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BACKGROUND: We assessed the activity of gemcitabine (G) and cisplatin/gemcitabine (C/G) in patients with locally advanced (LA) or
metastatic (M) (advanced) biliary cancers (ABC) for whom there is no standard chemotherapy.
METHODS: Patients, aged X18 years, with pathologically confirmed ABC, Karnofsky performance (KP) X60, and adequate
haematological, hepatic and renal function were randomised to G 1000 mg m�2 on D1, 8, 15 q28d (Arm A) or C 25 mg m�2

followed by G 1000 mg m�2 D1, 8 q21d (Arm B) for up to 6 months or disease progression.
RESULTS: In total, 86 patients (A/B, n¼ 44/42) were randomised between February 2002 and May 2004. Median age (64/62.5 years),
KP, primary tumour site, earlier surgery, indwelling biliary stent and disease stage (LA: 25/38%) are comparable between treatment
arms. Grade 3–4 toxicity included (A/B, % patients) anaemia (4.5/2.4), leukopenia (6.8/4.8), neutropenia (13.6/14.3),
thrombocytopenia (9.1/11.9), lethargy (9.1/28.6), nausea/vomiting (0/7.1) and anorexia (2.3/4.8). Responses (WHO criteria, % of
evaluable patients: A n¼ 31 vs B n¼ 36): no CRs; PR 22.6 vs 27.8%; SD 35.5 vs 47.1% for a tumour control rate (CRþ PRþ SD) of
58.0 vs 75.0%. The median TTP and 6-month progression-free survival (PFS) (the primary end point) were greater in the C/G arm
(4.0 vs 8.0 months and 45.5 vs 57.1% in arms A and B, respectively).
CONCLUSION: Both regimens seem active in ABC. C/G is associated with an improved tumour control rate, TTP and 6-month PFS.
The study has been extended (ABC-02 study) and powered to determine the effect on overall survival and the quality of life.
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Biliary tract tumours are rare tumours accounting for 0.7% of
malignant tumours in adults, with approximately 1200 new cases
registered each year in England and Wales. The UK mortality rate is
approximately 23 per million population with 1- and 5-year survival
figures for adults diagnosed in England and Wales during 1986–1990
of 22 and 9%, respectively (Coleman et al, 1996).

Surgical resection, determined by the location, extent of disease
and involvement of surrounding tissues, offer the only chance of

long-term cure. Unfortunately, the resectability rates are generally
low; survival after surgical resection varies widely between centres
(range 23–50% at 5 years) (Klempnauer et al, 1997). Although this
is better than the 5-year survival seen in pancreatic cancer (10%
with surgery alone, increased to approximately 20% with adjuvant
chemotherapy) (Neoptolemos et al, 2004; Oettle et al, 2007), the
majority of patients with resected biliary tract cancers still develop
recurrent or metastatic disease. In the presence of unresectable
disease, patients with biliary tumours often present with the
additional clinical problem of biliary obstruction. Patients need
to be adequately palliated before further treatment (e.g. chemo-
therapy) either by endoscopic or percutaneous biliary stenting.

Most patients present with tumours that are too advanced
for surgical resection, and the function of radiotherapy orReceived 16 April 2009; revised 24 June 2009; accepted 3 July 2009
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chemotherapy at present remains uncertain. Before initiating this
study, a review of the chemotherapy regimens used for the
treatment of biliary tract cancers showed that the majority of
chemotherapy regimens used to date have been 5-FU based (Smith
et al, 1984; Kajanti and Pyrhonen, 1994; Comella et al, 1996;
Gebbia et al, 1996; Patt et al, 1996, 1999; Ducreux et al, 1998;
Raderer et al, 1999; Choi et al, 2000). As a single agent, intravenous
5-FU has a response rate of 25–32% (Raderer et al, 1999; Choi
et al, 2000). The addition of cisplatin (Ducreux et al, 1998; Patt
et al, 1999), doxorubicin (Patt et al, 1999), epirubicin (Kajanti and
Pyrhonen, 1994), hydroxyurea (Gebbia et al, 1996) or methotrexate
(Kajanti and Pyrhonen, 1994; Comella et al, 1996) seems to add
little in terms of response rate in these phase II studies. The oral
fluoropyrimidine pro-drug, capecitabine, has shown promising
results (Lozano et al, 2000) in 26 patients with cholangiocarcino-
mas and gallbladder cancers, but confirmation of efficacy in a
randomised phase III study is not available.

Docetaxel has been found to be active and well tolerated on the
basis of a 25% RR and 31% stabilisation of disease in a mixed
group of gallbladder (n¼ 13), cholangiocarcinomas (n¼ 4) and
ampullary tumours (n¼ 3) (Agelaki et al, 1999).

