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Introduction
Ovarian cancer was once described, not so long ago, as the ‘silent 

killer’ due its nonspecific symptoms, and sudden appearance of 
advanced disease. Subsequently, a more accurate portrait has been 
demonstrated, wherein patients frequently experience bloating, urinary 
frequency, abdominal pains, or early satiety on a regular basis [1]. The 
majority will have seen a health care provider, often multiple times, 
without having a pelvic examination performed, but leading to further 
delays in diagnosis [2]. Unfortunately, neither physician education, 
nor patient recognition of symptoms has led to improvements in early 
detection [3]. Moreover, despite enormous expense and thousands of 
patients under study, no serum marker, panel, or screening imaging test 
appears to be emerging as a practical method of decreasing mortality 
[4]. In fact, the US Preventative Task Force specifically recommended 
against routine screening of the general population in 2012 [5]. Due to 
the very limited success at achieving an earlier diagnosis, two-thirds of 
women developing ovarian cancer will have advanced disease at the 
time of diagnosis.

Primary debulking surgery (PDS) was initially shown to have 
clinical benefit in the 1970s, and dozens of retrospective studies 
in the 1980s and 1990s appeared to confirm its central role [6-8]. 
Postoperatively, the combination of intravenous paclitaxel and a 
platinum drug emerged as the standard treatment [9]. For the most 
part, all patients with epithelial ovarian cancer were shoehorned into 
this simple two-step schema and this paradigm became entrenched 
within the medical community. Unfortunately, relapse rates were 
high, outcomes often grim, and limited progress was made until the 
traditional dogma was challenged. 

Recently, a number of exciting developments have occurred, 
especially within the last decade. With a view toward reducing 
morbidity and establishing a better system to triage only the best 
candidates for PDS, minimally invasive procedures may have an 
expanding role. For high-risk or unresectable patients, neoadjuvant 
chemotherapy (NACT) has not been shown to be an inferior strategy, 
and the potential for longitudinal tissue collection allows for the 

inclusion of innovative translational study endpoints in clinical trials. 
The value of intraperitoneal (IP) chemotherapy remains a controversial 
topic, and one that continues to be rigorously studied. Due to the high 
risk of relapse from advanced ovarian cancer, maintenance therapy 
has been a popular, but thus far unproven modality for prolonging 
remission. Rare tumor types, once at the periphery, and unable to be 
studied within a prospective trial due to logistical reasons, are now the 
focus of medical breakthroughs. Genetic testing is occupying more of a 
role, not just for counseling family members, but to identify candidates 
for targeted therapy. Development of novel agents specifically directed 
at the chemo-resistant pluripotent ovarian stem cells is underway, as 
are innovative immunotherapeutic drugs.

We are witnessing dramatic changes in the way we think about, 
categorize and approach the treatment of ovarian cancer. Distinct 
molecular alterations are helping to explain why this disease which 
can look so similar histologically, has such a heterogenous response 
to therapy. The purpose of this review is to provide an update of 
current controversies in the field, and to highlight new directions in 
the management of this insidious disease.

Minimally invasive surgery

One of the conundrums of primary debulking surgery (PDS) is 
that it is only beneficial if virtually all the gross tumor is able to be 
removed. Reliably determining in advance which patients are the best 
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Abstract 
Ovarian cancer accounts for more deaths in the United States than all other gynecologic malignancies 

combined. More than two-thirds of patients are still diagnosed, as they always have been, with advanced stage 
disease. Traditionally, upfront surgery followed by platinum-based chemotherapy has been the treatment of choice. 
More recently, the paradigm of care has undergone significant revision as our understanding of this heterogeneous 
disease continues to evolve. As a result, the way we think about, categorize and approach, the treatment of ovarian 
cancer is changing rapidly. Increasingly, innovations in targeted therapies appear to be the future. The purpose 
of this review is to provide an update of current controversies in the field, and to highlight new directions in the 
management of this insidious disease.
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candidates has proven problematic. Current research efforts involve 
looking at ways to incorporate minimally invasive techniques to 
predict whether complete cytoreduction can be achieved, and thereby 
avoid the morbidity of laparotomy in patients likely to otherwise have 
a suboptimal debulking attempt. In these models, the primary elements 
suggesting unresectable disease, such as bulky carcinomatosis, 
mesenteric involvement, and extensive upper abdominal disease are 
evaluated prior to beginning cytoreductive efforts [10]. Vergote et al. 
reported one of the earliest attempts to utilize open laparoscopy in 
triaging patients to neoadjuvant chemotherapy (NACT) versus PDS 
[11]. 

Laparoscopic triage: In a pilot trial, Fagotti et al. described using 
sequential laparoscopy and laparotomy to predict surgical outcome, 
observing that laparoscopy could be employed with diagnostic 
accuracy [10]. In a follow-up study, these investigators recognized 
the need to set up a more objective quantitative model, and tested 
the statistical probability of various laparoscopic parameters to more 
accurately describe the burden of intra-abdominal disease. When 
present, each of seven features contributed two points to the predictive 
index value (PIV), and a PIV of ≥8 was inconsistent with being able to 
perform optimal cytoreduction (Table 1) [12]. The laparoscopy-based 
quantitative predictive index value established by Fagotti has since 
been validated and used in the Olympia-MITO 13 study, expanding 
the scoring system to satellite gynecologic oncology centers with 80% 
accuracy in all but one site [13, 14]. Institutional algorithms have also 
recently been published describing the use of diagnostic laparoscopy 
to assess the likelihood of optimal cytoreduction in advanced ovarian 
cancer [15]. 

Minimally invasive debulking: While the utility of minimally 
invasive techniques to triage patients most likely to benefit from 
a maximal cytoreductive effort is being studied, the question of 
whether staging, or even debulking of ovarian cancer can be done 
through modern laparoscopic techniques remains a hotly debated 
topic in gynecologic oncology. Unlike endometrial cancer where the 
Gynecologic Oncology Group (GOG) conducted the randomized 
LAP2 trial comparing laparoscopy to laparotomy for comprehensive 
staging of uterine cancer [16], no such comparable trial exists in the 
ovarian cancer literature. Instead, retrospective and institutional 
feasibility studies have evaluated the use of laparoscopy in early stage 
ovarian malignancy, finding no significant differences in spillage rates, 
upstaging, or survival when compared to traditional laparotomy [17-
19]. The role of minimally invasive techniques in debulking primary 
or recurrent ovarian cancer is even more contentious, and until 
further investigation can be completed, the literature mainly supports 
minimally invasive surgery limited to the staging of early ovarian 
cancer and perhaps in assessing the feasibility of upfront cytoreduction 
in advanced cancer.

Upfront treatment of advanced disease

PDS followed by adjuvant chemotherapy has historically been 
considered the standard of care for all women with advanced epithelial 

ovarian cancer. Many years of accumulated retrospective data suggest 
that achieving minimal residual disease leads to a better survival 
[8,20]. However, patients who have an unsuccessful or ‘suboptimal’ 
cytoreductive attempt do not necessarily benefit from the initial surgery 
in terms of overall survival [4]. Despite advances in surgical technique, 
morbidity is high and postoperative mortality also a concern, especially 
in the medically compromised population. NACT has proven to be a 
reasonable option for many solid tumors, such as breast cancer, rectal 
cancer, and head and neck malignancies [21,22]. Patients typically 
first undergo biopsies to confirm the diagnosis, and then the patient is 
treated with upfront chemotherapy. NACT has been an option for the 
treatment of ovarian cancer since the 1970s, but was infrequently used 
until about the last decade.

Recent trial results have challenged the dogmatic PDS approach, 
and the role of NACT continues to evolve. For some patients, NACT 
may not be followed by any surgical intervention due to non-response 
or medical infirmity, but the majority follow a general schema of 
three to four courses of primary chemotherapy, followed by interval 
debulking surgery (IDS), and then finishing with another three to four 
cycles of chemotherapy. The original data regarding NACT was largely 
from retrospective studies.

