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ABSTRACT
Objective In the ENGOT- EN6- NSGO/GOG3031/RUBY 
trial, dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel demonstrated 
significant improvement in progression free survival 
and a positive trend in overall survival compared with 
placebo+carboplatin–paclitaxel, with manageable toxicity, 
in patients with primary advanced or recurrent endometrial 
cancer. Here we report on patient- reported outcomes in 
the mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high 
population, a secondary endpoint in the trial.
Methods Patients were randomized 1:1 
to dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel or 
placebo+carboplatin–paclitaxel every 3 weeks for 6 
cycles followed by dostarlimab or placebo monotherapy 
every 6 weeks for ≤3 years or until disease progression. 
Patient- reported outcomes, assessed with the European 
Organisation for Research and Treatment of Cancer Quality 
of Life Questionnaire Core 30 and Endometrial Cancer 
Module, were prespecified secondary endpoints. A mixed 
model for repeated measures analysis, a prespecified 
exploratory analysis, was conducted to generate least- 
squares means to compare between- treatment differences 
while adjusting for correlations across multiple time points 
within a patient and controlling for the baseline value. 
Results are provided with 2- sided, nominal p values.
Results Of 494 patients enrolled, 118 were mismatch 
repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high. In this 
population, mean change from baseline to end of 
treatment showed visual improvements in global quality 
of life (QoL), emotional and social function, pain, and 
back/pelvis pain for dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel. 
Meaningful differences (least- squares mean [standard 

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS TOPIC
 ⇒ Endometrial cancer incidence and mortality rates 
are increasing, and new treatment options are need-
ed, especially for patients with primary advanced or 
recurrent endometrial cancer.

 ⇒ The effects on quality of life with long- term immu-
notherapy use in patients with primary advanced or 
recurrent endometrial cancer are not well described 
at present.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS
 ⇒ This study adds important information on the quality 
of life that patients experience while receiving do-
starlimab+chemotherapy followed by dostarlimab 
monotherapy, for primary advanced or recurrent 
endometrial cancer.

 ⇒ This analysis showed that patients with mismatch 
repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high endo-
metrial cancer received notable benefits in patient- 
reported quality of life outcomes when treated with 
dostarlimab+chemotherapy.

HOW THIS STUDY MIGHT AFFECT RESEARCH, 
PRACTICE OR POLICY

 ⇒ This study further supports the use of dostar-
limab+chemotherapy as a standard of care in pa-
tients with mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite 
instability- high primary advanced or recurrent en-
dometrial cancer and provides additional evidence 
that quality of life data should be an integral part of 
cancer clinical trials.
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error]) favoring the dostarlimab arm were reported for change from 
baseline to end of treatment for QoL (14.7 [5.45]; p=0.01), role function 
(12.7 [5.92]); p=0.03), emotional function (14.3 [4.92]; p<0.01), social 
function (13.5 [5.43]; p=0.01), and fatigue (−13.3 [5.84]; p=0.03).
Conclusions Patients with mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite 
instability- high primary advanced or recurrent endometrial cancer 
receiving dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel demonstrated 
improvements in several QoL domains over patients receiving 
placebo+carboplatin–paclitaxel. The observed improvements in 
progression free survival and overall survival while improving or 
maintaining QoL further supports dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel as a 
standard of care in this setting.
Trial registration  ClinicalTrials. gov NCT03981796

INTRODUCTION

Globally, endometrial cancer is the sixth most common female 
cancer, and the second most commonly diagnosed gynecologic 
cancer.1 The highest incidence rates of endometrial cancer are 
currently found in North America, Europe, and Australasia,1 and 
they have increased worldwide over the past two decades.2 By 
2040, it is estimated that global endometrial cancer rates will have 
increased by approximately 50%.3

A molecular description of endometrial cancer subtypes, 
including mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high 
disease, has led to fundamental changes in treatment and a new 
understanding of prognosis.4 The landscape of endometrial cancer 
treatment is evolving to include molecular classifications, such 
as Cancer Genome Atlas or Proactive Molecular Risk Classifier 
for Endometrial Cancer classification and updated International 
Federation of Gynecology Obstetrics staging to help inform on 
prognosis and, in some instances, predict the likelihood of benefit 
with specific treatments.4–7 For example, immune checkpoint 
inhibitors targeting programmed cell death protein 1 (PD- 1) have 
been shown to be effective therapies in patients with recurrent or 
advanced mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high 
endometrial cancer that has progressed on or after treatment with 
platinum- containing chemotherapy.8–10

In the phase 3 RUBY trial (NCT03981796) of patients with primary 
advanced or recurrent endometrial cancer, dostarlimab, an anti–
PD- 1 antibody, plus carboplatin–paclitaxel, significantly improved 
progression free survival compared with carboplatin–paclitaxel 
alone in the mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- 
high and overall populations and showed a positive trend in overall 
survival in the overall population at the first interim analysis.11 
Based on the substantial magnitude of benefit observed in the 
mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high population 
and the need for additional overall survival follow- up for the overall 
population, dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel was prioritized for 
obtaining regulatory approval in the mismatch repair- deficient/
microsatellite instability- high population for primary advanced or 
recurrent endometrial cancer.12–15

Gynecologic cancers, including endometrial cancer, have signif-
icant negative impacts on the health- related quality of life (QoL) 
of affected women. Physical and emotional functioning decrease 
because of the disease itself and the effects of treatments,16 17 
with worsened health- related QoL most apparent in patients with 
advanced disease.17 As the use of immunotherapy in endometrial 
cancer increases, it is necessary to understand the health- related 

QoL impact to comprehensively compare the overall benefit/risk 
profile of immunotherapy with that of traditional chemotherapy 
and/or radiation and other emerging therapies.18 19 This dynamic is 
particularly relevant for long- term administration of therapies.19 20

The use of patient- reported outcomes, measured through patient 
questionnaires, during both investigational and routine clinical 
cancer treatment, is encouraged by regulatory agencies to measure 
patient experiences related to an intervention, such as treatment 
with a new therapy.21–24 However, few immunotherapies for endo-
metrial cancer have reported health- related QoL outcomes, with 
no data reported for the primary systemic treatment setting.25–27 In 
the phase 1 GARNET study evaluating the efficacy of dostarlimab 
monotherapy in patients with recurrent or advanced mismatch 
repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high endometrial cancer 
that had progressed on or after platinum- based chemotherapy, 
patient- reported outcome assessments demonstrated stable or 
improved QoL with dostarlimab monotherapy.27

To our knowledge, the phase 3 RUBY trial of dostarlimab+che-
motherapy is the first clinical trial to report patient- reported 
outcome assessments for an immunotherapy plus chemotherapy 
combination in primary advanced or recurrent endometrial cancer. 
Herein, we report patient- reported outcome assessment data in the 
mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high subpop-
ulation of the RUBY trial (NCT03981796) that received regulatory 
approval by several major health authorities.