The adoption of gemcitabine as the standard of care for patients
with pancreatic cancer (Casper et al, 1994; Rothenberg et al, 1996;
Burris et al, 1997; Storniolo et al, 1997) led to interest in the use of
gemcitabine for other hepatobiliary tumours. In the usual dosing
regimen, responses of 16–42% have been obtained (Raderer et al,
1999; Gallardo et al, 2000). Some investigators have looked at
altering the schedule to improve efficacy; Dragovich et al (2000)
found that the fixed dose rate (at 10 mg m�2 min�1) did not
enhance efficacy and that the response rates with intra-arterial
administration are not significantly higher than intravenous
historical controls (Weissmann and Ludwig, 1999). Initial data
from a continuous-infusion regimen showed this to be well
tolerated and activity data were awaited (Eckel et al, 2000). The
median survivals reported in these early phase II studies ranged
from 5.7 to 11þ months.

Cisplatin is widely used in combination chemotherapy and there
are synergistic effects when it is combined with gemcitabine.

On account of this, the combination of cisplatin and gemcitabine is
widely used in other cancers (including lung, head and neck,
pancreatic and bladder cancers). The specific sequence of cisplatin
followed by gemcitabine seems to be optimal in pre-clinical testing
(Braakhuis et al, 1995; Theodossiou et al, 1998). To exploit this
additive/synergistic effect, we used a regimen that delivered both
agents at every dosing time point. Our group has previously shown
this regimen to be well tolerated and easily deliverable as a 2-h out-
patient infusion regimen in patients with pancreatic cancer.
Although the dose of cisplatin seems low (25 mg m�2), it equates
to a dose of 50 mg m�2 per 21-day cycle, and earlier attempts at
increasing the dose intensity resulted in more dose delays and
interruptions (Clayton et al, 2006).

The aim of this study was to evaluate both single-agent
gemcitabine and the cisplatin/gemcitabine doublet in patients
with locally advanced or metastatic biliary tract tumours
(cholangiocarcinomas and gallbladder carcinomas) using a rando-
mised phase II design. A follow-on phase III trial was also planned
depending on the relative merits of each treatment arm in terms of
activity, feasibility and tolerability.

The primary objective was to assess the efficacy in terms of
6-month progression-free survival (PFS) for both treatment arms.
Secondary objectives included response rate, overall survival and
toxicity assessment.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study design

This is a multicentre randomised phase II study of weekly (for 3
weeks in every four-week cycle, � 6 cycles) doses of gemcitabine
1000 mg m�2 as a single agent or preceded by cisplatin 25 mg m�2

(on a 2 weeks in every three-week cycle, � 8 cycles) in patients
with histologically or cytologically verified, non-resectable or
recurrent/metastatic cholangiocarcinoma (intra- or extrahepatic),
gallbladder or ampullary carcinoma (Figure 1).

Eligibility criteria included the following: no earlier chemo-
therapy or radiotherapy, Karnofsky performance (KP) status X60,

Eligible patient: locally advanced or metastatic 
cholangiocarcinoma or biliary carcinomas, no previous 

chemotherapy (n=80) 

Randomise

Stratified (locally advanced vs. metastatic)

Gemcitabine 1000 mg m–2

D1, 8, 15 q28d
up to 24 weeks

Arm B 
(n=40)

Cisplatin 25 mg m–2 + 
Gemcitabine 1000 mg m–2

D1, 8 q21d 
up to 24 weeks 

Upon disease progression, further management left to the treating 
clinician’s discretion

Arm A 
(n=40)

Figure 1 Trial schema.
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age X18 years, predicted survival X12 weeks, adequate bone
marrow, liver, renal and cardiac function, adequate biliary
drainage, no known brain metastases, no previous malignancy,
no serious concurrent medical illness and, where applicable,
approved methods of birth control. All patients gave written
informed consent and the trial was conducted in accordance with
ICH-GCP standards and the Declaration of Helsinki. Each
participating institution was required to have approval by their
respective local research ethics committee.

Treatment

Patients were randomised to receive gemcitabine 1000 mg m�2

intravenous infusions on days 1, 8 and 15 of each 28-day cycle or
cisplatin 25 mg m�2 followed by gemcitabine 1000 mg m�2 by
intravenous infusions on days 1 and 8 of each 21-day cycle.

A minimum of two cycles was required to assess tumour status
and the maximum period of therapy was 24 weeks (six cycles
of single-agent gemcitabine and eight cycles of cisplatin/
gemcitabine).

Patients were assessed after every cycle for adverse events;
toxicities were graded according to the Revised Common Toxicity
grading Criteria version 2.0. A complete blood count, biochemistry,
physical examination and urine analysis were also assessed at the
commencement of each cycle. Radiological assessment by CT scan
every 12 weeks during treatment determined the tumour status.
Objective tumour response was evaluated according to the WHO
criteria by local investigators; central radiology review was not
performed.