Retrospective data: In one such analysis, Jacob et al. compared 
22 women (Group A) who underwent NACT followed by IDS plus 
chemotherapy to two control groups: Group B consisted of 22 patients 
who underwent suboptimal cytoreductive surgery and Group C were 
18 patients referred after initial laparotomy and aborted PDS who were 
then immediately re-explored for an attempt at maximal cytoreduction. 
Both Groups B and C received six courses of adjuvant chemotherapy. 
Intriguingly, no significant difference were observed in median overall 
survival (OS) among the three groups (16 versus 19 versus 18 months, 
respectively; P = 0.58). However, 77% of Group A had minimal residual 
disease, compared to only 39% in Group C (P = 0.02). Furthermore, 
Group A patients who underwent optimal IDS appeared to have a 
longer median OS than those who did not (18.1 versus 7.5 months; P 
= 0.02) [23].

In another retrospective study using historical controls, Schwartz 
et al. reported the long term survival of 59 patients undergoing 
NACT. Forty-one patients subsequently underwent IDS. The study 
group received a median of five cycles of platinum-based NACT. The 
control group consisted of 206 consecutive women with stage III and 
IV epithelial ovarian cancer who were treated with PDS followed by a 
minimum of 6 cycles of platinum-based chemotherapy. Over 50% of 
the control group had a suboptimal surgical effort, defined as > 1 cm of 
residual disease, after PDS. There was no statistical difference in the OS 
or progression free survival (PFS) between the study and control group. 
Furthermore, the study group was significantly older (median age 67 
versus 60 years; P < 0.001), and had a significantly worse performance 
status (P < 0.001). Interestingly, patients who underwent NACT and 
IDS had a longer overall survival compared to those who only received 
NACT (1.47 yrs versus 0.64 yr; P < 0.0001) [24].

Despite these promising findings, the impact of NACT remained 
controversial. To further explore the clinical ramifications, Bristow and 
Chi performed a meta-analysis of platinum-based NACT followed by 
IDS, analyzing 21 studies meeting their inclusion criteria. The mean 
weighted overall survival was 24.5 months. Of interest, the median 
survival increased 1.9 months with each 10% increase in the rate of 
maximal cytoreduction, and median survival was also increased with 
usage of taxane chemotherapy. However, with each incremental 
increase in the number of NACT cycles, the median survival was 

Omental cake 
Peritoneal carcinomatosis

Diaphragmatic carcinomatosis 
Mesenteric retraction 

Bowel infiltration
Stomach infiltration 

Superficial liver metastasis

Table 1: Fagotti laparoscopic predictive index value (PIV) score.
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Intraperitoneal therapy

The concept of giving chemotherapy directly in the abdomen, at a 
high dose, for a disease that is generally limited to the intraperitoneal 
(IP) cavity was recognized decades ago. Two collaborative group trials, 
each with a different treatment schedule, showed survival benefits 
compared to the standard, and otherwise comparable platinum-based 
intravenous (IV) regimens [27,28]. Yet, both studies were widely 
criticized, IP therapy found few advocates, and providers generally 
shied away from the logistical hassles and additional toxicity of this 
approach. The tipping point was publication of GOG protocol 172, a 
definitive phase III trial. In this study, 429 women with stage III ovarian 
cancer undergoing optimal PDS were randomized to IV paclitaxel 135 
mg/m2 and IV cisplatin 75 mg/m2 or the experimental IP regimen (Table 
2). Due to heightened toxicity, only 42% of the IP group completed 
six courses of the assigned therapy. Despite many patients having 
to switch to the IV regimen, the median duration of overall survival 
for the group randomized to IP remained superior (65.6 versus 49.7 
months; P = 0.03). The enthusiasm was somewhat tempered by a worse 
quality of life during, and for several weeks after, IP chemotherapy [9]. 
Yet as a result of the dramatic difference in clinical outcome, a clinical 
announcement from the National Cancer Institute officially endorsed 
IP therapy in optimally debulked patients with stage III ovarian cancer.

For a number of reasons, including unsatisfying personal 
experiences from patients receiving IP therapy and healthy skepticism 
of the findings, many providers did not embrace this revived approach 
while others immediately set about revising the published drug schedule 
in all sorts of ways to make it a more attractive option for patients. 
Currently, we do not know which portion of the IP dosing results in the 
improved outcome. Thus, it is very difficult to know whether patients 
receiving a modified regimen will have reduced benefit, or not. 

Ongoing phase III trials: The GOG conducted protocol 252 in 
hopes of settling some of these questions. Following optimal surgical 
debulking, more than 1500 patients were randomized to one of three 
regimens, all of which included bevacizumab during the 6 courses of 
therapy, then for about one year afterwards. The control arm consisted 
of a modified GOG 172 regimen commonly in use, with IV paclitaxel 
given over 3 hours (instead of 24) and IP cisplatin (at a reduced 75 mg/
m2 dose) on day 1, followed again by IP paclitaxel on day 8. The two 
experimental arms each consisted of dose-dense (weekly) IV paclitaxel 
80 mg/m2 and carboplatin (area under curve; AUC 6) every three 
weeks, given either IV or IP. Opened in 2009, the study quickly met 
enrollment, but results are still maturing.

The Intraperitoneal Therapy For Ovarian Cancer with Carboplatin 
(iPocc) trial is another randomized study of stage II-IV ovarian 
cancer after PDS that compares dose-dense paclitaxel and either IV 
or IP carboplatin. Thus far, more than three-quarters of the planned 
605 patients have been enrolled. Of interest, fully two-thirds had 
a suboptimal debulking effort, with significant residual disease at 
randomization. Theoretically, IP therapy was only supposed to have 
beneficial impact for tiny implants of at most a few millimeters in size, 
through which it could infiltrate into the cells. However, in GOG 172, 
the IP regimen appeared to have a significant improvement regardless 
of tumor size. It is hoped that the iPocc study will settle the controversy 
of whether IP therapy works even in the presence of gross residual 

decreased by 4.1 months. They concluded that NACT in lieu of PDS 
was associated with inferior overall survival [25].

Phase III trials: In hopes of settling the clinical debate, Vergote et 
al. conducted what they hoped would be a definitive phase III trial. As 
reported in 2010, 670 women with stage IIIC or IV epithelial ovarian 
cancer were randomized to either PDS or NACT. Those patients 
undergoing PDS then received a minimum of six cycles of platinum-
based chemotherapy. NACT participants had three cycles of platinum-
based treatment, followed by IDS and at least another three cycles. 
The study was powered to determine whether NACT was inferior to 
PDS with a primary endpoint of OS. In the event, the hazard ratio for 
death in the NACT group, compared to the PDS group was 0.98 (90% 
confidence interval (CI), 0.84 to 1.13, P = 0.01 for non-inferiority). 
Yet, residual tumor ≤ 1 cm was only achieved in 41.6% of patients 
undergoing PDS, but 80.6% who underwent NACT-IDS. Notably, of 
the PDS group, 2.5% died within a month after surgery, 7.4% had grade 
3 or 4 hemorrhage from surgery, and 2.6% developed a thrombotic 
event. In comparison, the NACT group had reduced morbidity, with 
≤ 1% experiencing postoperative death, 4.1% having grade 3 or 4 
hemorrhage, and no reported thrombotic events. Additionally, quality 
of life measures were not significantly different between groups. Based 
on these results, the investigators concluded that NACT followed by 
IDS was not inferior to PDS followed by chemotherapy [26].

The MRC CHORUS trial is a similar attempt to determine whether 
NACT therapy is comparable to PDS. In this prospective phase III 
study, 276 patients were randomized to PDS followed by platinum-
based chemotherapy and 274 patients were randomized to receive 
NACT, then IDS. As reported, the median OS for PDS was 22.8 months 
compared to 24.5 months for NACT with a hazard ratio 0.87 actually 
favoring NACT. Likewise, the median PFS for PDS versus NACT was 
10.2 versus 11.7 months with hazard ratio 0.91, again favoring NACT. 
Of interest, 35% of patients who underwent NACT were subsequently 
cytoreduced to no gross residual disease, whereas only 15% of PDS 
patients had similar operative success. While these intriguing findings 
have been presented, the manuscript only recently yet been published.