METHODS

Study Design and Patients
RUBY is a phase 3, randomized, double blind, multicenter study of 
dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel versus placebo+carboplatin–
paclitaxel in patients with primary advanced or recurrent endome-
trial cancer. The trial was conducted in accordance with the princi-
ples of the Declaration of Helsinki, Good Clinical Practice guidelines, 
and all applicable local laws; all patients provided written informed 
consent for participation.

Full details of the study design have been reported11; in brief, 
patients were randomized 1:1 to receive dostarlimab+chemo-
therapy or placebo+chemotherapy and stratified according to 
mismatch repair/microsatellite instability status, previous external 
pelvic radiotherapy, and disease status (primary advanced or recur-
rent). Patients received either intravenous dostarlimab (500 mg) or 
placebo in combination with carboplatin–paclitaxel every 3 weeks 
for 6 cycles, followed by 1000 mg of dostarlimab or placebo every 
6 weeks. Monotherapy treatment with dostarlimab or placebo 
continued for ≤3 years or until disease progression, unacceptable 
toxicity, withdrawal of consent, investigator’s decision, or death, 
whichever occurred first.

Eligible patients were aged ≥18 years, with histologically or 
cytologically confirmed primary advanced or recurrent endome-
trial cancer that was not amenable to cure by radiation therapy, 
surgery alone, or a combination of both. Full eligibility requirements 
have been previously published.11 Tumor samples were required for 
assessment of mismatch repair and microsatellite status.

Assessments
Primary study endpoints were investigator assessed progres-
sion free survival in the mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite 

T
orino. P

rotected by copyright.
 on O

ctober 30, 2024 at B
iblioteche biom

ediche universit? di
http://ijgc.bm

j.com
/

Int J G
ynecol C

ancer: first published as 10.1136/ijgc-2024-005484 on 25 S
eptem

ber 2024. D
ow

nloaded from
 

https://clinicaltrials.gov/show/NCT03981796
http://ijgc.bmj.com/


3Valabrega G, et al. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2024;0:1–11. doi:10.1136/ijgc-2024-005484

Original research

instability- high and overall populations, and overall survival in the 
overall population. Results of these endpoints have been previously 
published.11 Health- related QoL and patient- reported outcome 
assessments were prespecified secondary endpoints of the trial in 
the overall and mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- 
high populations, and an exploratory analysis in the mismatch 
repair- proficient/microsatellite- stable population.

The European Organisation for Research and Treatment of 
Cancer (EORTC) Quality of Life Questionnaire Core 30, version 3.0 
(QLQ- C30),28 and Endometrial Cancer Module (QLQ- EN24)29 were 
used to collect patient- reported outcome data in the trial. Specific 
information on these assessments can be found in Online Supple-
mental Table 1. Of note in the QLQ- EN24, the items constituting 
the sexual function scales are accompanied by the further specific 
instructions of “answer these questions only if you have been sexu-
ally active during the past 4 weeks.”

Patients completed each instrument before receiving treatment 
on the first day of each treatment cycle, at the end of treatment, 
and at safety and survival follow- ups. Data from cycle 1, day 1, 
provided baseline QoL scores. Cycle 7, day 1 was the start of the 
monotherapy phase of the trial (patients would no longer receive 
carboplatin–paclitaxel). Cycle 13, day 1 was the start of the first 
cycle in the second year of treatment. Patients completed assess-
ments on paper forms, and the information was then entered into 
an electronic database by the clinical research team at each study 
site.

Statistical Analyses
An estimated study sample size of 470 patients was determined 
based on the primary endpoint of investigator assessed progres-
sion free survival.11 For this prespecified analysis, EORTC QLQ- C30 
and EORTC QLQ- EN24 were evaluated in the mismatch repair- 
deficient/microsatellite instability- high subgroup, the population for 
which treatment approval has been given.

The completion rate was calculated for each of the QLQ- C30 
and QLQ- EN24 domains. For multi- item scales, the number and 
percentage of patients who completed all questions and completed 
the minimum requirement for scoring the instrument were tabu-
lated by visit. For single item scales, the number and percentage 
of patients who completed each question were tabulated by visit. 
Percentages were calculated based on the number of potentially 
evaluable patients at each visit.

Scoring was conducted according to published user guides 
for each instrument, and changes from baseline were calcu-
lated.29 30 Scores were calculated by averaging items within scales 
and linearly transforming mean scores. Formulas used for linear 
transformation can be found in Online Supplemental Figure 1. For 
both scales, a change of 10 points in scale and summary scores 
was considered to be a minimum clinically important difference.31 
Changes from baseline were calculated for all patients, with corre-
sponding scores for each scale at baseline and at each visit. If data 
for single items (those requiring input from single questions) were 
missing, the score was set to missing. For those scales requiring the 
combination of multiple items (those requiring input from multiple 
questions), if data for at least half of the items were available, the 
score was calculated based on available items; if data for more 
than half of the items were missing, the score was set to missing.32

A mixed model for repeated measures analysis was conducted 
to generate least- squares means to compare between- treatment 
differences while adjusting for correlations across multiple time 
points within a patient and controlling for the baseline value. The 
mixed model for repeated measures included patient, treatment, 
analysis visit, and treatment- by- visit interaction as explanatory 
variables and the baseline value as a covariate, along with the 
baseline- by- visit interaction. Treatment, visit, and treatment- by- 
visit interactions were fixed effects, and patients were treated as 
a random effect. An unstructured covariance matrix was used to 
model the within- patient variance, and the Kenward–Roger approx-
imation was used to estimate the degrees of freedom. If the fit of the 
unstructured covariance structure failed to converge, the following 
covariance structures were used in order until convergence was 
reached: Toeplitz with heterogeneity, autoregressive with hetero-
geneity, Toeplitz, and autoregressive. If there were still issues with 
model convergence, visits with too few patients having data avail-
able were excluded, and the model searching algorithm described 
above was implemented again on the subset of the data after the 
exclusion of visits. Adjusted mean difference and 95% confidence 
intervals were calculated. Mixed model for repeated measures 
analyses were not adjusted for multiple testing/multiplicity; there-
fore, all p values are nominal.