Treatment was given until progressive disease (or until
completion of the planned 24 weeks of therapy), unacceptable
toxicity or patient refusal. Thereafter, patients continued to be
followed up for survival data. Patients who had not progressed by
the end of the treatment period continued to have CT scans at

3-month intervals until such time as there was evidence of disease
progression.

Statistical design

These are both relatively new regimens for this type of tumour.
This randomised phase II study aimed at assessing the relative
merits of both regimens before proceeding to a full phase III study.

The trial consisted of 80 patients, randomised 1 : 1 between
the two regimens. Patients were stratified, at randomisation, for
the extent of disease (locally advanced vs metastatic). Given the
difficulties in measuring the response rate in this group of patients
(where often the disease is concentric around a bile duct), the
primary end point was PFS at 6 months from the time of
randomisation. Assuming a baseline 40% PFS at 6 months for the
gemcitabine arm, the cisplatin/gemcitabine combination arm
would be considered ‘favourable’ if there was a 10% improvement
in this end point (to 50%) with an acceptable toxicity profile.
A total of 40 patients in each arm would estimate this 6-month
progression-free rate with an accuracy of ±15.5%.

This study was not powered to permit formal statistical
comparison between the two treatment arms. However, it would
allow an initial assessment of the regimens in terms of a 6-month
progression-free rate, response rate, overall survival and toxicity
with a view to a follow-on phase III study.

RESULTS

From February 2002 to May 2004, 86 patients (median age 63
years, range 29– 84 years with a slight preponderance of women)
were randomised from 15 institutions, 44 to the gemcitabine arm
and 42 to the cisplatin/gemcitabine combination (Figure 2).
Baseline characteristics including median age, sex, performance
score (KP), primary tumour site (cholangiocarcinoma, gallbladder

95 patients assessed

9 patients excluded
(2 declined)

(7 failed screening)

44 patients allocated to gemcitabine 
alone 

44 patients received allocated 
intervention

86 patients randomised

42 patients allocated to cisplatin +
gemcitabine

42 patients received allocated
intervention

0 patients ongoing treatment
44 patients discontinued
intervention

(14 completion of treatment)
(11 disease progression)
(2 adverse events)
(3 sepsis/biliary obstruction)
(9 death)
(5 other)

0 patients ongoing treatment
42 patients discontinued intervention

(19 completion of treatment)
(9 disease progression)
(3 adverse events)
(1 sepsis/biliary obstruction)
(7 death)
(3 other)

44 patients included in primary
efficacy analysis (progression-free

survival, ITT)
44 patients analysed for adverse

events
31 patients analysed for response rate

42 patients included in primary
efficacy analysis (progression-free

survival, ITT)
42 patients analysed for adverse

events
36 patients analysed for response rate

Figure 2 Trial profile.
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or ampullary cancer), earlier surgery, indwelling biliary stent and
disease stage (locally advanced vs metastatic) are comparable
between the treatment arms (Table 1).

Toxicity

Both treatments were well tolerated and the toxicities were much
as expected from the experience in other tumours (Table 2). In
keeping with the nature of biliary tract cancers, non-neutropenic
infections were fairly common at some point during the treatment
(mostly cholangitis with biliary obstruction), occurring with
similar frequency in both arms and usually requiring admission
to hospital for biliary drainage and antibiotic therapy. The most
frequently reported (410% incidence) grade 3–4 drug-related
adverse events on the single gemcitabine arm were transaminitis
(13.6%) and neutropenia (also 13.6%), whereas in the combination
arm, lethargy, neutropenia, thrombocytopenia and transaminitis
occurred in 28.6, 14.3, 11.9 and 11.9% of cases, respectively.
Although the incidence of lethargy was higher in the combination
arm (28.6 vs 9.1% in the gemcitabine-alone arm), this did not
result in an increase in withdrawal from treatment (n¼ 3 in
combination arm vs n¼ 2 in gemcitabine-alone arm), Figure 2.

Response

A total of 67 patients were evaluable for tumour response in
accordance with the protocol and WHO tumour response criteria,
31 on the gemcitabine arm and 36 on the cisplatin/gemcitabine
arm. No complete tumour responses were observed. In total, 7
patients on the gemcitabine arm had a partial response compared
with 10 patients on the cisplatin/gemcitabine arm (PR 22.6 vs
27.8%). In addition, 11 patients had stable disease on gemcitabine

alone vs 17 on the combination (SD 35.5 vs 47.2%) The tumour
control rate (CRþPRþ SD) was 58.0 vs 75.0% in favour of the
cisplatin/gemcitabine combination. In total, 13 and 9 patients,
respectively, had progressive disease (Table 3).