Japan Clinical Oncology Group protocol 0602 is another phase III 
trial comparing the morbidity of PDS versus NACT followed by IDS. In 
this study, patients were randomized to standard treatment, consisting 
of PDS followed by eight cycles of platinum-based chemotherapy (149 
patients), or four cycles of platinum-based NACT followed by IDS and 
four additional courses (152 patients). Preliminary findings suggest 
that patients in the NACT arm had significantly less bowel/organ 
resection, blood loss, albumin transfusion and grade 3-4 adverse events 
after surgery. 

The manuscript is not yet in print despite the literature supporting 
lower surgical morbidity and its non-inferiority, NACT is still not 
universally accepted as the primary treatment for the majority of 
advanced stage epithelial ovarian cancers. Patient selection is arguably 
the most controversial issue. For example, should all patients with 
stage IIIC/IV disease be offered NACT or is there radiographic or 
surgical (i.e. laparoscopy) criteria that can reliably predict that optimal 
cytoreduction at primary surgical intervention will not be achieved? 
Furthermore, the number of cycles of NACT prior to IDS is still not 
defined, and if not all, then which patients would benefit the most from 
a maximal cytoreductive attempt? From an investigational point of 
view, NACT allows for longitudinal tissue collection and the potential 
for a more robust exploration of translational research objectives. 
Thus, future clinical trials will increasingly be incorporating the NACT 
approach with targeted interventions, biopsies before and after therapy, 
with combined clinical and molecular endpoints.

Day 1: intravenous paclitaxel 135 mg/m2 over 24 hours
Day 2: intraperitoneal cisplatin 100 mg/m2

Day 8: intraperitoneal paclitaxel 60 mg/m2

Table 2: Drug schedule for Gynecologic Oncology Group protocol 172.
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disease. Further studies of IP bevacizumab, hyperthermic treatments, 
and other novel regimens will further clarify the best schedule [29,30].

One presumed disadvantage of IP therapy is that it only applies to 
patients who undergo successful PDS. While the iPocc trial may resolve 
the lingering question of its utility in suboptimally debulked patients, 
what about the burgeoning population treated by NACT? Is it practical, 
and does it work to put in an IP catheter at the time of IDS? A few phase 
II studies suggest that this is feasible and may lead to outcomes that are 
better than strict IV chemotherapy, but not as good as when given after 
PDS, as intended [31]. This topic is an attractive one for further study.

Maintenance therapy

A combination of aggressive surgery, before or after platinum-
based chemotherapy, will induce a complete clinical remission in 
approximately 75% of patients with advanced ovarian cancer. Yet, 
even in this best responding group, up to 80 to 90% will relapse. 
Discovery of recurrence usually implies that the disease has become 
incurable. Could extended treatment improve this much dreaded 
result? Maintenance chemotherapy has been proposed as a strategy 
for providing additional treatment to patients who achieve a complete 
clinical response in order to sustain and prolong the time in remission. 
The primary goals of maintenance therapy therefore primarily include 
improvement in progression-free, symptom-free and OS intervals. 
Multiple drug schedules have been tested in ovarian cancers, including 
the use of cytotoxic and biologic agents, intraperitoneal chemotherapy, 
and even radiotherapy. 

Cytotoxic drugs: Early maintenance chemotherapy trials 
employed the long-term usage of alkylating agents after completion 
of the initial chemotherapy regimen in an effort to prolong response 
[32]. Unfortunately, side effects were unacceptably burdensome, with 
patients experiencing significant concomitant toxicities of emesis, 
fatigue, and myelosuppression. Additionally, secondary malignancies 
were more likely to develop from prolonged treatment with these 
DNA-damaging agents [33]. Prolonged use of platinum agents 
for maintenance therapy (cisplatin or carboplatin) failed to show 
improvement in either PFS or OS in several trials, compared with 
the traditional treatment length of these regimens [34-36]. Similarly, 
toxicity of prolonged treatment, including emesis, renal toxicity and 
neurotoxicity, was greater with extended treatment.

Paclitaxel, due to its cell-cycle specific activity, anti-angiogenic 
properties, lack of induction of secondary malignancies, and potential 
patient tolerability of long-term treatment, became an attractive option 
as a maintenance drug, leading to its incorporation in several clinical 
trials. Certainly, it seemed more suitable than the alkylating and 
platinum agents. In a phase III trial, The SouthWest Oncology Group/
GOG randomized women achieving complete remission to receive 
either three or 12 additional cycles of monthly paclitaxel [37]. The 
study was actually stopped early, while still accruing, after a planned 
interim efficacy analysis showed a significant improvement in PFS (28 
versus 21 months; P = 0.0035) favoring the treatment arm receiving 12 
cycles. Because only about half of the planned accrual was completed, 
and because patients who received 3 cycles of paclitaxel were allowed to 
cross over to 12 cycles of treatment, analysis of overall survival analysis 
was not feasible. However, no paradigm shift towards maintenance 
therapy resulted from this ‘positive’ study.

Furthermore, a subsequent Italian trial of maintenance paclitaxel, 
in a group of patients with similar characteristics, failed to show 
improvement in PFS or OS [38]. Despite incongruent clinical outcomes, 
observed neurotoxicity was substantial in both trials, with patients 

experiencing more toxicity with the longer treatment regimens in each 
trial, requiring routine dose reductions. To determine if these side 
effects could be abrogated, the GOG has recently completed accrual on 
another large phase III maintenance paclitaxel clinical trial (protocol 
212). In this study, patients who achieved a complete clinical response 
after primary therapy for stage III or IV disease were randomized 
to either no further therapy (observation arm), 12 cycles of reduced 
dose (135 mg/m2) monthly paclitaxel, or a 12 cycle monthly dose of a 
novel microparticle-bound paclitaxel. The results of this trial should be 
available in a few years.

Biologic agents: Standard cytotoxic drugs demonstrate systemic, 
and often cumulative side effects, which makes biologic agents 
and other alternatives more attractive. Bevacizumab, a human 
monoclonal antibody to vascular endothelial growth factor (VEGF), 
is one such drug with a toxicity profile that appears conducive to 
utility as a maintenance therapy. In two reported phase III trials, 
bevacizumab was tested in combination with standard IV carboplatin 
and paclitaxel chemotherapy, then continued as a maintenance drug 
for a year afterwards. In GOG-218, all patients received 6 courses of 
IV carboplatin and paclitaxel, with either 1) placebo during cycles 
2 through 6, and placebo for 16 cycles of triweekly maintenance; 2) 
bevacizumab (15 mg/kg) during cycles 2-6, followed by placebo, or 
3) bevacizumab throughout. The median PFS was 10.3 months in the 
control group, 11.2 in the bevacizumab-initiation group, and 14.1 in the 
bevacizumab-throughout group [39]. The ICON7 trial compared six 
courses of standard IV carboplatin and paclitaxel to the same regimen 
with bevacizumab (7.5 mg/kg: half the dose used in GOG-218), then 
every 3 weeks for an additional 12 cycles. The PFS at 42 months was 22.4 
months without bevacizumab versus 24.1 months with bevacizumab 
(P=0.04) [40]. Importantly, no differences in OS were observed in 
either study. Additionally, an excess of clinically obvious relapses in 
the bevacizumab arm occurred immediately after discontinuation 
of maintenance therapy, suggesting that more extended use may be 
preferable. At a minimum, these trials demonstrated that bevacizumab 
is somewhat efficacious as a maintenance drug, but the dose and 
schedule require further study. Importantly, adverse events, including 
rates of hypertension requiring medical intervention, bleeding, and 
potentially catastrophic bowel perforation were more common in the 
bevacizumab treated groups in these trials.

Other options: Immunologic, vaccine, and targeted therapies such 
as interferon, tumor vaccines, and erlotinib have been also studied 
as maintenance therapies without demonstrable success. Numerous 
maintenance chemotherapy regimens have shown improvement in 
PFS, but to date, none has demonstrated improvement in OS. However, 
evaluation of long-term outcomes following maintenance therapy is 
limited by the spectrum of interventions utilized in the treatment of 
recurrent disease, drug crossover during trial participation, and use of 
the study maintenance drug in subsequent therapy of placebo-treated 
patients. Furthermore, selection of rational maintenance therapies 
must consider the impact of symptoms, quality of life, and cost. 
The ideal agent would be orally delivered, with minimal symptoms, 
relatively cheap, and demonstrating a clear clinical benefit. That is a 
tall order. 

