G2 neurotoxicity. No cases of G3 or more severe neuro-
toxicity were observed, while G1 neurotoxicity occurred in
2 patients (5%). Nine patients (22%) experienced mild aller-
gic reaction to OX, usually after the 6th cycle, but no dis-
continuation of treatment occurred. Nausea and vomiting
were mainly G1-2, being G3 in only 2 patients. All patients
developed alopecia. No toxic deaths were observed. Main
toxicities are reported in Table 3.

Discussion
Recurrent, platinum-resistant ovarian cancer represents a
major challenge to modern oncology. GEMOX is a com-
bination regimen with proven activity and overall tolerable
toxicity both in pretreated [14-17,20] and first-line treated
ovarian patients [21]. However, the related scientific pano-
rama is still remarkably limited by the restricted number of
targeted studies and paucity of data on heavily pre-treated
patients. In this context, our multicentre, phase II trial pro-
vides evidence concerning GEMOX efficacy and safety in a
cohort of 41 patients with recurrent, platinum-resistant
ovarian cancer. It is noteworthy that among patients in-
cluded, all but three had received at least two previous
lines of chemotherapy.
In our cohort, the GEMOX regimen yielded an overall

response rate of 37% (95% CI, 22.3 to-51.7%). In addition,
induced objective response plus disease stabilization
(clinical benefit) occurred in 78% of patients and relief
from disease-related symptoms was reported by the major-
ity of symptomatic patients (81.5%), even though this did
seldom translate into objective response. Overall, the regi-
men was well tolerated, with the major reactions being
hematological. The choice of a biweekly schedule instead
Table 3 Main toxicity in 41 patients

Toxicity Grade 1% Grade 2% Grade 3% Grade 4%

Hematologic

Leukopenia 12 5 5 -

Neutropeniaa 27 10 10 5

Thrombocytopenia 10 15 - -

Anemia 34 29 5 -

Nonhemathologic

Nausea/Vomiting 24 15 5 -

Diarrhea 15 15 5 -

Fatigue 29 10 - -

Neurotoxicity 5 7 - -

Hypertransaminases 12 10 2.5 -

Conjunctivitis 5 2.5 - -

Hypersensivity 7 15 - -
aFebrile neutropenia in 1 patient (2.5%).
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of a 3-weekly regimen is thought to determine more grade
2–3 peripheral neurotoxicity, while the 3-weekly adminis-
tration usually gives rise to more severe myelotoxicity. In
our study, no significant increase of peripheral neurotox-
icity occurred. Indeed, no patients experienced grade 3
neurotoxicity, being neurotoxic effects manageable in the
majority of patients.
Results from our trial fairly compare with those from

most of the previous reports [14-17,20]. Conversely, due
to modest response and relatively high toxicity, Harnett
and colleagues defined the GEMOX regimen “unsatisfac-
tory for further study”, but, in this trial, the inclusion of
eighteen women (20%) diagnosed with primary periton-
eal and Fallopian tube carcinomas, rare tumours com-
monly associated with the hereditary breast and ovarian
cancer syndrome, might have added heterogeneity to the
study population and diminished comparability to other
studies. Moreover, dissimilarities in the administration
schedule might help explain discrepancies in safety out-
comes [22].
In the setting of recurrent, platinum-resistant disease,

GEM has been variously combined with other drugs.
Several trials assessed efficacy and tolerability of GEM/
paclitaxel combination, reporting responses in up to 40%
of paclitaxel-naïve patients [23]. The combination of
GEM/topotecan was tested in phase I-II trials, with some
encouraging results even in resistant disease [24], while
GEM/docetaxel combination offered response rate of 25%
in platinum resistant patients [25]. The GEM/liposomal
doxorubicin regimen was used in mostly platinum resistant
ovarian cancer patients, yielding response rates ranging
from 22 to 42.8%, and a median time to progression and
OS from 2.7 to 7.7, and 8.4 to 17 months, respectively
[26-31]. Oral etoposide, vinorelbine, irinotecan provide ex-
amples of further drugs variously combined with GEM in
recurrent, platinum resistant ovarian cancer, with response
rates between 10 and 30% [32]. Some authors tested a
triple combination including GEM as salvage treatment in
resistant disease, without significant benefit over doublets
or single-agent [33].
In advanced ovarian cancer, OX was less extensively eval-