Patients were required to discontinue therapy on radiological
evidence of disease progression or unacceptable toxicity. Table 4
shows that the mean duration of time on treatment was longer for

Table 1 Patient and tumour characteristics

GEM CIS/GEM Total

No. of patients 44 42 86
Male 19 (43.2%) 17 (40.5%) 36 (41.9%)
Female 25 (56.8%) 25 (59.5%) 50 (58.1%)
Median age, years (range) 64 (29–84) 63 (38–76) 63 (29–84)

Primary tumour site
Intrahepatic CC 7 (15.9%) 12 (28.6%) 19 (22.1%)
Extrahepatic CC 11 (25.0%) 9 (21.4%) 20 (23.3%)
Cholangiocarcinoma NOS 10 (22.7%) 10 (23.8%) 20 (23.3%)
Gallbladder 12 (27.3%) 10 (23.8%) 22 (25.6%)
Ampullary cancer 4 (9.1%) 1 (2.4%) 5 (5.8%)

Stage
Locally advanced 11 (25.0%) 16 (38.1%) 27 (31.4%)
Metastatic 33 (75.0%) 26 (61.9%) 59 (68.6%)

Earlier therapy
Curative surgery 10 (22.7%) 3 (7.1%) 13 (15.1%)
Palliative surgery 10 (22.7%) 13 (31.0%) 23 (26.7%)
Laparotomy only 17 (38.6%) 12 (28.6%) 29 (33.7%)
Biliary stent insertion 23 (52.3%) 25 (59.5%) 48 (55.8%)
Radiotherapy 3 (6.8%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (3.5%)

Karnofsky performance score
100 4 (9.1%) 5 (11.9%) 9 (10.5%)
90 17 (38.6%) 18 (42.9%) 35 (40.7%)
80 19 (43.2%) 12 (28.6%) 31 (36.0%)
70 2 (4.5%) 6 (14.3%) 8 (9.3%)
60 1 (2.3%) 1 (2.4%) 2 (2.3%)
NR 1 (2.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.2%)

CC¼ cholangiocarcinoma; CIS/GEM¼ cisplatin/gemcitabine; NOS¼ not otherwise
specified; NR¼ not recorded.

Table 2 Grade 3–4 toxicity by treatment arm (given as incidence of
toxicity by patient)

GEM CIS/GEM

Toxicity
No. of patients

n¼ 44
No. of patients

n¼ 42

Haematological adverse events
Anaemia 2 (4.5%) 1 (2.4%)
Leucopenia 3 (6.8%) 2 (4.8%)
Neutropenia 6 (13.6%) 6 (14.3%)
Thrombocytopenia 4 (9.1%) 5 (11.9%)

Non-haematological adverse events
Lethargy 4 (9.1%) 12 (28.6%)
Infection (non-neutropenic) 7 (15.9%) 8 (19.0%)
Bilirubin 9 (20.5%) 5 (11.9%)
Transaminases 6 (13.6%) 5 (11.9%)
Vomiting 0 (0.0%) 3 (7.1%)
Oedema 2 (4.5%) 2 (4.8%)
Anorexia 1 (2.3%) 2 (4.8%)
Pain 1 (2.3%) 2 (4.8%)
Diarrhoea 0 (0.0%) 2 (4.8%)
Dyspnoea 0 (0.0%) 2 (4.8%)
Constipation 1 (2.3%) 1 (2.4%)
Infection (neutropenic) 0 (0.0%) 1 (2.4%)
Stomatitis 0 (0.0%) 1 (2.4%)
Renal 0 (0.0%) 1 (2.4%)
Neuropathy 1 (2.3%) 0 (0.0%)
Nausea 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Alopecia 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

CIS/GEM¼ cisplatin/gemcitabine.

Table 3 Radiological response to treatment (WHO criteria, for
evaluable patients only)

GEM N¼31* CIS/GEM N¼ 36*

Not evaluable* 13/44 (29.5%) 6/42 (14.3%)
Complete response (CR) 0 0
Partial response (PR) 7 (22.6%) 10 (27.8%)
Stable disease (SD) 11 (35.5%) 17 (47.2%)
Progressive disease (PD) 13 (41.9%) 9 (25.0%)
Response rate (CR+PR) 7 (22.6%) 10 (27.8%)
Tumour control rate (CR+PR+SD) 18 (58.0%) 27 (75.0%)
Not assessable 13 (25.0%) 6 (11.9%)

CIS/GEM¼ cisplatin/gemcitabine.
*Patients were not required to have measurable disease at study entry.

Table 4 Delivery of therapy by treatment arm

Gemcitabine
n¼ 44

Cisplatin/gemcitabine
n¼42

No of cycles given 158 246
Duration of cycle 4 weeks 3 weeks
Mean duration of treatment
(weeks)

15.7 18.7

Median number of cycles 3 7.5
Range 1–6 1–8
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patients receiving cisplatin/gemcitabine vs gemcitabine alone
(18.7 vs 15.7 weeks, respectively).