Rare tumors

With the emergence of molecularly based understanding of ovarian 
malignancies, it has become clear that reliance upon light microscopy 
of tumor tissue and resultant cell type-based classification is often 
overly simplistic. Kurman and colleagues have proposed a new system 
to lump epithelial ovarian cancer into two broad categories [42]. Type 
I malignancies include ovarian clear cell carcinoma (CCC), mucinous 
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and low-grade serous ovarian cancer. In general, these tumors often 
present confined to the ovary and share similar genetic alternations. 
These also seem to arise from a precursor lesion, often co-existing 
borderline tumors or endometriosis, by malignant transformation 
that includes a series of mutation events. Type II tumors include high-
grade serous ovarian cancer (HGSOC), undifferentiated tumors, and 
carcinosarcomas. These malignancies tend to present at advanced 
stage with carcinomatosis and have different but more variable genetic 
alternations. 

Large cooperative group trials establishing the current standards 
for ovarian cancer chemotherapy have traditionally been quite 
inclusive of different histologic subtypes. With high-grade serous and 
endometrioid carcinomas accounting for upwards of 80% of patients 
on trial, the reported outcomes do not necessarily reflect the less 
commonly occurring tumors, especially the rarest types. The benefit 
of any particular regimen is impossible to interpret, even in trials with 
thousands enrolled, amongst the rare tumors. For example, in the 
largest upfront treatment trial of epithelial ovarian cancer (GOG 182/
ICON 5), CCCs and mucinous adenocarcinomas accounted for 3.3% 
and 1.5% of patients, respectively [43]. Consequently, without any 
other data to the contrary, treatment paradigms for the rare tumor 
histologies have heretofore been lumped with the more common 
variants. 

With greater understanding of molecular events, it has become 
clear that a ‘one size fits all’ approach to epithelial ovarian cancer 
using platinum and taxane-based chemotherapy may not be the most 
effective treatment for all histologic subtypes. Moreover, as genomic 
data emerges in concert with new targeted therapies, opportunities 
have arisen for targeted therapy trials in this population. Given the 
low prevalence of these malignancies, a cooperative effort among 
gynecologic oncology centers in the United States as well as international 
partnership is particularly important in ensuring the feasibility of this 
research. The GOG Rare Tumor Working Group was established in 
2005 with this in mind. The Gynecologic Cancer InterGroup (GCIG) 
has followed suit with its own initiative on rare gynecologic tumors. 

With some exceptions, the upfront surgical management is 
largely the same, regardless of histology. However, in contrast to 
typical HGSOC, ovarian CCC, mucinous, and low-grade serous 
tumors are more commonly found confined to the ovary [44,45]. 
Yet, comprehensive staging is still essential to guide postoperative 
management. 

Clear cell carcinoma: Ovarian CCC has a better prognosis, 
overall, than HGSOC as they are more often stage I at diagnosis and 
thereby carry a good prognosis, especially without capsular rupture. 
However, once the capsule is violated, stage for stage, prognosis is 
worse [46,47]. Currently, without a proven superior alternative, IV tri-
weekly paclitaxel and carboplatin remains the standard of care. Even 
though ovarian CCC has been lumped with other histologic variants 
into studies of intraperitoneal and dose-dense regimens, it is hard to 
know whether the same clinical benefits apply. What is known is that 
CCC demonstrates more taxane/platinum chemoresistance, compared 
to high grade serous and endometrioid carcinomas. 

Few chemotherapy trials have been limited to CCC, but since 
this histologic type is more common in Asian women, Japanese 
investigators have taken the lead on several of the CCC trials. The 
Japanese Gynecologic Oncology Group/GCIG collaborative study 
was a frontline randomized phase III trial of ovarian CCC comparing 
standard paclitaxel and carboplatin to cisplatin and irinotecan. 
Although the two-year PFS was similar (P = 0.3) based on unpublished 

preliminary data, it does provide a basis for an alternate regimen that 
may be useful in selected circumstances.

The landmark profiling study of Zorn et al. demonstrated gene 
expression similarity of CCCs arising in the ovary, endometrium, 
and kidney [48]. For the most part, anti-angiogenic, mTOR pathway 
inhibitors, and other targeted therapies have replaced traditional 
cytotoxic chemotherapy in the treatment of renal cell carcinoma. Based 
on similarities in the molecular pattern, there is optimism that a parallel 
strategy could be implemented for ovarian CCC. In collaboration 
with Japanese investigators, the GOG has completed a phase II trial 
(protocol 268) as upfront therapy in this population. Ninety patients 
with stage III-IV ovarian CCC received standard paclitaxel and 
carboplatin with the mTOR inhibitor temsirolimus, followed by 
temsirolimus maintenance therapy. In the recurrent setting, the GOG 
has completed accrual of a phase II trial (protocol 254) of sunitinib. 
Data are still maturing for both studies, but they represent an exciting 
new approach to treatment of rare tumors. Currently, GOG 283 is 
underway, a phase II trial of dasatinib in recurrent or persistent CCC 
with loss of BAF250a. 

Mucinous carcinoma: While benign mucinous cystadenomas 
and borderline tumors are fairly common ovarian neoplasms, frankly 
malignant adenocarcinomas are very rare. In fact, the vast majority 
resemble intestinal epithelium, and most of the tumors found in the 
ovary are actually metastases from the gastrointestinal tract or other 
organs [49]. When encountered, real ovarian mucinous carcinomas are 
usually confined to the ovary and, as a result, these stage I tumors carry 
an excellent prognosis. A single-institution retrospective review of 93 
cases showed no instances of lymph node metastasis, consequently, 
routine lymphadenectomy can be omitted from the staging protocol 
[50]. However, more advanced mucinous tumors connotate a worse 
prognosis compared to HGSOC, again due to chemo-resistance to 
standard carboplatin and paclitaxel. 

As gene expression profiling has shown homology with 
adenocarcinomas of the lower gastrointestinal tract, treatment with 
agents traditionally used for these malignancies was postulated to be an 
attractive alternative. Accordingly, the GOG in cooperation with GCIG 
designed a definitive four-arm ‘intergroup’ multicenter phase III trial 
randomizing patients to carboplatin and paclitaxel versus oxaliplatin 
and capcitabine, each with or without bevacizumab for stage II-IV 
or recurrent mucinous ovarian cancer. Unfortunately, the study was 
closed prematurely due to poor accrual. Initially designed as a 350-plus 
patient trial, it only enrolled 50 and was not on pace to be completed. 
What data there is will be presented in due course. 

Low grade serous ovarian cancer: Amongst the commonly 
encountered ovarian serous carcinomas, the low grade variant is 
relatively rare, and has unique features. As clinical findings have 
merged with evolving molecular data, it has become increasingly 
clear that subdivision of the low grade subtype as a separate entity is 
indicated [51-53]. These tumors appear to have a distinct oncogenic 
molecular pathway when compared to HGSOC [42]. For example, low-
grade serous ovarian cancer is noteworthy for MAP kinase pathway 
alterations, with frequent BRAF and KRAS mutations. This is in 
contradistinction to HGSOCs, which characteristically have a hallmark 
p53 signature. Moreover, BRCA inactivation via mutation or promoter 
hypermethylation does not occur with regularity in low-grade tumors, 
but is commonly found in HGSOC. From an etiologic perspective, low-
grade serous ovarian cancers are on the spectrum of serous borderline 
ovarian tumors, while many or most HGSOCs are thought to be 
derived from malignant transformation of the fimbriated end of the 
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fallopian tube. Clinically, low-grade patients tend to be younger, with 
prolonged survival compared to HGSOC. 

Surgical management of primary disease and recurrences has 
traditionally been more important than systemic therapy. Fader and 
colleagues reviewed GOG 182 patients with grade 1 serous ovarian 
cancer and found that cytoreduction in advanced stage patients to 
no gross residual improved PFS and OSl [54]. A recent retrospective 
study also showed significant improvement in PFS and OS in patients 
who underwent secondary debulking surgery that resulted in no gross 
residual disease [55].