RESULTS

Patients
In the RUBY trial, 494 patients were randomly assigned to treatment; 
118 were categorized as mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite 
instability- high (53 to dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel and 65 
to placebo+carboplatin–paclitaxel). Full baseline demographic and 
clinical details have been published previously11; a summary of the 
mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high population 
is provided in Online Supplemental Table 2. No notable differences 
were observed in the characteristics of patients in the two arms in 
the mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high popu-
lation. Overall, patients were considered to be representative of the 
clinical population with primary advanced or recurrent endometrial 
cancer.

Completion Rates
Completion rates for the QLQ- C30 and QLQ- EN24 in the mismatch 
repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high population were 
consistent between the two treatment arms at baseline, cycle 
7, cycle 13, and end of treatment (Online Supplemental Table 3). 
Completion rates ranged from 94% to 100% in both arms at base-
line, cycle 7, and cycle 13, and from 75% to 79% at the end of 
treatment. Completion rates were high for all QLQ- EN24 domains, 
with the exception of sexual function scales and symptoms, likely 
because of additional completion instructions, as mentioned previ-
ously.

Patient-reported Outcome Changes from Baseline
In the mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high 
population, mean changes over time in the two arms for global QoL 
and functioning scales are shown in Figure 1 (symptom scales are 
shown in Online Supplemental Figure 2). Significant differences 
over the 3- year period were seen with the least- squares mean 
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change (standard error [SE]) from baseline between arms for the 
QLQ- C30 scales of global QoL (8.8 [2.96]; p<0.01), social func-
tioning (8.2 [2.84]; p=0.04), and pain (−7.6 [3.77]; p=0.04) and 
for the QLQ- EN24 scales of lymphedema (−9.1 [3.68]; p=0.01), 

urological symptoms (−5.4 [2.66]; p=0.04), and pain in the back 
and pelvis (−8.4 [4.15]; p=0.05).

Least- squares mean change (SE) from baseline at cycle 7 (end 
of chemotherapy) indicated a notable improvement in global QoL 

Figure 1 Mean changes from baseline in patient- reported outcome scores for global QoL and functional scales in the 
mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high population. (A) QLQ- C30 global QoL; (B) QLQ- C30 physical functioning; 
(C) QLQ- C30 role functioning; (D) QLQ- C30 emotional functioning; (E) QLQ- C30 cognitive functioning; and (F) QLQ- C30 social 
functioning. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals. BSLN, baseline; EOT, end of treatment; QLQ- C30, Quality of Life 
Questionnaire Core 30; QoL, quality of life.
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(9.4 [3.72]; p=0.01), physical functioning (7.5 [3.61]; p=0.04), 
role functioning (11.7 [5.23]; p=0.03), and the symptom scales of 
pain (−16.8 [4.78]; p<0.01), dyspnea (−11.1 [4.99]; p=0.03), and 
back and pelvis pain (−12.1 [5.55]; p=0.03) for patients treated 
with dostarlimab compared with patients treated with placebo 
(Figure 2). While numerical differences persisted, the least- squares 
mean changes (least- squares mean [SE]) between arms were not 
different at cycle 13 (Figure  3), except for urological symptoms 
(−9.5 [3.56]; p=0.01). At the end of treatment, the least- squares 
mean change from baseline demonstrated clinically important 
differences in QoL (least- squares mean [SE]; 14.7 [5.45]; p=0.01), 
role functioning (12.7 [5.92]; p=0.03), emotional functioning (14.3 
[4.92]; p<0.01), social functioning (13.5 [5.43]; p=0.01), and in 
the symptom scales of fatigue (−13.3 [5.84]; p=0.03), nausea 
and vomiting (−12.0 [3.52]; p<0.01), appetite loss (−20.1 [5.49]; 
p<0.01), and financial difficulties (−13.9 [5.10]; p=0.01) for 
patients treated with dostarlimab compared with those treated with 
placebo (Figure 4).

The QLQ- C30 global QoL scores were translated into summary 
scores of improved, remained stable, and worsened (Table  1). A 
higher percentage of patients in the dostarlimab+carboplatin–pacl-
itaxel arm reported improved scores than patients in the placebo+-
carboplatin–paclitaxel arm at cycle 7 (35.9% vs 25.0%) and cycle 
13 (44.4% vs 14.3%). At the end of treatment, a higher percentage 
of patients in the dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel arm reported 
improved or stable scores than patients in the placebo+carbo-
platin–paclitaxel arm (81.8% vs 51.2%).

Patient-reported Outcome Assessments in the Overall and 
Mismatch Repair-proficient/Microsatellite-stable Populations
Global QoL was similar between arms for patients in the overall popu-
lation and in the mismatch repair- proficient/microsatellite- stable 
population. Least- squares mean change over time for the overall 
population and the mismatch repair- proficient/microsatellite- stable 
population for the EORTC QLQ- C30 and QLQ- EN24 are provided in 
Online Supplemental Table 4. Few differences were seen across the 
3 year period between the arms in either population.

DISCUSSION

Summary of Main Results
To our knowledge, RUBY is the first trial to report data from a 
prospective evaluation of patient- reported outcome assessments 
in primary advanced or recurrent endometrial cancer patients 
receiving standard of care chemotherapy with or without immu-
notherapy. In this report, we showed that substantial progression- 
free survival benefits and a positive trend in overall survival 
reported with the use of dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel in the 
mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high patient 
population were accompanied by improvement or maintenance in 
health- related QoL.11 Although efficacy outcomes in the mismatch 
repair- proficient/microsatellite- stable population were exploratory, 
consistent numerical benefits across survival outcomes were seen, 
and patient reported outcomes in this population were consistent 
with patient- reported outcomes in the overall population. Together, 
these outcomes support improved survival outcomes while main-
taining or improving QoL relative to placebo+carboplatin–paclitaxel 
across all populations.