Survival

The primary end point for this study was 6-month PFS. At the time
of analysis, all patients had progressed. The 6-month PFS for the
gemcitabine-alone arm was 45.5% (95% CI 30.5–59.3%) vs 57.1%
(95% CI 41.0– 70.3%) for the combination arm with median PFSs
of 4.0 and 8.0 months, respectively, in each of the arms (Figure 3).
Overall survival data have been censored by the Data Safety
Monitoring Committee, as the study is not powered to allow a
comparison between the arms in terms of survival and all patients
in this study will be included in the survival statistics in the follow-
on phase III study (statistically powered for survival).

DISCUSSION

Surgical resection remains the treatment of choice for patients with
biliary tract cancers and, to date, there are no conclusive data to
support the routine use of chemotherapy in patients diagnosed
with locally advanced, inoperable, recurrent or metastatic disease.

A number of limitations have contributed to this lack of
evidence base including the relative infrequency of these cancers,
particularly in Western countries, with any individual institution
having small numbers of patients. A recent review of all published
(and abstract) biliary tract cancer trials revealed that the numbers
of patients per trial ranged from 5 to 65 (with a mean of 25.1
patients) (Eckel and Schmid, 2007). Our ABC-01 study, with 86
patients is, therefore, the largest study reported in the literature to

date, enabled by a national, UK-wide National Cancer Research
Network (NCRN) collaboration.

Another limitation is that biliary tract tumours are notoriously
difficult to evaluate for response or progression. Although some
patients have parenchymal lesions that lend themselves to
objective measurement, many patients have malignant sclerosing
disease along bile ducts, which, even in the presence of a response,
may show little change on conventional imaging. In total, 19 of our
86 patients (22%) did not have evaluable disease. In their pooled
analysis, Eckel and Schmid have shown that the response rate
correlates poorly with overall survival (correlation coefficient
r¼ 0.2, P¼ 0.043). Tumour control rate fares a little better
(r¼ 0.26, P¼ 0.024), although time to tumour progression seems
the best surrogate marker of activity in this disease group with the
best correlation with overall survival (r¼ 0.73, Po0.0005) (Eckel
and Schmid, 2007). This finding validates the primary end point
chosen for our study, which was based on radiological or clinical
progression of disease. Our observation of improved 6-month PFS
from 45.5% (gemcitabine alone) to 57.1% (cisplatin/gemcitabine
combination) was close to our approximated statistical assumption
of 10% benefit on which our cohort size was based. Moreover,
patients who received gemcitabine alone fared a little better than
we had assumed (initial assumption of 6-month PFS: 40%). Given
the limitations of conventional cross-sectional imaging, the use of
functional imaging (with, for example, FDG-PET or FLT-PET) may
provide more reliable surrogates of activity to hasten drug
development for the treatment of biliary tract cancers (as is
currently being investigated for other tumour types, e.g. colorectal
cancer (Francis et al, 2004)).

Thus, both treatment arms in ABC-01 showed activity. However,
combination chemotherapy resulted in a marginally better

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
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N=44

CIS–GEM
N=42

(95% CI)
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(2.86–7.86)
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(3.94–8.78)

6-months PFS
(95% CI)

45.5%
(30.5–59.3%)

57.1%
(41.0–70.3%)

TTP: Median months
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G 44

42

Figure 3 Kaplan–Meier curve of progression-free survival by treatment arm as a function of time.
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response rate (CRþPR: 27.8 vs 22.6%), and superior tumour
control rate (CRþPRþ SD: 75.0 vs 58.0%), broadly in line with
that seen in previous studies (Dingle et al, 2005). Both treatment
arms were well tolerated, although patients who received doublet
therapy showed a significant increase in lethargy (28.6 vs 9.1%);
the effect of this finding on the quality of life was not explored in
this study. Neither did we mandate serum CA 19-9 measurement,
as this was not widely available as a standard test at the outset of
the study.

The aforementioned review found that most of the studies in the
literature were small phase II studies evaluating mostly fluoro-
pyrimidine- and gemcitabine-based therapies (others include
taxanes, anthracyclines, mitomycin-C and irinotecan) (Eckel and
Schmid, 2007) and two other randomised phase II studies have
been reported in the literature: an EORTC study comparing
high-dose 5-FU with or without cisplatin (Ducreux et al, 2005)
and another study comparing mitomycin-c with gemcitabine vs
mitomycin-C and capecitabine (Kornek et al, 2004).