Typically, low-grade tumors tend to be much more chemoresistant 
to the standard platinum-based chemotherapy used in upfront and 
recurrent HGSOC [56,57]. However, estrogen and progesterone 
receptors are commonly expressed and low-grade variants have been 
treated with endocrine agents anecdotally and in small series. More 
recently, one of the largest reports was published by Gershenson 
and colleagues of patients treated with varying regimens, including 
tamoxifen, aromatase inhibitors, progestins, gonadotropin-releasing 
hormone agonists, and combinations. The overall response rate 
was 9%, but with a promising 6 month PFS occurring in 61% of the 
regimens used [58]. 

In one of the first prospective clinical trials exclusively enrolling 
low-grade serous ovarian cancers, the GOG conducted a phase II 
study of selumetinib (a MEK inhibitor) in patients with recurrent 
disease (protocol 239). Of the 52 patients accrued, the response rate 
was 15.4%. However, 63% experienced at least 6 month PFS. Overall, 
toxicity was acceptable, but 25% of patients ultimately came off study 
due to toxicity [59]. Regardless, these data compare favorably to the 
efficacy and toxicity of standard chemotherapy in this disease. Tumors 
with the V600E BRAF mutation have been found to be more likely to 
behave in a benign fashion [60]. In GOG 239, where all patients were 
recurrent and 57% of patients had three or more prior regimens, only 
6% of evaluable patients had BRAF mutations [59]. 

PARPi/BRCA testing: Germline mutations in BRCA1 and BRCA2 
genes confer an increased risk of ovarian cancer, particularly the most 
common type: HGSOC. BRCA1 and BRCA2 encode tumor suppressors 
involved in repairing double-stranded DNA breaks via homologous 
recombination (HR) and maintaining genomic stability [61]. About 
15% of epithelial ovarian cancers are deficient in HR, due to mutations 
in BRCA1/2. In up to 50% of patients with HGSOC, the tumor cells 
are deficient in HR due to germline or somatically-acquired BRCA1/2 
mutations, epigenetic silencing of BRCA, or defects in other genes such 
as RAD51, ATM, ATR, CHK1/2, and Fanconi anemia pathway genes 
[62].

Poly (adenosine diphosphate [ADP]-ribose) polymerase (PARP) 
plays an essential part in the repair of single-stranded DNA breaks, 
through the base-excision repair pathway, and it has been proposed 
that PARP keeps low-fidelity nonhomologous-end-joining DNA repair 
machinery in check. PARP inhibition leads to the formation of double-
stranded DNA breaks that cannot be accurately repaired in tumors 
with HR deficiency, causing synthetic lethality in the tumor cells [63]. 

Multiple PARP inhibitors, including olaparib, veliparib, niraparib, 
rucaparib and BMN673, are currently in testing for treatment 
of ovarian cancer [64]. All are administered orally. Olaparib has 
undergone the most extensive clinical investigation and was the first 
to be tested in a phase I trial where the maximum tolerated dose was 
found to be 400 mg, twice daily (BID), in capsule form [65]. Lederman 
et al. conducted a randomized, placebo-controlled, phase II trial 

(Study 19) evaluating olaparib maintenance in patients with relapsed 
platinum-sensitive HGSOCs. Of 265 patients, 136 were randomized 
to olaparib 400 mg capsules BID. PFS was notably improved in the 
experimental group (8.4 versus 4.8 months; HR 0.35; P < 0.00001) [41]. 
A preplanned retrospective analysis showed that olaparib provided 
the greatest benefit to patients with a BRCA mutation. Additionally, 
the increase in PFS by olaparib was more pronounced in patients with 
either a germline or tumor BRCA mutation (11.2 versus 4.3 months; 
HR 0.18; P < 0.0001) than in patients without a BRCA mutation (7.4 
versus 5.5 months; HR 0.54; p=0.0075) [66]. In studies that evaluated 
the efficacy of olaparib monotherapy, the objective response rate 
(ORR) ranged from 23% to 69%, and the higher ORR was correlated 
with platinum sensitivity [67-69]. Kaye et al. found that the ORR 
of olaparib was similar to pegylated liposomal doxorubicin [70]. 
These positive phase II studies have led to two phase III randomized 
controlled trials evaluating olaparib maintenance (300 mg tablets BID) 
in BRCA mutation carriers with HGSOC or endometrioid ovarian 
cancers, following first line platinum-based chemotherapy (GOG3004/
SOLO1) or in relapsed platinum-sensitive patients following two 
previous platinum-based regimens (GOG3004/SOLO2). Both studies 
have recently reached accrual goal (344 and 264 patients, respectively). 
Two other PARP inhibitors, niraparib and rucaparib, are being studied 
in a similar fashion in the recurrent setting [64]. 

Olaparib appears to be well tolerated, with the most common side 
effects being nausea, vomiting, fatigue and anemia [41]. In December, 
2014, the United States Food and Drug Administration granted 
accelerated approval of olaparib as monotherapy for the treatment 
of patients with deleterious or suspected deleterious germline BRCA 
mutations who have relapsed ovarian carcinoma after three or more 
prior lines of chemotherapy.

PARP inhibitors in combination with cytotoxic or targeted 
therapies are also being tested. Some examples of the targeted therapies 
include anti-angiogenic agents (bevacizumab, cediranib) and PI3K 
inhibitors (BKM120) [64]. It should be noted that with combined 
therapy, achievement of full dose chemotherapy is difficult because of 
the overlapping myelosuppressive toxicities. In a randomized phase 
II study, olaparib (200 mg BID x 10 days) concurrent with paclitaxel/
carboplatin, followed by olaparib maintenance showed improved PFS 
(HR = 0.51, p=0.0012), with similar ORR compared to standard IV 
carboplatin/paclitaxel [71]. 

PARP inhibitors provide an exciting new therapeutic class for 
BRCA mutated ovarian cancers. Future research is needed to develop 
strategies to identify somatic BRCA mutations/HR-deficiency in 
ovarian tumors, to overcome PARP inhibitor resistance, and to 
optimize the sequence of how these agents are incorporated in clinical 
management (first line or relapsed, concurrent or maintenance). Yet 
increasingly, at many centers, all patients with epithelial ovarian cancer 
are being encouraged to undergo genetic testing to determine if they 
might be a future candidate for PARP therapy in the presence of a 
germline BRCA mutation.

Ovarian cancer stem cell inhibition

The cancer stem cell (CSC) hypothesis postulates that tumors contain 
a quiescent population of cells that are capable of both self-renewal and 
generation of differentiated progeny with limited proliferative capacity 
[72]. Many investigators have exploited differential cell surface 
marker expression or differences in biochemical properties to isolate 
and characterize CSCs from human ovarian tumors [73-75]. In pre-
clinical studies of ovarian cancer, these cells have been shown to persist 
following treatment with conventional chemotherapeutics that target 
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rapidly dividing cells, suggesting that the inherent chemoresistance of 
CSCs enables them to withstand standard cytotoxic chemotherapy and 
drive disease recurrence [76,77]. Significantly, expression of the ovarian 
CSC markers CD133 and ALDH1 has been linked to poor prognosis 
[78,79]. Finding effective therapies that target the critical ovarian CSC 
cell population remains a challenge though promising new avenues of 
investigation have recently been described [80,81].

Several pre-clinical studies have analyzed the efficacy of direct 
targeting of ovarian CSCs. Tumor growth in an ovarian cancer mouse 
model was limited by IP treatment with an anti-CD133 antibody 
conjugated to pseudomonas exotoxin 38, suggesting that therapeutic 
targeting of the CD133+ stem cell population is sufficient to restrict 
disease progression [82]. The ovarian CSC marker ALDH1 also 
functions as a mediator of the stem cell phenotype and as such is a viable 
target for therapy. Landen et al showed that elimination of ALDH1A-1 
expression via siRNA silencing re-sensitized chemoresistant ovarian 
cell lines to platinum and paclitaxel, and resulted in reduced tumor 
growth in an in vivo orthotopic mouse model (7). Similar epigenetic 
strategies have yielded promising results in the clinic. 