uated compared to GEM. In pretreated patients, OX com-
bination with topotecan and liposomal doxorubicin yielded
some encouraging results, showing 29% and 31.5% of re-
sponses, with a median PFS and OS of 5.5 to 7.3 and 10 to
15.5 months in mostly, though not exclusively, platinum
resistant patients [34-37]. OX-based combinations with
paclitaxel or fluorouracil appear promising in platinum
resistant disease [38-40]. In this setting, further doublet
combinations including docetaxel/irinotecan, carboplatin/
irinotecan, and topotecan/etoposide showed results com-
parable by magnitudo to those of single-agents [41-43].
The potential advantage of combination regimens over

single agent therapy in patients with recurrent, platinum
resistant disease is still under debate. Indeed, results from
several randomized clinical trials consistently favour the
use of single agents. However, under circumstances re-
quiring a rapid disease control, particularly in heavily
pretreated patients, and with large amount of disease,
combination schemes may represent a valid therapeutic
option targeted at symptom palliation and eventual object-
ive response, with an acceptable toxicity [44-46]. Based on
our results and consistently with previous reports, the
GEMOX regimen administered according to the schedule
described in the present trial showed encouraging results,
given the induction of response or disease stabilization in
78% of cases and relief from symptoms in a even higher
percentage of symptomatic patients (about 81%). A com-
parison of the disease control duration and patient quality
of life achieved with GEMOX or single agents will be
needed in future studies.
Several molecularly targeted agents have been tested in

ovarian cancer, now entering clinical trials. Recently, the
Aurelia trial has shown advantages in PFS in the experi-
mental arms, including standard chemotherapy (topotecan,
liposomal doxorubicin, or paclitaxel), in combination with
bevacizumab, over chemotherapy alone in the setting of
platinum resistant patients [47].
A preliminary experience of weekly administration of

GEMOX and bevacizumab in recurrent refractory ovarian
cancer showed an overall response rate of 32%, with a very
high rate of clinical benefit (79%), and a median PFS of
4.5 months, with mild toxicities [48]. Further trials of
targeted agents in combination with chemotherapy are on-
going, aiming at the identification of predictive biomarkers
and deeper knowledge of molecular biology of ovarian can-
cer [49]. In the meantime, the choice of “standard” chemo-
therapy with drugs exhibiting no cross-resistance with
platinum, paclitaxel and liposomal anthracyclines, remains
a reasonable option in the setting of pretreated and resist-
ant disease. However, at present, no clearly superior man-
agement strategy exists for recurrent, platinum resistant/
refractory ovarian cancer, particularly in heavily pretreated
patients, and beyond the third line, response rates signifi-
cantly decline, with no reported advantages in OS [3]. In
this setting, single-agent therapy is usually recommended,
and combination regimens have frequently been shown to
increase toxicity without benefit in PFS or OS. Still, given
the particularly poor prognosis of pretreated and resistant
ovarian cancer patients [50], optimization of quality of life
at the lowest toxicity might be a more appropriate out-
come compared with survival. In such a context, the
GEMOX combination may offer a viable option to patients
with recurrent, platinum resistant disease.

Conclusions
In a cohort of 41 recurrent platinum resistant epithelial
ovarian cancer patients, the GEMOX regimen showed
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encouraging results both in terms of treatment efficacy
and manageable toxicity. Moreover, independently on its
translation into objective response, self-reported symp-
tom relief was described by the majority of symptomatic
patients and occurred in an acceptable time window.
On this basis, GEMOX may offer a particularly viable
option in this patient population, particularly in heavily
pretreated women.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
LDL and PV conceived and designed the study, DS, LP, LM, MGA, MB, MMS,
CV, EV, GC, GP, FT, ST collected and assembled the data, DG performed the
statistical analysis, PV wrote the manuscript. All authors read and approved
the final manuscript.

Author details
1Division of Medical Oncology B, Regina Elena National Cancer Institute,
Rome, Italy. 2Division of Gynecologic Oncology, Regina Elena National
Cancer Institute, Rome, Italy. 3Division of Medical Oncology, Toraldo Hospital,
Tropea, Italy. 4Department of Medical Oncology-Scientific Direction, Regina
Elena National Cancer Institute, Rome, Italy. 5Department of Gynecologic and
Obstetric Sciences, La Sapienza University of Rome, Rome, Italy. 6Department
of Medico-Surgical Sciences and Biotechnologies, Oncology Unit, “SM
Goretti” Hospital, “Sapienza” University, Latina, Italy. 7Biostatistics Unit, Regina
Elena National Cancer Institute, Rome, Italy.

