
HAL Id: inserm-02908548
https://inserm.hal.science/inserm-02908548

Submitted on 29 Jul 2020

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.

L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destinée au dépôt et à la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
recherche français ou étrangers, des laboratoires
publics ou privés.

Reply to E. Laffon et al.
Clément Bailly, Thomas M Carlier, Françoise Kraeber-Bodéré, Steven L Le

Gouill, Caroline Bodet-Milin

To cite this version:
Clément Bailly, Thomas M Carlier, Françoise Kraeber-Bodéré, Steven L Le Gouill, Caroline Bodet-
Milin. Reply to E. Laffon et al.. Haematologica, 2020. �inserm-02908548�

https://inserm.hal.science/inserm-02908548
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr


Reply to E. Laffon et al.

We read with interest the comment by Laffon and
Marthan1 in response to our recent article in
Haematologica “Prognostic value of FDG-PET in patients
with mantle cell lymphoma: results from the LyMa-PET
Project”.2 They suggested reporting confidence limits for
the measurement of standardized uptake value (SUV) to
account for technical factors that lead to measurement
uncertainty. 
Based on data obtained in patients with lung cancer,3

they estimated a measurement error of 13.9% for
SUVmax. Therefore, they suggest that the cutoff value of
10.3 quoted in our study may be completed by a lower
and upper limit of 8.8 and 11.7. We acknowledge that
SUVmax is affected by measurement errors and we agree
with Laffon and Marthan that these should be mini-
mized. Nevertheless, measurement uncertainty cannot
be evaluated precisely in our study by the method pro-
posed by Laffon and Marthan. Indeed, these latter evalu-
ated uncertainty on a rather small cohort of patients
(only 12 patients) and especially in a mono-centric study
using only one positron emission tomography (PET) sys-
tem without  respiratory-gating.4 It is not clear, if this
kind of conclusion can be transposed to a multi-centric
cohort where the uncertainties per system can be very
different. Moreover, Laffon and Marthan reported the use
of dynamic PET imaging within 60–110 min after injec-
tion (1 step, 10 consecutive frames of 2.5 min each), a
time-period where fluorodeoxyglucose (FDG) uptake is
subject to significant dynamic. Because consistency of
SUV measurements partly depends on the strict obser-
vance of the uptake time, a 60 min interval is recom-
mended with an acceptable range of 55 – 75 min.5

However, Laffon and Marthan raised an important
point which is the error rate inherent to SUVmax meas-
urement. This is well recognized in the field of PET imag-
ing.6,7 PET centers need to standardize procedures for
patient preparation, image acquisition, data processing,
and interpretation to obtain reproducible results. Yet, the
LyMa-PET study was initially conducted without an
attempt to harmonize local acquisition/reconstruction
settings as patients were mainly included within the rou-
tine clinical workflow.  A few post-acquisition harmo-
nization approaches have been recently published to
minimize inter-center variability.8,9 A recent study of cer-
vical cancer supported the benefits of harmonization in
that respect.10

Nevertheless, despite all these potential measurement
errors, robust significant data were reported in the LyMa-
PET study. The results remain the same for the SUVpeak
and to a lesser extent for the SUVmean. These are all the
more notable because they were obtained in “real-life”
conditions. As the different SUV metrics showed similar
prognostic values, we chose to assess the FDG-uptake
only as measured with the SUVmax, this metric being the
most widely used. It is noteworthy, that after the first
description of a similar score by our team in a retrospec-
tive study,11 and again, despite these potential measure-
ment uncertainties, this new prospective study seems to
point in the same direction.
Finally, as already notified to Laffon et al. in a previous

response to one of their numerous comments,12 ensuring
reproducibility by establishing clear guidelines is war-
ranted for FDG-PET to be fully endorsed by the hematol-
ogy community and used in everyday routine in mantle
cell lymphoma (MCL) patients. In such guidelines for the
development of PET-adapted approaches, a specific cut-
off should ideally distinguish between two groups with
different risks. Taking a lower and upper limit as pro-
posed by Laffon and Marthan would create a gray zone
and does not seem appropriate to further use SUVmax in
clinical practice.
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