In a phase II study, the hypomethylating agent decitabine altered 
global and gene-specific DNA methylation, leading to a high response 
rate and prolonged PFS in patients with recurrent platinum-resistant 
ovarian cancer [83]. More recent data studying the effect of the 
hypomethylating drug SGI-110 in pre-clinical models of ovarian cancer 
suggest that it specifically targets the ALDH1+ CSC population with 
marked effects on the cells’ ability to initiate tumor formation, remain 
resistant to chemotherapeutics and maintain an undifferentiated state. 
Administration of SGI-110 after completion of carboplatin treatment 
inhibited growth of ALDH+ ovarian CSCs and decreased tumor 
progression, suggesting that clinical strategies involving epigenetic 
targeting of CSCs may help to prevent disease recurrence following 
completion of standard platinum based chemotherapy [84].

Several therapeutic strategies in many tumor types have focused 
on impeding CSC function by inhibiting transduction pathways [85]. 
These signaling cascades are known to be aberrantly regulated in 
ovarian cancer and contribute to the chemoresistance of ovarian CSCs 
[86-89]. A few trials in ovarian cancer have focused on investigating the 
efficacy of agents targeting specific pathways of carcinogenesis.

Notch pathway: The Notch pathway has been shown to be 
activated in 22% of HGSOCs, making its dysregulation a potential 
means of stratifying patients for targeted therapy [62]. McAuliffe et 
al determined that inhibition of Notch signaling sensitizes ovarian 
cancer cell lines and mouse models to platinum therapy by targeting 
CSCs [90]. Consistent with these results, inhibition of Notch signaling 
in patient derived xenografts generated from women with platinum-
resistant disease demonstrated that the addition of a gamma secretase 
inhibitor enhanced the response of these tumors to single agent 
paclitaxel [91]. Clinical trials testing the efficacy of Notch pathway 
inhibition against tumors across many disease sites have revealed the 
complexity of targeting this pathway [92]. One early trial assessing the 
Notch inhibitor MK7052 in solid tumors including ovarian, fallopian 
tube and peritoneal carcinomas was terminated before completion, 
most likely due to significant toxicities associated with the inhibitor. 
Notch pathway inhibition, however, remains a promising strategy to 
target the ovarian CSC and future studies will require the development 
of safe and effective therapeutics.

Hedgehog pathway: In CSCs, Hedgehog signaling has been 
shown to contribute to self-renewal, tumor growth and metastasis and 
chemoresistance, suggesting Hedgehog inhibitors may be clinically 

useful [93]. Several investigators have looked at the effect of Hedgehog 
pathway inhibition in pre-clinical in vivo studies of ovarian cancer. 
Analysis of the Hedgehog pathway inhibitor IPI-926 on the growth 
of serous ovarian patient-derived xenografts demonstrated efficacy 
as a consolidation therapy that blocked resurgence of tumor growth 
following cessation of paclitaxel and carboplatin treatment, although 
a specific effect on ovarian CSCs was not determined [94]. Later 
studies examining the consequence of Hedgehog pathway inhibition 
on the growth of xenografts derived from paclitaxel-resistant ovarian 
cancer cell lines determined that the combination of paclitaxel and the 
Hedgehog inhibitor LDE225 reduced tumor burden more effectively 
than treatment with either drug alone [95]. These data suggest that 
Hedgehog inhibition may help to resensitize cells to chemotherapy 
and be a successful treatment strategy in ovarian cancer. In a phase IB/
II trial, the efficacy of Hedgehog inhibition via LDE225 and paclitaxel 
in women with platinum resistant ovarian cancer who have received 
prior platinum and taxane based therapies is under investigation with 
an estimated completion date in 2017.

Jak/STAT pathway: Finally, the Janus kinase/signal transducer 
and activator of transcription (Jak/STAT) pathway is well established 
as a critical mediator of tumorigenesis due to its constitutive activation 
in many human malignancies [96]. In ovarian cancer, this pathway is 
aberrantly activated with specific enhanced signaling in chemoresistant 
cells and is associated with disease progression and poor prognosis [97-
99]. A number of therapeutics directed against the Jak/STAT pathway 
have been developed with many currently being evaluated across 
multiple disease sites [96]. For example, the oral Jak kinase inhibitor 
ruxolitinib, which has been approved for treatment of myelofibrosis, 
is being tested in patients with advanced lung, breast colorectal and 
pancreatic malignancies [100]. Recent studies have examined the effect 
of Jak inhibitors on the progression of ovarian cancer in a pre-clinical 
mouse model of peritoneal dissemination. This analysis determined 
that blockade of Jak kinase activity leads to reduced peritoneal 
tumor growth and decreased ascites production [101]. Jak inhibition 
in a transgenic mouse model of ovarian tumor development and 
progression shows similar diminishment of tumor volume and ascites 
production [102]. Taken together, these pre-clinical studies suggest that 
inhibition of Jak/STAT pathway activity may be an effective strategy in 
the clinical management of recurrent ovarian cancer. Although the Jak/
STAT signaling pathway is critical to CSC function in breast (44, 45) 
and prostate tumors (46), it remains to be determined if inhibition of 
Jak signaling specifically targets the ovarian CSC [103-105]. 

Immunotherapy (PD-1)

The treatment of cancer is evolving to include immunotherapy 
designed to harness a patient’s own defenses against tumor cells. 
Proven strategies in the treatment of ovarian cancer have included the 
passive transfer of monoclonal antibodies targeting cancer-associated 
proteins (such as VEGF and EGFR), yet a body of literature is growing 
which suggests it is possible to modulate the body’s endogenous 
immune response. Novel therapeutics have been designed to enhance 
the anti-tumor immune response or reverse immune suppression. One 
of the more promising strategies is the manipulation of cell surface 
molecules, known as immune checkpoints, which when activated can 
either disrupt or augment a particular immune response to a tumor 
antigen. 

T-cell activation is regulated through a balance of positive and 
negative signals provided by such co-stimulatory checkpoint receptors. 
It has been well established that tumors resist immune attack by 
inducing tolerance among tumor-specific T cells via the expression 
of ligands that bind to inhibitory receptors [106]. One of the most 



Page 8 of 11

Citation: Schorge JO, Hall TR, Zhou XC, Bregar AJ, Foster R, et al. (2015) Therapeutic Innovations in Ovarian Cancer Treatment: The New England 
Perspective. Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale) 5: 289. doi:10.4172/2161-0932.1000289

Volume 5 • Issue 5 • 1000289
Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale)
ISSN: 2161-0932 Gynecology, an open access journal 

important checkpoint pathways is the programmed death-1 (PD-1) 
pathway. Activation of the PD-1/PD-L1 axis causes a down-modulation 
of T-cell activation resulting in a decrease in antitumor immunity. The 
PD-1 protein is a receptor that is expressed on T cells and binds to its 
ligand PD-L1/L2 that is selectively expressed on many cancer cell lines 
– including ovarian [107]. PD-L1 expression has furthermore been 
found to correlate with poor prognosis [108,109]. Blocking the binding 
of this ligand to its receptor is thus theoretically capable of reversing 
T-cell suppression and ultimately inducing an anti-tumor response. 

Nivolumab, a fully human monoclonal antibody against PD-1, was 
the first PD-1 inhibitor to be approved worldwide. Consistent with 
the proposed mechanism of action, a phase I study of patients with 
locally advanced solid malignancies treated with nivolumab found 
ORRs across dose cohorts, as measured by standard RECIST criteria, 
ranging from 6% to 32% in non-small cell lung cancer, 19% to 41% 
in metastatic melanoma and 24% to 31% in renal-cell cancer. Most 
of the responses were durable and the toxicity profile was found to 
be safer than ipilimumab (a monoclonal antibody targeting CTLA4, 
another inhibitory molecule expressed on activated T-cells recently 
approved by the FDA for advanced melanoma patients) [110]. While 
data continues to accumulate in favor of the use of nivolumab in the 
treatment of cancers such as melanoma or renal cell carcinoma, limited 
data exist to guide the use of nivolumab in the treatment of ovarian 
cancer. 