Received: 25 June 2013 Accepted: 7 August 2013
Published: 8 August 2013
References
1. Siegel R, Naishadham D, Jemal A: Cancer statistics, 2013. CA Cancer J Clin

2013, 63:11–30.
2. Kim A, Ueda Y, Naka T, Enomoto T: Therapeutic strategies in epithelial

ovarian cancer. J Exp Clin Cancer Res 2012, 31:14.
3. Bruchim I, Jarchowsky-Dolberg O, Fishman A: Advanced (>second) line

chemotherapy in the treatment of patients with recurrent epithelial
ovarian cancer. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol 2013, 166:94–98.

4. BisFung-Kee-Fung M, Oliver T, Elit L, Oza A, Hirte HW, Bryson P: Optimal
chemotherapy treatment in women with recurrent ovarian cancer.
Curr Oncol 2007, 14:195–208.

5. Lorusso D, Di Stefano A, Fanfani F, Scambia G: Role of gemcitabine in
ovarian cancer treatment. Ann Oncol 2006, 17(Suppl 5):v188–v194.

6. Raymond E, Faivre S, Woynarowski JM, Chaney SG: Oxaliplatin: mechanism
of action and antineoplastic activity. Semin Oncol 1998, 25:4–12.

7. Aebi S, Kurdi-Haidar B, Gordon R, Cenni B, Zheng H, Fink D, Christen RD,
Boland CR, Koi M, Fishel R, Howell SB: Loss of DNA mismatch repair in
acquired resistance to cisplatin. Cancer Res 1996, 56:3087–3090.

8. Dieras V, Bougnoux P, Petit T, Chollet P, Beuzeboc P, Borel C, Husseini F,
Goupil A, Kerbrat P, Misset JL, Bensmaïne MA, Tabah-Fisch I, Pouillart P:
Multicentre phase II study of oxaliplatin as a single-agent in cisplatin/
carboplatin +/− taxane-pretreated ovarian cancer patients. Ann Oncol
2002, 13:258–266.

9. Piccart MJ, Green JA, Lacave AJ, Reed N, Vergote I, Benedetti-Panici P,
Bonetti A, Kristeller-Tome V, Fernandez CM, Curran D, Van Glabbeke M,
Lacombe D, Pinel MC, Pecorelli S: Oxaliplatin or paclitaxel in patients with
platinum-pretreated advanced ovarian cancer: a randomized phase II
study of the European Organization for Research and Treatment of
Cancer Gynecology Group. J Clin Oncol 2000, 18:1193–1202.

10. Chollet P, Bensmaïne MA, Brienza S, Deloche C, Curé H, Caillet H, Cvitkovic E:
Single agent activity of oxaliplatin in heavily pretreated advanced
epithelial ovarian cancer. Ann Oncol 1996, 7:1065–1070.

11. Fracasso PM, Blessing JA, Morgan MA, Sood AK, Hoffman JS: Phase II study
of oxaliplatin in platinum-resistant and refractory ovarian cancer: a
gynecologic group study. J Clin Oncol 2003, 21:2856–2859.
12. Faivre S, Raymond E, Woynarowski JM, Cvitkovic E: Supraadditive effect of
2',2'-difluorodeoxycytidine (gemcitabine) in combination with oxaliplatin
in human cancer cell lines. Cancer Chemother Pharmacol 1999, 44:117–123.

13. Mavroudis D, Pappas P, Kouroussis C, Kakolyris S, Agelaki S, Kalbakis K,
Androulakis N, Souglakos J, Vardakis N, Nikolaidou M, Samonis G, Marselos M,
Georgoulias V: A dose-escalation and pharmacokinetic study of gemcitabine
and oxaliplatin in patients with advanced solid tumors. Ann Oncol 2003,
14:304–312.

14. Raspagliesi F, Zanaboni F, Vecchione F, Hanozet F, Scollo P, Ditto A, Grijuela B,
Fontanelli R, Solima E, Spatti G, Scibilia G, Kusamura S: Gemcitabine combined
with oxaliplatin (GEMOX) as second-line chemotherapy in patients with
advanced ovarian cancer refractory or resistant to platinum and taxane.
Oncology 2004, 67:376–381.

15. Germano D, Rosati G, Manzione L: Gemcitabine combined with oxaliplatin
(GEMOX) as salvage treatment in elderly patients with advanced ovarian
cancer refractory or resistant to platinum: a single institution experience.
J Chemother 2007, 19:577–581.