There is a paucity of randomised phase III data available. In one
phase III study, 90 patients with both pancreatic (n¼ 53) and
biliary tumours (n¼ 37) were randomised to receive either best
supportive care (BSC) or BSC with 5-FU, etoposide and leucovorin
(FELV) chemotherapy (etoposide was omitted for elderly patients
because of the high incidence of mucositis). There was a
statistically significant survival advantage from the chemotherapy
arm in terms of survival (6 vs 2.5 months, Po0.01, despite a
crossover to treatment of eight patients allocated to the BSC arm),
although the study was underpowered to make any conclusion
regarding biliary tract cancers (Glimelius et al, 1996). A more
recent study by Rao et al (2005) built on the findings of this study
by randomising 54 patients to either FELV chemotherapy or to the

epirubicin, cisplatin and continuous-infusion 5-FU (ECF) regimen.
The authors found the ECF regimen to be less toxic than FELV
with a similar response rate, symptom resolution and failure-free
survival, although it did not improve survival. The study, which
had planned to recruit 166 patients, closed because of slow accrual,
showing the difficulty of large studies in this patient group.

ABC-01, although not powered to permit a formal comparison
between the two treatment arms, has provided useful information
in terms of 6-month progression-free rate, response rate, overall
survival and toxicity. It has been followed by ABC-02, a
randomised phase III study, also run under the auspices of the
UK-NCRN, comparing the same two treatment arms but powered
to detect a survival advantage as the primary end point. In
addition, the effect of either treatment on the quality of life and
changes in serum CA19-9 will be reported.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This is an investigator-initiated study designed by the correspond-
ing author. The study was sponsored by the University of
Manchester (UK), the Christie Hospital NHS Foundation Trust
and UCL/UCLH CBC; adopted by the UK National Cancer
Research Institute (NCRI) and supported by an unrestricted
Educational Grant from Lilly Oncology. Data collection and other
logistical aspects of the study were managed by the study sponsor.
The trial management group (including JWV, HW and JB) had full
access to the data in the study, final responsibility for interpreta-
tion of the data, paper preparation and the decision to submit for
publication.

REFERENCES

Agelaki S, Papakostas P, Stathopoulos G, Aravantinos G, Kalbakis K, Sarra
E, Souglakos J, Kakolyris S, Kouroussis S, Androulakis N, Vardakis N,
Georgoulias V (1999) Phase II study of docetaxel with G-CSF support as
first-line treatment for unresectable or advanced biliary tract carcinoma:
a multicentre phase II trial. Proc Am Soc Clin Oncol 18: 276a (abstract 1058)

Braakhuis BJ, Ruiz van Haperen VW, Welters MJ, Peters GJ (1995)
Schedule-dependent therapeutic efficacy of the combination of gemci-
tabine and cisplatin in head and neck cancer xenografts. Eur J Cancer
31a: 2335 – 2340

Burris III HA, Moore MJ, Andersen J, Green MR, Rothenberg ML, Modiano
MR, Cripps MC, Portenoy RK, Storniolo AM, Tarassoff P, Nelson R, Dorr
FA, Stephens CD, Von Hoff DD (1997) Improvements in survival and
clinical benefit with gemcitabine as first-line therapy for patients with
advanced pancreas cancer: a randomized trial [see comments]. J Clin
Oncol 15: 2403 – 2413

Casper ES, Green MR, Kelsen DP, Heelan RT, Brown TD, Flombaum CD,
Trochanowski B, Tarassoff PG (1994) Phase II trial of gemcitabine (2,20-
difluorodeoxycytidine) in patients with adenocarcinoma of the pancreas.
Invest New Drugs 12: 29 – 34

Choi CW, Choi IK, Seo JH, Kim BS, Kim JS, Kim CD, Um SH, Kim YH
(2000) Effects of 5-fluorouracil and leucovorin in the treatment of
pancreatic-biliary tract adenocarcinomas. Am J Clin Oncol 23: 425 – 428

Clayton AJ, Mansoor AW, Jones ET, Hawkins RE, Saunders MP, Swindell R,
Valle JW (2006) A phase II study of weekly cisplatin and gemcitabine in
patients with advanced pancreatic cancer: is this a strategy still worth
pursuing? Pancreas 32: 51 – 57

Coleman MP, Babb P, Damiecki P, Grosclaude P, Honjo S, Jones J, Knerer
G, Pitard A, Quinn M, Flogett A, Stavola B (1999) Cancer Survival Trends
in England and Wales 1971–1995: deprivation and NHS region. The
Stationery Office: London. pp 237 – 234

Comella P, Palmieri G, Lorusso V, Catalano G, Nicollela D, Ianniello GP,
Casaretti R, Montella M, Frasci G, Perna M, Comella G (1996) Double
biochemical modulation of 5-fluorouracil by methotrexate and levo-
folinic acid in the treatment of advanced digestive tract malignancies.
Eur J Cancer 32a: 1719 – 1726