Hamanishi et al. recently presented unpublished preliminary 
data from a phase II efficacy trial. Twenty women with platinum-
resistant recurrent or refractory ovarian cancer were administered 
nivolumab every two weeks at doses of 1 or 3 mg/kg. Patients received 
nivolumab for up to 6 cycles (4 doses/cycle) of treatment or until 
disease progression. At the time of the data cutoff, the clinical response 
rate was 17% with a disease control rate of 44%. There were only two 
grade three adverse events reported. Thus, the available ovarian cancer 
data, considered alongside favorable data from the treatment of other 
solid cancers, suggests that nivolumab is well tolerated and may have 
encouraging clinical efficacy for patients with advanced or relapsed, 
platinum resistant ovarian cancer. 

It is likely that checkpoint inhibitors such a nivolumab will play an 
important role in the future of immunotherapy and in the treatment 
of ovarian cancer. The use of checkpoint inhibitors for women with 
advanced or metastatic ovarian cancer has the potential to increase the 
likelihood of a sustained, durable response while decreasing the toxicity 
seen with standard cytotoxic chemotherapy. Further clinical trials are 
needed to validate such preliminary findings, to identify which patients 
are likely to respond, to determine the appropriate dose of therapy, and 
to establish when in the course of treatment such medications should 
be employed. 

Conclusions
Ovarian cancer is a molecularly heterogenous disease and the 

standard of care consisting of primary debulking surgery followed by 
adjuvant platinum-based chemotherapy should not be applied to every 
patient if we are to make real progress in the future treatment of this 
disease. Innovative therapeutics, delivered as targeted agents, are just 
beginning to come on-line in a series of early phase I/II trials that appear 
to be relegating costly, large phase III trials with thousands of enrolled 
patients receiving old-school cytotoxic drugs to historical interest. In 
order to meaningfully improve our patient’s clinical outcomes and 
quality of life in a cost-effective manner, novel approaches to trial 
development, treatment paradigms and non-traditional drugs, such as 
immunotherapy, need to be implemented. 

References

1. Goff BA, Mandel LS, Melancon CH, Muntz HG (2004) Frequency of symptoms 
of ovarian cancer in women presenting to primary care clinics. JAMA 291: 
2705-2712.

2. Goff BA, Mandel L, Muntz HG, Melancon CH (2000) Ovarian carcinoma 
diagnosis. Cancer 89: 2068-2075.

3. Brain KE, Smits S, Simon AE, Forbes LJ, Roberts C, et al. (2014) Ovarian 
cancer symptom awareness and anticipated delayed presentation in a 
population sample. BMC Cancer 14: 171.

4. Schorge JO, Modesitt SC, Coleman RL, Cohn DE, Kauff ND, et al. (2010) SGO 
White Paper on ovarian cancer: etiology, screening and surveillance. Gynecol 
Oncol 119: 7-17.

5. Moyer VA1; US. Preventive Services Task Force. (2012) Screening for ovarian 
cancer: U.S. Preventive Services Task Force reaffirmation recommendation 
statement. Ann Intern Med 157: 900-904.

6. Goodman HM, Harlow BL, Sheets EE, Muto MG, Brooks S, et al. (1992) The 
role of cytoreductive surgery in the management of stage IV epithelial ovarian 
carcinoma. Gynecol Oncol 46: 367-371.

7. Griffiths CT, Parker LM, Fuller AF Jr (1979) Role of cytoreductive surgical 
treatment in the management of advanced ovarian cancer. Cancer Treat Rep 
63: 235-240.

8. Piver MS, Lele SB, Marchetti DL, Baker TR, Tsukada Y, et al. (1988) The 
impact of aggressive debulking surgery and cisplatin-based chemotherapy on 
progression-free survival in stage III and IV ovarian carcinoma. J Clin Oncol 
6: 983-989.

9. Armstrong DK, Bundy B, Wenzel L, Huang HQ, Baergen R, et al. (2006) 
Intraperitoneal cisplatin and paclitaxel in ovarian cancer. N Engl J Med 354: 
34-43.

10. Fagotti A, Fanfani F, Ludovisi M, Lo Voi R, Bifulco G, et al. (2005) Role of 
laparoscopy to assess the chance of optimal cytoreductive surgery in advanced 
ovarian cancer: a pilot study. Gynecol Oncol 96:729-735

11. Vergote I, De Wever I, Tjalma W, Van Gramberen M, Decloedt J, et al. (1998) 
Neoadjuvant chemotherapy or primary debulking surgery in advanced ovarian 
carcinoma: a retrospective analysis of 285 patients. Gynecol Oncol 71: 431-
436.

12. Fagotti A, Ferrandina G, Fanfani F, Ercoli A, Lorusso D, et al. (2006) A 
laparoscopy-based score to predict surgical outcome in patients with advanced 
ovarian carcinoma: a pilot study. Ann Surg Oncol 13: 1156-1161.

13. Fagotti A, Ferrandina G, Fanfani F, Garganese G, Vizzielli G, et al. (2008) 
Prospective validation of a laparoscopic predictive model for optimal 
cytoreduction in advanced ovarian carcinoma. Am J Obstet Gynecol 199:642-
646.

14. Fagotti A, Vizzielli G, De Iaco P, Surico D, Buda A, et al. (2013) A multicentric 
trial (Olympia-MITO 13) on the accuracy of laparoscopy to assess peritoneal 
spread in ovarian cancer. Am J Obstet Gynecol 209: 462.

15. Nick AM, Coleman RL, Ramirez PT, Sood AK2 (2015) A framework for a 
personalized surgical approach to ovarian cancer. Nat Rev Clin Oncol 12: 239-
245.

16. Walker JL, Piedmonte MR, Spirtos NM, Eisenkop SM, Schlaerth JB, et al. 
(2009) Laparoscopy compared with laparotomy for comprehensive surgical 
staging of uterine cancer: Gynecologic Oncology Group Study LAP2. J Clin 
Oncol 27:5331-5336. 

17. Bogani G, Cromi A, Serati M, Di NE, Casarin J, et al. (2014) Laparoscopic 
and open abdominal staing for early-stage ovarian cancer: our experience, 
systematic review, and meta-analysis of comparative studies. Int J Gynecol 
Cancer 24:1241-1249.

18. Gallotta V, Ghezzi F, Vizza E, Chiantera V, Ceccaroni M, et al. (2014) 
Laparoscopic staging of apparent early stage ovarian cancer: results of a large, 
retrospective, multi-institutional series. Gynecol Oncol 135:428-434.

19. Tozzi R, Köhler C, Ferrara A, Schneider A (2004) Laparoscopic treatment of 
early ovarian cancer: surgical and survival outcomes. Gynecol Oncol 93: 199-
203.

20. Hoskins WJ, Bundy BN, Thigpen JT, Omura G.A (1992) The influence of 
cytoreductive surgery on recurrence-free interval and survival in small-volume 
stage III epithelial ovarian cancer: a Gynecologic Oncology Group study. 
Gynecol Oncol 47:159-166.

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15187051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15187051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15187051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11066047
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11066047
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24612526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24612526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24612526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20692025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20692025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20692025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22964825
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22964825
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22964825
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1526516
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1526516
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1526516
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/445502
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/445502
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/445502
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3373267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3373267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3373267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3373267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16394300
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16394300
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16394300
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15721418
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15721418
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15721418
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9887245
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9887245
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9887245
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9887245
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16791447
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16791447
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16791447
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18801470
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18801470
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18801470
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18801470
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23891632
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23891632
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23891632
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25707631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25707631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25707631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19805679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19805679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19805679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19805679
http://www.researchgate.net/profile/Giorgio_Bogani/publication/264165303_Laparoscopic_and_Open_Abdominal_Staging_for_Early-Stage_Ovarian_Cancer_Our_Experience_Systematic_Review_and_Meta-analysis_of_Comparative_Studies/links/54548b5a0cf2bccc490b34ec.pdf
http://www.researchgate.net/profile/Giorgio_Bogani/publication/264165303_Laparoscopic_and_Open_Abdominal_Staging_for_Early-Stage_Ovarian_Cancer_Our_Experience_Systematic_Review_and_Meta-analysis_of_Comparative_Studies/links/54548b5a0cf2bccc490b34ec.pdf
http://www.researchgate.net/profile/Giorgio_Bogani/publication/264165303_Laparoscopic_and_Open_Abdominal_Staging_for_Early-Stage_Ovarian_Cancer_Our_Experience_Systematic_Review_and_Meta-analysis_of_Comparative_Studies/links/54548b5a0cf2bccc490b34ec.pdf
http://www.researchgate.net/profile/Giorgio_Bogani/publication/264165303_Laparoscopic_and_Open_Abdominal_Staging_for_Early-Stage_Ovarian_Cancer_Our_Experience_Systematic_Review_and_Meta-analysis_of_Comparative_Studies/links/54548b5a0cf2bccc490b34ec.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25230214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25230214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25230214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15047236
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15047236
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15047236
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1468693
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1468693
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1468693
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1468693