16. Ray-Coquard I, Weber B, Cretin J, Haddad-Guichard Z, Lévy E, Hardy-Bessard AC,
Gouttebel MC, Geay JF, Aleba A, Orfeuvre H, Agostini C, Provencal J, Ferrero JM,
Fric D, Dohollou N, Paraiso D, Salvat J, Pujade-Lauraine E, GINECO group:
Gemcitabine-oxaliplatin combination for ovarian cancer resistant to taxane-
platinum treatment: a phase II study from the GINECO group. Br J Cancer
2009, 100:601–607.

17. Kalykaki A, Papakotoulas P, Tsousis S, Boukovinas I, Kalbakis K, Vamvakas L,
Kotsakis A, Vardakis N, Papadopoulou P, Georgoulias V, Mavroudis D,
Hellenic Oncology Research Group: Gemcitabine plus oxaliplatin (GEMOX)
in pretreated patients with advanced ovarian cancer: a multicenter
phase II study of the Hellenic Oncology Research Group (HORG).
Anticancer Res 2008, 28:495–500.

18. Friedlander M, Trimble E, Tinker A, Alberts D, Avall-Lundqvist E, Brady M,
Harter P, Pignata S, Pujade-Lauraine E, Sehouli J, Vergote I, Beale P, Bekkers R,
Calvert P, Copeland L, Glasspool R, Gonzalez-Martin A, Katsaros D, Kim JW,
Miller B, Provencher D, Rubinstein L, Atri M, Zeimet A, Bacon M, Kitchener H,
Stuart GC, Gynecologic Cancer InterGroup: Clinical trials in recurrent
ovarian cancer. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2011, 21:771–775.

19. Simon R: Optimal two-stage designs for phase II clinical trials. Control Clin
Trials 1989, 10:1–10.

20. Faivre S, Le Chevalier T, Monnerat C, Lokiec F, Novello S, Taieb J, Pautier P,
Lhommé C, Ruffié P, Kayitalire L, Armand JP, Raymond E: Phase I-II and
pharmacokinetic study of gemcitabine combined with oxaliplatin in
patients with advanced non-small-cell lung cancer and ovarian
carcinoma. Ann Oncol 2002, 13:1479–1489.

21. Steer CB, Chrystal K, Cheong KA, Galani E, Marx GM, Strickland AH, Yip D,
Lofts F, Gallagher C, Thomas H, Harper PG: Gemcitabine and oxaliplatin
followed by paclitaxel and carboplatin as first line therapy for patients
with suboptimally debulked, advanced epithelial ovarian cancer. A
phase II trial of sequential doublets. The GO-First study. Gynecol Oncol
2006, 103:439–445.

22. Harnett P, Buck M, Beale P, Goldrick A, Allan S, Fitzharris B, De Souza P, Links M,
Kalimi G, Davies T, Stuart-Harris R: Phase II study of gemcitabine and
oxaliplatin in patients with recurrent ovarian cancer: an Australian and New
Zealand Gynaecological Oncology Group study. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2007,
17:359–366.

23. Garcia AA, O'Meara A, Bahador A, Facio G, Jeffers S, Kim DY, Roman L:
Phase II study of gemcitabine and weekly paclitaxel in recurrent
platinum-resistant ovarian cancer. Gynecol Oncol 2004, 93:493–498.

24. Joly F, Petit T, Pautier P, Guardiola E, Mayer F, Chevalier-Place A, Delva R,
Sevin E, Henry-Amar M, Bourgeois H: Weekly combination of topotecan
and gemcitabine in early recurrent ovarian cancer patients: a French
multicenter phase II study. Gynecol Oncol 2009, 115:382–388.

25. Garcia AA, Yessaian A, Pham H, Facio G, Muderspach L, Roman L: Phase II
study of gemcitabine and docetaxel in recurrent platinum resistant
ovarian cancer. Cancer Invest 2012, 30:295–299.

26. Tas F, Guney N, Derin D, Aydiner A, Topuz E: A pilot study evaluating the
efficacy and toxicity of biweekly gemcitabine and pegylated liposomal
doxorubicin in recurrent platinum-resistant epithelial ovarian cancer.
Int J Clin Oncol 2008, 13:156–160.

27. Mirza MR, Lund B, Lindegaard JC, Keldsen N, Mellemgaard A, Christensen RD,
Bertelsen K: A phase II study of combination chemotherapy in early relapsed
epithelial ovarian cancer using gemcitabine and pegylated liposomal
doxorubicin. Gynecol Oncol 2010, 119:26–31.