In the mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high 
population, dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel was associated 
with numerical improvements in global QoL, role and emotional 
functioning, pain, and back and pelvis pain at cycle 7 compared 
with baseline. With the exception of emotional functioning, these 
improvements showed a difference when compared with the 
placebo arm. In addition, numerical improvements from baseline 
with notable differences from the placebo arm at end of treatment 
were observed for role, emotional, and social functioning, QoL, pain, 
nausea/vomiting, appetite loss, financial difficulties, and fatigue 
in the dostarlimab arm. While our analysis did not demonstrate 
a notable difference at the 1- year landmark, numerical benefits 
persisted. Given the relatively small number of patients and the 
reduction in those contributing to the analysis at later time points, 
this lack of difference is most likely a reflection of insufficient power 
rather than a reduction of QoL benefits at later time points.

Results in the Context of Published Literature
These data are broadly aligned with those from the phase 1 
GARNET study of dostarlimab monotherapy in advanced or 
recurrent endometrial cancer, in which sustained improve-
ments relative to baseline in overall QoL, emotional and social 
functioning, and pain were observed from cycles 2 through 
7, and improvements in fatigue were observed from cycles 4 
through 7.27

Although endometrial cancer affects many women world-
wide, detailed patient- reported outcome data reporting 
patient experience during and after therapy are lacking.33–35 
To our knowledge, this is the first report of clinically important 
differences in key QoL domains during immunotherapy treat-
ment in patients with primary advanced or recurrent endo-
metrial cancer. The greater number of patients treated with 
dostarlimab who had meaningfully improved global QoL 
(based on a minimum clinically important difference of 10 
points) compared with patients treated with placebo at cycle 
7 and cycle 13 is particularly notable, because this implies 
that patients achieved substantial benefit in the overall quality 
of their daily lives. While the impact of cancer on daily life 
is multifactorial, QoL can be negatively affected by treat-
ment related factors, such as frequency of hospital visits36 
and occurrence of adverse events.37 These data suggest that 
these types of impacts were minimal with dostarlimab treat-
ment. Further, these results provide additional information 
supporting the overall efficacy of dostarlimab, as the anti-
cancer effect was sufficient to also have benefits in addressing 
symptoms and burdens associated with advanced or recur-
rent endometrial cancer. For patients who achieved a durable 
benefit from dostarlimab, health- related QoL improvements 
reflect the corresponding alleviation of disease symptoms and 
complications.

Strengths and Weaknesses
The strengths of this study include the inclusion of patient- 
reported outcome analyses as prespecified secondary 
endpoints for the RUBY trial, high completion rates in both 
arms throughout, and the administration of validated ques-
tionnaires specific to oncology and endometrial cancer. Limi-
tations of the analysis include the relatively small mismatch 
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Figure 2 Least- squares mean change from baseline at cycle 7 for the (A) EORTC QLQ- C30 functional scales, (B) EORTC 
QLQ- C30 symptom scales, and (C) EORTC QLQ- EN24 scores. Error bars indicate standard error of the mean (SE). n indicates 
number of patients in each arm with completed item data at cycle 7. *Nominal between- arm significance. aVisits with fewer 
than three patients in either of the treatment arms were excluded from the analysis. CP, carboplatin–paclitaxel; EORTC, 
European Organisation for Research and Treatment of Cancer; GHS, global health scale; GI, gastrointestinal; LSM, least- 
squares mean; NR, not reported; QLQ- C30, Quality of Life Questionnaire Core 30; QLQ- EN24, Quality of Life Questionnaire- 
Endometrial Cancer Module; QoL, quality of life.
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Figure 3 Least- squares mean change from baseline at cycle 13 for the (A) EORTC QLQ- C30 functional scales, (B) EORTC 
QLQ- C30 symptom scales, and (C) EORTC QLQ- EN24 scores, Error bars indicate standard error of the mean (SE). n indicates 
number of patients in each arm with completed item data at cycle 13. *Nominal between- arm significance. aVisits with fewer 
than three patients in either of the treatment arms were excluded from the analysis. CP, carboplatin–paclitaxel; EORTC, 
European Organisation for Research and Treatment of Cancer; GHS, global health scale; GI, gastrointestinal; LSM, least- 
squares mean; NR, not reported; QLQ- C30, Quality of Life Questionnaire Core 30; QLQ- EN24, Quality of Life Questionnaire 
Endometrial Cancer Module; QoL, quality of life.
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Figure 4 Least- squares mean change from baseline at end of treatment for the (A) EORTC QLQ- C30 functional scales, 
(B) EORTC QLQ- C30 symptom scales, and (C) EORTC QLQ- EN24 scores. Error bars indicate standard error of the mean 
(SE). n indicates number of patients in each arm with completed item data at end of treatment visit. *Nominal between- 
arm significance. aVisits with fewer than three patients in either of the treatment arms were excluded from the analysis. CP, 
carboplatin–paclitaxel; EORTC, European Organisation for Research and Treatment of Cancer; GHS, global health scale; 
GI, gastrointestinal; LSM, least- squares mean; QLQ- C30, Quality of Life Questionnaire Core 30; QLQ- EN24, Quality of Life 
Questionnaire- Endometrial Cancer Module; QoL, quality of life.
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repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high population and 
the risk of bias introduced over time based on patients who 
remained in the study, specifically that those patients with 
improved QoL may potentially remain on study longer than 
those with worsened QoL, which could skew later results, 
although it would be expected that this would affect both arms 
of the study. In addition, neither the EORTC QLQ- C30 nor the 
QLQ- EN24 are specifically designed for immunotherapy and 
may not adequately describe the specific QoL measurements 
impacted by long- term immunotherapy use.

Implications for Practice and Future Research
The RUBY trial previously reported progression- free survival 
and overall survival benefits with the addition of dostarlimab 
to carboplatin–paclitaxel, and a safety profile consistent with 
the known profiles of the individual drugs. Additionally, this 
report on patient- reported outcome assessments in the RUBY 
trial provides evidence that QoL data should be an integral 
part of cancer clinical trials because the assessments further 
characterize the patient experience.