Dingle BH, Rumble RB, Brouwers MC (2005) The role of gemcitabine in the
treatment of cholangiocarcinoma and gallbladder cancer: a systematic
review. Can J Gastroenterol 19: 711 – 716

Dragovich T, Ramanthan RK, Remick S, Dyky MA, Wade-Oliver KT, Jacobs
S, Mani S, KIndler HL (2000) Phase II trial of a weekly 150-min
gemcitabine infusion in patients with biliary tree carcinomas. Proc Am
Soc Clin Oncol 19: 296a abstract 1159

Ducreux M, Rougier P, Fandi A, Clavero-Fabri MC, Villing AL, Fassone F,
Fandi L, Zarba J, Armand JP (1998) Effective treatment of advanced
biliary tract carcinoma using 5-fluorouracil continuous infusion with
cisplatin. Ann Oncol 9: 653 – 656

Ducreux M, Van Cutsem E, Van Laethem JL, Gress TM, Jeziorski K, Rougier
P, Wagener T, Anak O, Baron B, Nordlinger B (2005) A randomised
phase II trial of weekly high-dose 5-fluorouracil with and without folinic
acid and cisplatin in patients with advanced biliary tract carcinoma:
results of the 40955 EORTC trial. Eur J Cancer 41: 398 – 403

Eckel F, Lersch C, Assmann G, Schulte-Frohlinde E (2000) Toxicity of a
24-h infusion of gemcitabine in biliary tract and pancreatic cancer. Proc
Am Soc Clin Oncol 19: 283a (abstract)

Eckel F, Schmid RM (2007) Chemotherapy in advanced biliary tract
carcinoma: a pooled analysis of clinical trials. Br J Cancer 96: 896 – 902

Francis DL, Visvikis D, Costa DC, Croasdale I, Arulampalam TH, Luthra
SK, Taylor I, Ell PJ (2004) Assessment of recurrent colorectal cancer
following 5-fluorouracil chemotherapy using both 18FDG and 18FLT
PET. Eur J Nucl Med Mol Imaging 31: 928

Gallardo J, Rubio B, Fodor M, Orlandi L, Yanez M, Gamargo C,
Ahumada M, Oliva J (2000) Gemcitabine (gem): an active drug in
advanced gallbladder cancer (AGC). Proc Am Soc Clin Oncol 19: 268a
abstract 1042

Gebbia V, Majello E, Testa A, Pezzella G, Giuseppe S, Giotta F, Riccardi F,
Fortunato S, Colucci G, Gebbia N (1996) Treatment of advanced
adenocarcinomas of the exocrine pancreas and the gallbladder with
5-fluorouracil, high dose levofolinic acid and oral hydroxyurea on a
weekly schedule. Results of a multicenter study of the Southern Italy
Oncology Group (G.O.I.M.). Cancer 78: 1300 – 1307

ABC-01: gem vs cis/gem in advanced biliary cancer

JW Valle et al

626

British Journal of Cancer (2009) 101(4), 621 – 627 & 2009 Cancer Research UK

C
lin

ic
a
l

S
tu

d
ie

s



Glimelius B, Hoffman K, Sjoden PO, Jacobsson G, Sellstrom H, Enander LK,
Linne T, Svensson C (1996) Chemotherapy improves survival and
quality of life in advanced pancreatic and biliary cancer. Ann Oncol 7:
593 – 600

Kajanti M, Pyrhonen S (1994) Epirubicin-sequential methotrexate-5-
fluorouracil-leucovorin treatment in advanced cancer of the extrahepatic
biliary system. A phase II study. Am J Clin Oncol 17: 223 – 226

Klempnauer J, Ridder GJ, von Wasielewski R, Werner M, Weimann A,
Pichlmayr R (1997) Resectional surgery of hilar cholangiocarcinoma: a
multivariate analysis of prognostic factors. J Clin Oncol 15: 947 – 954

Kornek GV, Schuell B, Laengle F, Gruenberger T, Penz M, Karall K, Depisch
D, Lang F, Scheithauer W (2004) Mitomycin C in combination with
capecitabine or biweekly high-dose gemcitabine in patients with
advanced biliary tract cancer: a randomised phase II trial. Ann Oncol
15: 478 – 483

Lozano RD, Patt YZ, Hassan MM, Frome A, Vauthey JN, Ellis LM, Schnirer
I, Brown TD, Abbruzzese JL, Wolff RA, Charnsangavej C (2000) Oral
capecitabine (Xeloda) for the treatment of hepatobiliary cancers
(hepatocellular carcinoma, cholangiocarcinoma, and gallbladder cancer).
Proc Am Soc Clin Oncol 19: 264a (abstract 1025)