Vici et al. Journal of Experimental & Clinical Cancer Research 2013, 32:49 Page 7 of 7
http://www.jeccr.com/content/32/1/49
28. Crespo G, Sierra M, Losa R, Berros JP, Villanueva N, Fra J, Fonseca PJ, Luque M,
Fernández Y, Blay P, Sanmamed M, Muriel C, Esteban E, Lacave AJ: Pegylated
liposomal doxorubicin and gemcitabine in a fixed dose rate infusion for the
treatment of patients with poor prognosis of recurrent ovarian cancer: a
phase Ib study. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2011, 21:478–485.

29. Skarlos DV, Kalofonos HP, Fountzilas G, Dimopoulos MA, Pavlidis N, Razis E,
Economopoulos T, Pectasides D, Gogas H, Kosmidis P, Bafaloukos D, Klouvas G,
Kyratzis G, Aravantinos G: Gemcitabine plus pegylated liposomal doxorubicin
in patients with advanced epithelial ovarian cancer resistant/refractory to
platinum and/or taxanes. A HeCOG phase II study. Anticancer Res 2005,
25:3103–3108.

30. Karaoglu A, Arslan UY, Ozkan M, Kalender ME, Alici S, Coskun U, Gumus M,
Celenkoglu G, Er O, Sevinc A, Buyukberber S, Alkis N, Benekli M, Anatolian
Society of Medical Oncology: Efficacy and toxicity of gemcitabine and
pegylated liposomal Doxorubicin in recurrent platinum-resistant/refractory
epithelial ovarian cancer. Asian Pac J Cancer Prev 2009, 10:63–66.

31. Petru E, Angleitner-Boubenizek L, Reinthaller A, Deibl M, Zeimet AG, Volgger B,
Stempfl A, Marth C: Combined PEG liposomal doxorubicin and gemcitabine
are active and have acceptable toxicity in patients with platinum-refractory
and -resistant ovarian cancer after previous platinum-taxane therapy: a
phase II Austrian AGO study. Gynecol Oncol 2006, 102:226–229.

32. Matsuo K, Lin YG, Roman LD, Sood AK: Overcoming platinum resistance in
ovarian carcinoma. Expert Opin Investig Drugs 2010, 19:1339–1354.

33. Baumann KH, Wagner U, du Bois A: The changing landscape of
therapeutic strategies for recurrent ovarian cancer. Future Oncol 2012,
8:1135–1147.

34. Hochster H, Chen TT, Lu JM, Hills D, Sorich J, Escalon J, Ivy P, Liebes L,
Muggia F: Tolerance and activity of oxaliplatin with protracted topotecan
infusion in patients with previously treated ovarian cancer. A phase I
study. Gynecol Oncol 2008, 108:500–504.

35. Elkas JC, Winter WE 3rd, Chernofsky MR, Sunde J, Bidus MA, Bernstein S,
Rose GS: A phase I trial of oxaliplatin and topotecan in recurrent ovarian
carcinoma. Gynecol Oncol 2007, 104:422–427.

36. Nicoletto MO, Falci C, Pianalto D, Artioli G, Azzoni P, De Masi G, Ferrazzi E,
Perin A, Donach M, Zoli W: Phase II study of pegylated liposomal
doxorubicin and oxaliplatin in relapsed advanced ovarian cancer.
Gynecol Oncol 2006, 100:318–323.

37. Salah-Eldin MA, Wahba HA, Halim AA: Biweekly pegylated liposomal
doxorubicin/oxaliplatin for ovarian cancer resistant to taxane-platinum
treatment: a Phase II study. Indian J Cancer 2012, 49:169–175.

38. Faivre S, Kalla S, Cvitkovic E, Bourdon O, Hauteville D, Dourte LM, Bensmaïne MA,
Itzhaki M, Marty M, Extra JM: Oxaliplatin and paclitaxel combination in
patients with platinum-pretreated ovarian carcinoma: an investigator-
originated compassionate-use experience. Ann Oncol 1999, 10:1125–1128.

39. Pectasides D, Pectasides M, Farmakis D, Gaglia A, Koumarianou A, Nikolaou M,
Koumpou M, Kountourakis P, Papaxoinis G, Mitrou P, Economopoulos T,
Raptis SA: Oxaliplatin plus high-dose leucovorin and 5-fluorouracil
(FOLFOX 4) in platinum-resistant and taxane-pretreated ovarian
cancer: a phase II study. Gynecol Oncol 2004, 95:165–172.