CONCLUSIONS

The addition of dostarlimab to chemotherapy improved 
patient- reported outcomes in the mismatch repair- deficient/
microsatellite instability- high population and maintained 
QoL in both the overall and mismatch repair- proficient/
microsatellite- stable populations compared with the place-
bo+chemotherapy group. These data further support the use 
of dostarlimab+carboplatin–paclitaxel as a standard of care 
in patients with primary advanced or recurrent endometrial 
cancer.
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  Improved, n (%) 14 (35.9) 12 (25.0)

  Stable, n (%) 15 (38.5) 16 (33.3)

  Worsened, n (%) 10 (25.6) 20 (41.7)

No. of patients at cycle 13 27 14

Change from baseline, mean 
(SD) 9.2 (17.30) −8.5 (15.86)

  Improved, n (%) 12 (44.4) 2 (14.3)

  Stable, n (%) 12 (44.4) 7 (50.0)

  Worsened, n (%) 3 (11.1) 5 (35.7)

No. of patients at EOT 22 43

Change from baseline, mean 
(SD) 3.0 (19.42) −11.1 (29.10)

  Improved, n (%) 4 (18.2) 9 (20.9)

  Stable, n (%) 14 (63.6) 13 (30.2)

  Worsened, n (%) 4 (18.2) 21 (48.8)
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for Research and Treatment of Cancer; EOT, end of treatment; 
MSI- H, microsatellite instability- high; QLQ- C30, Quality of Life 
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T
orino. P

rotected by copyright.
 on O

ctober 30, 2024 at B
iblioteche biom

ediche universit? di
http://ijgc.bm

j.com
/

Int J G
ynecol C

ancer: first published as 10.1136/ijgc-2024-005484 on 25 S
eptem

ber 2024. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://ijgc.bmj.com/


10 Valabrega G, et al. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2024;0:1–11. doi:10.1136/ijgc-2024-005484

Original research

Presented at
Portions of the data reported in this manuscript were previously reported at the 
2023 American Society of Clinical Oncology Annual Meeting (June 2–6; Chicago, 
Illinois) and the 2023 European Society for Medical Oncology Congress (October 
20–24; Madrid, Spain).

Acknowledgements Writing and editorial support, funded and coordinated by 
GSK (Waltham, Massachusetts, USA), was provided by Shannon Morgan- Pelosi, 
PhD, CMPP, and Jennifer Robertson, PhD, CMPP, of Ashfield MedComms, an Inizio 
company.

Contributors Conceptualization: All authors. Guarantors: GV and JG. Investigation: 
GV, MAP, SH, EMM, ZN, RH, DD, TM, AMT, KPP, LG, EF, OZ, LML, BA, RG, IP, NC, 
BJM, SS, TJH, AS, BP, AAS, DC, MRM, and DB. Resources: VV, OM, JG, MAP, and 
MRM. Writing- original draft: GV, MAP, SH, EMM, ZN, RH, DD, TM, AMT, KPP, LG, 
EF, OZ, LML, BA, RG, IP, NC, BJM, SS, TJH, AS, BP, AAS, DC, VV, OM, JG, MRM, and 
DB. Writing- review and editing: GV, MAP, SH, EMM, ZN, RH, DD, TM, AMT, KPP, LG, 
EF, OZ, LML, BA, RG, IP, NC, BJM, SS, TJH, AS, BP, AAS, DC, VV, OM, JG, MRM, and 
DB. Visualization: GV, MAP, SH, EMM, ZN, RH, DD, TM, AMT, KPP, LG, EF, OZ, LML, 
BA, RG, IP, NC, BJM, SS, TJH, AS, BP, AAS, DC, VV, OM, JG, MRM, and DB. Project 
administration: VV, OM, JG, MAP, and MRM. Supervision: GV, MAP, SH, EMM, ZN, 
RH, DD, TM, AMT, KPP, LG, EF, OZ, LML, BA, RG, IP, NC, BJM, SS, TJH, AS, BP, AAS, 
DC, VV, OM, JG, MRM, and DB. Formal analysis: GV, MAP, SH, EMM, ZN, RH, DD, TM, 
AMT, KPP, LG, EF, OZ, LML, BA, RG, IP, NC, BJM, SS, TJH, AS, BP, AAS, DC, VV, OM, 
JG, MRM, and DB.

Funding This study (NCT03981796) was funded by GSK, Waltham, Massachusetts, 
USA.

Competing interests GV reports consulting fees from GSK; honoraria from 
AstraZeneca, GSK, and MSD; travel support from AstraZeneca and PharmaMar; 
participation in advisory boards for AstraZeneca, Eisai, GSK, and MSD. MAP 
reports consulting fees from GSK, Tesaro, Merck, Eisai, SeaGen, Clovis Oncology, 
and AstraZeneca. SH reports consulting fees from AstraZeneca, Eisai, GSK, and 
MSD and honoraria from AstraZeneca and GSK. EMM reports advisory board 
meeting fees from AstraZeneca, GSK, and Tempus; honoraria from OncLive 
and Opinions in Gyn Malignancies; and support for attending meetings from 
Opinions in Gyn Malignancies and OncLive. ZN reports honoraria from Sofmedica, 
AstraZeneca, and MSD; support for attending meetings from Sofmedica and 
Preglem; participation on a data safety monitoring board or advisory board for 
AstraZeneca and Richter Gedeon; stock options from Richter Gedeon; and receipt 
of equipment, materials, drugs, medical writing, gifts, or other services from 
AstraZeneca. RH reports honoraria from GSK, AstraZeneca, Clovis Oncology, Eisai, 
and Merck. DD reports receiving consulting fees from AstraZeneca, GSK/Tesaro, 
Roche, Eisai Germany, and MSD Oncology; honoraria for advisory roles from 
Roche, AstraZeneca, GSK/Tesaro, Intuitive Surgical, KLS Martin, MSD, PharmaMar, 
and Seagen; and travel support from AstraZeneca. TM reports honoraria from 
Immunogen. LG reports institutional grants from Alkermes, AstraZeneca, Clovis 
Oncology, Esperas, IMV, ImmunoGen, Karyopharm, MSD, Mersana, Novocure, 
OncoQuest Pharmaceuticals, Pfizer, Roche, and Tesaro; consulting fees from 
Merck; honoraria from Alkermes, AstraZeneca, Eisai, Eisai- Merck, and GSK. BA 
reports honoraria from AstraZeneca, Eisai, GSK, MSD, Norartis, and Roche; support 
for attending meetings from AstraZeneca, GSK, and Roche; participation on a data 
safety monitoring board or advisory board for Eisai, GSK, MSD, Roche, and Sanofi 
Aventis. RG reports participation on a data safety monitoring board or advisory 
board for Pionyr Pharmaceuticals and receipt of equipment, materials, drugs, 
medical writing, gifts, or other services from Bausch+Lomb. NC reports advisory 
board fees for Aadii, GSK, Kartos, Novita Pharmaceuticals, Tarveda Therapeutics, 
Toray, Umoja, and Zentalis. BJM reports consulting fees from Agenus, Akeso 
Biopharma, Amgen, Aravive, Bayer, Elevar, EMD Merck, Genmab/Seagen, GOG 
Foundation, Gradalis, ImmunoGen, Iovance, Karyopharm, Macrogenics, Mersana, 
Myriad, Novartis, Novocure, Pfizer, Puma, Regeneron, Sorrento, US Oncology 
Research, and VBL and speakers’ bureau honoraria from AstraZeneca, Clovis 
Oncology, Eisai, Merck, Roche/Genentech, and Tesaro/GSK. TJH reports personal 
consulting fees from Aadi, AstraZeneca, Caris, Clovis Oncology, Eisai, Epsilogen, 
Genentech, GSK, Immunogen, J&J, Merck, Mersana, and Seagen; participation 
on a data safety monitoring board or advisory board for Corcept; and leadership 
role on the GOG Foundation Board and President of GOG Partners. AS reports 
royalties as an UptoDate reviewer. BP reports institutional grant support from 
AstraZeneca, Celsion, Clovis Oncology, Eisai, Genentech/Roche, Karyopharm, 
Merck, Mersana, SeaGen, Sutro Biopharma, Takeda Pharmaceuticals, Tesaro/GSK, 
Toray, and VBL Therapeutics; consulting fees from AstraZeneca, Atossa, Clovis 
Oncology, Deciphera, Elevar Therapeutics, I- Mab Biopharma, Merck, Mersana, 