Neoptolemos JP, Stocken DD, Friess H, Bassi C, Dunn JA, Hickey H, Beger
H, Fernandez-Cruz L, Dervenis C, Lacaine F, Falconi M, Pederzoli P, Pap
A, Spooner D, Kerr DJ, Buchler MW (2004) A randomized trial of
chemoradiotherapy and chemotherapy after resection of pancreatic
cancer. N Engl J Med 350: 1200 – 1210

Oettle H, Post S, Neuhaus P, Gellert K, Langrehr J, Ridwelski K, Schramm
H, Fahlke J, Zuelke C, Burkart C, Gutberlet K, Kettner E, Schmalenberg
H, Weigang-Koehler K, Bechstein WO, Niedergethmann M, Schmidt-
Wolf I, Roll L, Doerken B, Riess H (2007) Adjuvant chemotherapy with
gemcitabine vs observation in patients undergoing curative-intent
resection of pancreatic cancer: a randomized controlled trial. JAMA
297: 267 – 277

Patt YZ, Hassan MM, Lozano RD, Hoque AM, Raijman I, Waugh KA (1999)
Phase II trial of cisplatin (P), Intron A (I), Adriamycin (A), and

5-fluorouracil (F)(PIAF) for biliary tree cancer (BTC). Proc Am Soc Clin
Oncol 18: 297a (abstract)

Patt YZ, Jones Jr DV, Hoque A, Lozano R, Markowitz A, Raijman I, Lynch
P, Charnsangavej C (1996) Phase II trial of intravenous flourouracil and
subcutaneous interferon alfa-2b for biliary tract cancer. J Clin Oncol 14:
2311 – 2315

Raderer M, Hejna MH, Valencak JB, Kornek GV, Weinlander GS, Bareck E,
Lenauer J, Brodowicz T, Lang F, Scheithauer W (1999) Two consecutive
phase II studies of 5-fluorouracil/leucovorin/mitomycin C and of
gemcitabine in patients with advanced biliary cancer. Oncology 56:
177 – 180

Rao S, Cunningham D, Hawkins RE, Hill ME, Smith D, Daniel F, Ross PJ,
Oates J, Norman AR (2005) Phase III study of 5FU, etoposide and
leucovorin (FELV) compared to epirubicin, cisplatin and 5FU (ECF) in
previously untreated patients with advanced biliary cancer. Br J Cancer
92: 1650 – 1654

Rothenberg ML, Moore MJ, Cripps MC, Andersen JS, Portenoy RK,
Burris III HA, Green MR, Tarassoff PG, Brown TD, Casper ES,
Storniolo AM, Von Hoff DD (1996) A phase II trial of gemcitabine in
patients with 5-FU-refractory pancreas cancer [see comments]. Ann
Oncol 7: 347 – 353

Smith GW, Bukowski RM, Hewlett JS, Groppe CW (1984) Hepatic artery
infusion of 5-fluorouracil and mitomycin C in cholangiocarcinoma and
gallbladder carcinoma. Cancer 54: 1513 – 1516

Storniolo AM, Enas NH, Brown CA, Schilsky R (1997) Treatment
investigational new drug program for Gemzar (gemcitabine HCl) in
patients with pancreas cancer (PaCa). Proc Am Soc Clin Oncol 16: 306a
(abstract 1088)

Theodossiou C, Cook JA, Fisher J, Teague D, Liebmann JE, Russo A,
Mitchell JB (1998) Interaction of gemcitabine with paclitaxel and
cisplatin in human tumor cell lines. Int J Oncol 12: 825 – 832

Weissmann A, Ludwig H (1999) Intraarterial gemcitabine for treatment of
inoperable pancreatic and cholangiocarcinoma. Proc Am Soc Clin Oncol
18: 305a (abstract 1170)

ABC-01: gem vs cis/gem in advanced biliary cancer

JW Valle et al

627

British Journal of Cancer (2009) 101(4), 621 – 627& 2009 Cancer Research UK

C
li
n

ic
a
l

S
tu

d
ie

s


	Gemcitabine alone or in combination with cisplatin in patients with advanced or metastatic cholangiocarcinomas or other biliary tract tumours: a multicentre randomised phase II study - The UK ABC-01 Study
	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	Study design

	Figure 1 Trial schema.
	Treatment
	Statistical design

	RESULTS
	Figure 2 Trial profile.
	Toxicity
	Response

	Table 1 Patient and tumour characteristics
	Table 2 Grade 3-4 toxicity by treatment arm (given as incidence of toxicity by patient)
	Table 3 Radiological response to treatment (WHO criteria, for evaluable patients only)
	Table 4 Delivery of therapy by treatment arm
	Survival

	DISCUSSION
	Figure 3 Kaplan-Meier curve of progression-free survival by treatment arm as a function of time.
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	REFERENCES