40. Rosa DD, Awada A, Mano MS, Selleslags J, Lebrun F, Gil T, Piccart MJ,
D'Hondt V: Oxaliplatin/5fluorouracil-based chemotherapy was active and
well tolerated in heavily pretreated patients with ovarian carcinoma.
Arch Gynecol Obstet 2008, 278:457–462.

41. Polyzos A, Kosmas C, Toufexi H, Malamos N, Lagadas A, Kosmidis C,
Ginopoulos P, Ziras N, Kandilis K, Georgoulias V: Docetaxel in combination
with irinotecan (CPT-11) in platinum-resistant paclitaxel-pretreated
ovarian cancer. Anticancer Res 2005, 25:3559–3564.

42. Tsubamoto H, Kawaguchi R, Ito K, Shiozaki T, Takeuchi S, Itani Y, Arakawa A,
Tabata T, Toyoda S: Phase II study of carboplatin and weekly irinotecan
combination chemotherapy in recurrent ovarian cancer: a Kansai clinical
oncology group study (KCOG0330). Anticancer Res 2013, 33:1073–1079.

43. Levitt NC, Propper DJ, Madhusudan S, Braybrooke JP, Echeta C, Te Poele R,
Davies SL, Flanagan E, Hickson ID, Joel S, Ganesan TS: Pharmacokinetically
guided phase I trial of topotecan and etoposide phosphate in recurrent
ovarian cancer. Br J Cancer 2005, 93:60–69.

44. Bolis G, Parazzini F, Scarfone G, Villa A, Amoroso M, Rabaiotti E, Polatti A,
Reina S, Pirletti E: Paclitaxel vs epidoxorubicin plus paclitaxel as second-
line therapy for platinum-refractory and -resistant ovarian cancer.
Gynecol Oncol 1999, 72:60–64.

45. Buda A, Floriani I, Rossi R, Colombo N, Torri V, Conte PF, Fossati R, Ravaioli A,
Mangioni C: Randomised controlled trial comparing single agent
paclitaxel vs epidoxorubicin plus paclitaxel in patients with advanced
ovarian cancer in early progression after platinum-based chemotherapy:
an Italian Collaborative Study from the Mario Negri Institute, Milan, G.O.N.
O. (Gruppo Oncologico Nord Ovest) group and I.O.R. (Istituto Oncologico
Romagnolo) group. Br J Cancer 2004, 90:2112–2117.

46. Sehouli J, Stengel D, Oskay-Oezcelik G, Zeimet AG, Sommer H, Klare P,
Stauch M, Paulenz A, Camara O, Keil E, Lichtenegger W: Nonplatinum
topotecan combinations versus topotecan alone for recurrent ovarian
cancer: results of a phase III study of the North-Eastern German Society
of Gynecological Oncology Ovarian Cancer Study Group. J Clin Oncol
2008, 26:3176–3182.

47. Pujade-Lauraine E, Hilpert F, Weber B, Reuss A, Poveda A, Kristensen G, Sorio R,
Vergote IB, Witteveen P, Bamias A, Pereira D, Wimberger P, Oaknin A, Mirza MR,
Follana P, Bollag DT, Ray-Coquard I, AURELIA Investigators AURELIA: A
randomized phase III trial evaluating bevacizumab (BEV) plus chemotherapy
(CT) for platinum (PT)-resistant recurrent ovarian cancer (OC) [abstract]. J Clin
Oncol 2012, 30(Suppl):LBA5002.

48. Ikeda Y, Takano M, Oda K, Kouta H, Goto T, Kudoh K, Sasaki N, Kita T, Kikuchi Y:
Weekly administration of bevacizumab, gemcitabine, and oxaliplatin in
patients with recurrent and refractory ovarian cancer: a preliminary result of
19 cases. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2013, 23:355–360.

49. Itamochi H, Kigawa J: Clinical trials and future potential of targeted
therapy for ovarian cancer. Int J Clin Oncol 2012, 17:430–440.

50. Eckstein N: Platinum resistance in breast and ovarian cancer cell lines.
J Exp Clin Cancer Res 2011, 30:91.

doi:10.1186/1756-9966-32-49
Cite this article as: Vici et al.: Gemcitabine-oxaliplatin (GEMOX) as
salvage treatment in pretreated epithelial ovarian cancer patients.
Journal of Experimental & Clinical Cancer Research 2013 32:49.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Patients characteristics
	Efficacy
	Toxicity

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Author details
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.440 793.440]
>> setpagedevice