Sutro Biopharma, Tesaro/GSK, and Toray; support for attending meetings from GOG 
Foundation; advisory board fees from Arquer Diagnostics, AstraZeneca, Atossa, 
Clovis Oncology, Deciphera, Eisai, Elevar Therapeutics, GOG Foundation, I- Mab 
Biopharma, Lilly, Merck, Mersana, Seagen, Sutro Biopharma, Tesaro/GSK, Toray, 
and VBL Therapeutics; and noncompensated leadership fees from NYOB Society 
Secretary, SGO Clinical Practice Committee Chair, and SGO COVID- 19 Taskforce 
Co- Chair. AAS reports support paid to her institution from GSK for the present 
IGCS abstract; institutional grant support from AbbVie, Aravive, AstraZeneca, Clovis 
Oncology, Eisai, Ellipses, I- Mab Biopharma, Immunogen, Merck, Oncoquest/Canaria 
Bio, Roche/Genentech, Seagen, TapImmune, Tesaro/GSK, and VBL Therapeutics; 
honoraria from @Point of Care Clinical Care Options Curio Science, Peerview, Bio 
ASCEND, RTP, GOG Foundation (Highlight reel), and GOG Foundation Symposium; 
patent issued for 'blood based biomarkers in ovarian cancer'; noncompensated 
participation on a data safety monitoring board/advisory board from AstraZeneca, 
Clovis Oncology, Gilead, Immunogen, Imvax, Merck, Mersana, Natera, Onconova, 
and OncoQuest; uncompensated leadership roles with SGO, AAOGF, and NRG and 
compensated role from GOG; receipt of medical writing support from AstraZeneca; 
and uncompensated Clinical Trial Steering Committees for the AXLerate trial 
(Aravive), AtTEnd trial (Hoffman- LaRoche), Oval Trial (VBL Therapeutics), FLORA- 5 
trial (CanariaBio), and QPT- ORE- 004 (CanariaBio). DC reports consultant fees from 
AstraZeneca and GSK and honoraria from AstraZeneca, GSK, Seagen/Genmab, 
and Immunogen. MRM reports consulting fees from AstraZeneca, Biocad, GSK, 
Karyopharm, Merck, Roche, and Zai Lab; speakers’ bureau fees from AstraZeneca 
and GSK; research funding (to institution) from Apexigen, AstraZeneca, Deciphera 
(trial chair), GSK, and Ultimovacs; and personal financial interest in Karyopharm 
(stocks/shares, member of board of directors). DB reports institutional grant fees 
from GSK; fees for being a member of GOG Partners Investigational Council; and 
medical director/owner of Trials365. AMT, KPP, EF, OZ, LML, IP, and SS have nothing 
to disclose. OM, VV, and JG are employees of GSK.

Patient consent for publication Not applicable.

Ethics approval This study involves human participants and was conducted with 
the approval by Advarra Institutional Review Board (ref No Pro00033913) and had 
institutional review board approval at each institution participating in the trial. 
Participants gave informed consent to participate in the study before taking part.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement Data are available upon reasonable request. GSK 
is committed to sharing anonymized subject level data from interventional trials 
as per GSK policies and as applicable. Requests for subject level data should be 
done via the GSK link: https://www.gsk-studyregister.com/en/https://www.gsk- 
studyregister.com/en/.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY- NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non- commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, an indication of whether changes were made, and the use is non- 
commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iDs
Giorgio Valabrega http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5444-6305
Dominik Denschlag http://orcid.org/0009-0001-1346-8134
Beyhan Ataseven http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2823-7590
Bradley J Monk http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6985-0159
Bhavana Pothuri http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4578-2061

REFERENCES
 1 Sung H, Ferlay J, Siegel RL, et al. Global cancer statistics 2020: 

GLOBOCAN estimates of incidence and mortality worldwide for 36 
cancers in 185 countries. CA Cancer J Clin 2021;71:209–49. 

 2 Gu B, Shang X, Yan M, et al. Variations in incidence and mortality 
rates of endometrial cancer at the global, regional, and national 
levels, 1990- 2019. Gynecol Oncol 2021;161:573–80. 

T
orino. P

rotected by copyright.
 on O

ctober 30, 2024 at B
iblioteche biom

ediche universit? di
http://ijgc.bm

j.com
/

Int J G
ynecol C

ancer: first published as 10.1136/ijgc-2024-005484 on 25 S
eptem

ber 2024. D
ow

nloaded from
 

https://www.gsk-studyregister.com/en/
https://www.gsk-studyregister.com/en/
https://www.gsk-studyregister.com/en/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5444-6305
http://orcid.org/0009-0001-1346-8134
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2823-7590
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6985-0159
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4578-2061
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21660
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2021.01.036
http://ijgc.bmj.com/


11Valabrega G, et al. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2024;0:1–11. doi:10.1136/ijgc-2024-005484

Original research

 3 International Agency for Research on Cancer. Cancer tomorrow. 
Available: https://gco.iarc.fr/tomorrow/en/dataviz/isotype?cancers= 
24&single_unit=50000 [Accessed Aug 2023].

 4 Karpel HC, Slomovitz B, Coleman RL, et al. Treatment options for 
molecular subtypes of endometrial cancer in 2023. Curr Opin Obstet 
Gynecol 2023;35:270–8. 

 5 Kommoss S, McConechy MK, Kommoss F, et al. Final validation of 
the ProMisE molecular classifier for endometrial carcinoma in a large 
population- based case series. Ann Oncol 2018;29:1180–8. 

 6 Talhouk A, McConechy MK, Leung S, et al. A clinically applicable 
molecular- based classification for endometrial cancers. Br J Cancer 
2015;113:299–310. 

 7 Berek JS, Matias- Guiu X, Creutzberg C, et al. FIGO staging of 
endometrial cancer: 2023. Int J Gynaecol Obstet 2023;162:383–94. 

 8 Oaknin A, Tinker AV, Gilbert L, et al. Clinical activity and safety of 
the anti- programmed death 1 monoclonal antibody dostarlimab 
for patients with recurrent or advanced mismatch repair- deficient 
endometrial cancer: a nonrandomized phase 1 clinical trial. JAMA 
Oncol 2020;6:1766–72. 

 9 Oaknin A, Gilbert L, Tinker AV, et al. Safety and antitumor activity of 
dostarlimab in patients with advanced or recurrent DNA mismatch 
repair deficient/microsatellite instability- high (dMMR/MSI- H) or 
proficient/stable (MMRp/MSS) endometrial cancer: interim results 
from GARNET- a phase I, single- arm study. J Immunother Cancer 
2022;10:e003777. 

 10 O’Malley DM, Bariani GM, Cassier PA, et al. Pembrolizumab in 
patients with microsatellite instability- high advanced endometrial 
cancer: results from the KEYNOTE- 158 study. J Clin Oncol 
2022;40:752–61. 

 11 Mirza MR, Chase DM, Slomovitz BM, et al. Dostarlimab for 
primary advanced or recurrent endometrial cancer. N Engl J Med 
2023;388:2145–58. 

 12 GSK. Jemperli prescribing information. 2023. Available: https:// 
gskpro.com/content/dam/global/hcpportal/en_US/Prescribing_ 
Information/Jemperli/pdf/JEMPERLI-PI-MG.PDF [Accessed Mar 
2024].

 13 GSK. JEMPERLI product characteristics. 2023. Available: https://
www.medicines.org.uk/emc/product/12669/smpc [Accessed Mar 
2024].

 14 GSK. GSK receives positive CHMP opinion recommending 
approval of jemperli (dostarlimab) plus chemotherapy as a new 
frontline treatment for dMMR/MSI- H primary advanced or recurrent 
endometrial cancer. 2023. Available: https://www.ema.europa.eu/ 
en/documents/overview/jemperli-epar-medicine-overview_en.pdf 
[Accessed Mar 2024].

 15 GSK. Jemperli (dostarlimab for injection) plus carboplatin and 
paclitaxel approved in Canada as a treatment option for primary 
advanced or recurrent dMMR/MSI- H endometrial cancer, 2023. 
Available: https://ca.gsk.com/media/6620/jemperli_pm.pdf 
[Accessed Mar 2024].

 16 Shirali E, Yarandi F, Ghaemi M, et al. Quality of life in patients with 
gynecological cancers: a web- based study. Asian Pac J Cancer Prev 
2020;21:1969–75. 

 17 Klapheke AK, Keegan THM, Ruskin R, et al. Changes in health- 
related quality of life in older women after diagnosis with 
gynecologic cancer. Gynecol Oncol 2020;156:475–81. 

 18 Kaufman HL, Atkins MB, Subedi P, et al. The promise of immuno- 
oncology: implications for defining the value of cancer treatment. J 
Immunother Cancer 2019;7:129. 

 19 Olsen TA, Zhuang TZ, Caulfield S, et al. Advances in knowledge 
and management of immune- related adverse events in cancer 
immunotherapy. Front Endocrinol (Lausanne) 2022;13:779915. 

 20 Brahmer JR, Abu- Sbeih H, Ascierto PA, et al. Society for 
Immunotherapy of Cancer (SITC) clinical practice guideline on 

immune checkpoint inhibitor- related adverse events. J Immunother 
Cancer 2021;9:e002435. 

 21 Di Maio M, Basch E, Denis F, et al. The role of patient- reported 
outcome measures in the continuum of cancer clinical care: ESMO 
Clinical Practice Guideline. Ann Oncol 2022;33:878–92. 

 22 Basch E, Barbera L, Kerrigan CL, et al. Implementation of patient- 
reported outcomes in routine medical care. Am Soc Clin Oncol Educ 
Book 2018;38:122–34. 

 23 US Food and Drug Administration. Core patient- reported outcomes 
in cancer clinical trials: draft guidance for industry. 2021. Available: 
https://www.fda.gov/media/149994/download [Accessed Aug 2023].

 24 European Medicines Agency. Appendix 2 to the guideline on the 
evaluation of anticancer medicinal products in man: the use of 
patient- reported outcome (PRO) measures in oncology studies. 
2016. Available: https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/documents/other/ 
appendix-2-guideline-evaluation-anticancer-medicinal-products- 
man_en.pdf [Accessed Aug 2023].

 25 O’Malley DM, Bariani GM, Cassier PA, et al. Health- related quality 
of life with pembrolizumab monotherapy in patients with previously 
treated advanced microsatellite instability high/mismatch repair 
deficient endometrial cancer in the KEYNOTE- 158 study. Gynecol 
Oncol 2022;166:245–53. 

 26 Lorusso D, Colombo N, Herraez AC, et al. Health- related quality 
of life in patients with advanced endometrial cancer treated wth 
lenvatinib plus pembrolizumab or treatment of physician’s choice. 
Eur J Cancer 2023;186:172–84. 

 27 Kristeleit R, Mathews C, Redondo A, et al. Patient- reported 
outcomes in the GARNET trial in patients with advanced or 
recurrent mismatch repair- deficient/microsatellite instability- high 
endometrial cancer treated with dostarlimab. Int J Gynecol Cancer 
2022;32:1250–7. 

 28 Aaronson NK, Ahmedzai S, Bergman B, et al. The European 
Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer QLQ- C30: a 
quality- of- life instrument for use in international clinical trials in 
oncology. J Natl Cancer Inst 1993;85:365–76. 

 29 Greimel E, Nordin A, Lanceley A, et al. Psychometric validation of 
the European Organisation for Research and Treatment of Cancer 
Quality of Life Questionnaire- Endometrial Cancer Module (EORTC 
QLQ- EN24). Eur J Cancer 2011;47:183–90. 

 30 Fayers PM, Aaronson NK, Bjordal K, et al. The EORTC QLQ- C30 
scoring manual. 3rd edn. Brussels, Belgium: European Organisation 
for Research and Treatment of Cancer, 2001.

 31 Osoba D, Rodrigues G, Myles J, et al. Interpreting the significance 
of changes in health- related quality- of- life scores. J Clin Oncol 
1998;16:139–44. 

 32 Fayers PM, Machin D. Chapter 15: missing data. In: Quality of Life: 
Assessment, Analysis and Interpretation. Chichester, UK: J Wiley & 
Sons Ltd, 2016.

 33 Sobočan M, Gašpar D, Gjuras E, et al. Evaluation of patient- reported 
symptoms and functioning after treatment for endometrial cancer. 
Curr Oncol 2022;29:5213–22. 

 34 Joly F, McAlpine J, Nout R, et al. Quality of life and patient- reported 
outcomes in endometrial cancer clinical trials: a call for action! Int J 
Gynecol Cancer 2014;24:1693–9. 

 35 Sisodia RC, Alimena S, Ferris W, et al. Initial findings from a 
prospective, large scale patient reported outcomes program 
in patients with gynecologic malignancy. Gynecol Oncol 
2022;164:113–9. 

 36 Wullaert L, Voigt KR, Verhoef C, et al. Oncological surgery follow- up 
and quality of life: meta- analysis. Br J Surg 2023;110:655–65. 

 37 Hirose C, Fujii H, Iihara H, et al. Real- world data of the association 
between quality of life using the EuroQol 5 Dimension 5 Level utility 
value and adverse events for outpatient cancer chemotherapy. 
Support Care Cancer 2020;28:5943–52. 

T
orino. P

rotected by copyright.
 on O

ctober 30, 2024 at B
iblioteche biom

ediche universit? di
http://ijgc.bm

j.com
/

Int J G
ynecol C

ancer: first published as 10.1136/ijgc-2024-005484 on 25 S
eptem

ber 2024. D
ow

nloaded from
 

https://gco.iarc.fr/tomorrow/en/dataviz/isotype?cancers=24&single_unit=50000
https://gco.iarc.fr/tomorrow/en/dataviz/isotype?cancers=24&single_unit=50000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/GCO.0000000000000855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/GCO.0000000000000855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdy058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/bjc.2015.190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.14923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamaoncol.2020.4515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamaoncol.2020.4515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jitc-2021-003777
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.21.01874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2216334
https://gskpro.com/content/dam/global/hcpportal/en_US/Prescribing_Information/Jemperli/pdf/JEMPERLI-PI-MG.PDF
https://gskpro.com/content/dam/global/hcpportal/en_US/Prescribing_Information/Jemperli/pdf/JEMPERLI-PI-MG.PDF
https://gskpro.com/content/dam/global/hcpportal/en_US/Prescribing_Information/Jemperli/pdf/JEMPERLI-PI-MG.PDF
https://www.medicines.org.uk/emc/product/12669/smpc
https://www.medicines.org.uk/emc/product/12669/smpc
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/documents/overview/jemperli-epar-medicine-overview_en.pdf
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/documents/overview/jemperli-epar-medicine-overview_en.pdf
https://ca.gsk.com/media/6620/jemperli_pm.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.31557/APJCP.2020.21.7.1969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2019.11.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40425-019-0594-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40425-019-0594-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2022.779915
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jitc-2021-002435
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jitc-2021-002435
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annonc.2022.04.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/EDBK_200383
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/EDBK_200383
https://www.fda.gov/media/149994/download
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/documents/other/appendix-2-guideline-evaluation-anticancer-medicinal-products-man_en.pdf
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/documents/other/appendix-2-guideline-evaluation-anticancer-medicinal-products-man_en.pdf
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/documents/other/appendix-2-guideline-evaluation-anticancer-medicinal-products-man_en.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2022.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2022.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2023.03.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/ijgc-2022-003492
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/85.5.365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2010.08.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.1998.16.1.139
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/curroncol29080414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/IGC.0000000000000299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/IGC.0000000000000299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2021.10.084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bjs/znad022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00520-020-05443-8
http://ijgc.bmj.com/

	Anaphylaxis management: a survey of school and day care nurses in Lebanon
	Abstract
	Methods
	Design
	Population
	Instrument
	Data collection
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Study population characteristics
	Current policies, processes and training sessions
	Previous experience in the management of anaphylaxis reaction


	Patient-reported outcomes in the subpopulation of patients with mismatch repair-deficient/microsatellite instability-high primary advanced or recurrent endometrial cancer treated with dostarlimab plus chemotherapy compared with chemotherapy alone in th
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study Design and Patients
	Assessments
	Statistical Analyses

	Results
	Patients
	Completion Rates
	Patient-reported Outcome Changes from Baseline
	Patient-reported Outcome Assessments in the Overall and Mismatch Repair-proficient/Microsatellite-stable Populations

	Discussion
	Summary of Main Results
	Results in the Context of Published Literature
	Strengths and Weaknesses
	Implications for Practice and Future Research

	Conclusions
	References