Page 9 of 11

Citation: Schorge JO, Hall TR, Zhou XC, Bregar AJ, Foster R, et al. (2015) Therapeutic Innovations in Ovarian Cancer Treatment: The New England 
Perspective. Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale) 5: 289. doi:10.4172/2161-0932.1000289

Volume 5 • Issue 5 • 1000289
Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale)
ISSN: 2161-0932 Gynecology, an open access journal 

21. Schott AF, Hayes DF (2012) Defining the benefits of neoadjuvant chemotherapy 
for breast cancer. J Clin Oncol 30: 1747-1749.

22. Zorat PL, Paccagnella A, Cavaniglia G, Loreggian L, Gava A, et al. (2004) 
Randomized phase III trial of neoadjuvant chemotherapy in head and neck 
cancer: 10-year follow-up. J Natl Cancer Inst 96: 1714-1717.

23. Jacob JH, Gershenson DM, Morris M, Copeland LJ, Burke TW, et al. (1991) 
Neoadjuvant chemotherapy and interval debulking for advanced epithelial 
ovarian cancer. Gynecol Oncol 42: 146-150.

24. Schwartz PE, Rutherford TJ, Chambers JT, Kohorn EI, Thiel RP (1999) 
Neoadjuvant chemotherapy for advanced ovarian cancer: long-term survival. 
Gynecol Oncol 72: 93-99.

25. Bristow RE, Chi DS (2006) Platinum-based neoadjuvant chemotherapy and 
interval surgical cytoreduction for advanced ovarian cancer: a meta-analysis. 
Gynecol Oncol 103: 1070-1076.

26. Vergote I, Trope CG, Amant F, Kristensen GB, Ehlen T, et al. (2010) 
Neoadjuvant chemotherapy or primary surgery in stage IIIC or IV ovarian 
cancer. N Engl J Med 363:943-953. 

27. Alberts DS, Liu PY, Hannigan EV, O’Toole R, Williams SD, (1996) et al. 
Intraperitoneal cisplatin plus intravenous cyclophosphamide versus intravenous 
cisplatin plus intravenous cyclophosphamide for stage III ovarian cancer. N 
Engl J Med 335:1950-1955. 

28. Markman M, Bundy BN, Alberts DS, Fowler JM, Clark-Pearson DL, et al. 
(2001) Phase III trial of standard-dose intravenous cisplatin plus paclitaxel 
versus moderately high-dose carboplatin followed by intravenous paclitaxel 
and intraperitoneal cisplatin in small-volume stage III ovarian carcinoma: an 
intergroup study of the Gynecologic Oncology Group, Southwestern Oncology 
Group, and Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group. J Clin Oncol 19: 1001-1007. 

29. Chiva LM, Gonzalez-Martin AA, (2015) critical appraisal of hyperthermic 
intraperitoneal chemotherapy (HIPEC) in the treatment of advanced and 
recurrent ovarian cancer. Gynecol Oncol 136:130-135. 

30. Zhao H, Li X, Chen D, Cai J, Fu Y, et al. (2015) Intraperitoneal administration of 
cisplatin plus bevacizumab for the management of malignant ascites in ovarian 
epithelial cancer: results of a phase III clinical trial. Med Oncol 32: 292.

31. Suidan RS, St Clair CM, Lee SJ, Barlin JN, Long Roche KC, et al. (2014) 
A comparison of primary intraperitoneal chemotherapy to consolidation 
intraperitoneal chemotherapy in optimally resected advanced ovarian cancer. 
Gynecol Oncol 134:468-472. 

32. Young RC, Chabner BA, Hubbard SP, Fisher RI, Bender RA, et al. (1978) 
Advanced ovarian adenocarcinoma. A prospective clinical trial of melphalan 
(L-PAM) versus combination chemotherapy. N Engl J Med 299: 1261-1266.

33. Greene MH, Boice JD, Greer BE, Blessing JA, Dembo AJ, (1982) Acute 
nonlymphocytic leukemia after therapy with alkylating agents for ovarian 
cancer: a study of five randomized clinical trials. N Engl J Med 307:1416-1421. 

34. Bertelsen K, Jakobsen A, Stroyer J, Nielsen K, Sandberg E, et al. (1993) A 
prospective randomized comparison of 6 and 12 cycles of cyclophosphamide, 
adriamycin, and cisplatin in advanced epithelial ovarian cancer: a Danish 
Ovarian Study Group trial (DACOVA). Gynecol Oncol 49:30-36. 

35. Hakes TB, Chalas E, Hoskins WJ, Jones WB, Markman M, et al. (1992) 
Randomized prospective trial of 5 versus 10 cycles of cyclophosphamide, 
doxorubicin, and cisplatin in advanced ovarian carcinoma. Gynecol Oncol 
45:284-289.

36. Lambert HE, Rustin GJ, Gregory WM, Nelstrop AE, (1997) A randomized trial 
of five versus eight courses of cisplatin or carboplatin in advanced epithelial 
ovarian carcinoma. A North Thames Ovary Group Study. Ann Oncol ;8: 327-
333. 

37. Markman M, Liu PY, Wilczynski S, Monk B, Copeland LJ, et al. (2003) 
Phase III randomized trial of 12 versus 3 months of maintenance paclitaxel 
in patients with advanced ovarian cancer after complete response to platinum 
and paclitaxel-based chemotherapy: a Southwest Oncology Group and 
Gynecologic Oncology Group trial. J Clin Oncol 21:2460-2465.

38. Pecorelli S, Favalli G, Gadducci A, Katsaros D, Panici PB, et al. (2009) Phase 
III trial of observation versus six courses of paclitaxel in patients with advanced 
epithelial ovarian cancer in complete response after six courses of paclitaxel/
platinum-based chemotherapy: final results of the After-6 protocol 1. J Clin 
Oncol 27:4642-4648. 

39. Burger RA, Brady MF, Bookman MA, Fleming GF, Monk BJ, et al. (2011) 
Incorporation of bevacizumab in the primary treatment of ovarian cancer. N 
Engl J Med 365: 2473-2483.

40. Perren TJ, Swart AM, Pfisterer J, Ledermann JA, Pujade-Lauraine E, et al. 
(2011) A phase 3 trial of bevacizumab in ovarian cancer. N Engl J Med 365: 
2484-2496.

41. Ledermann J, Harter P, Gourley C, Friedlander M, Vergote I, et al. (2012) 
Olaparib maintenance therapy in platinum-sensitive relapsed ovarian cancer. 
N Engl J Med 366: 1382-1392.

42. Kurman RJ, Shih IeM (2011) Molecular pathogenesis and extraovarian origin 
of epithelial ovarian cancer--shifting the paradigm. Hum Pathol 42: 918-931.

43. Bookman MA, Greer BE, Ozols RF (2003) Optimal therapy of advanced ovarian 
cancer: carboplatin and paclitaxel vs. cisplatin and paclitaxel (GOG 158) and 
an update on GOG0 182-ICON5. Int J Gynecol Cancer 13:735-740. 

44. Chan JK, Teoh D, Hu JM, Shin JY, Osann K, et al (2008) Do clear cell ovarian 
carcinomas have poorer prognosis compared to other epithelial cell types? A 
study of 1411 clear cell ovarian cancers. Gynecol Oncol 109: 370-376.

45. Mackay HJ, Brady MF, Oza AM, Reuss A, Pujade-Lauraine E, et al. (2010) 
Prognostic relevance of uncommon ovarian histology in women with stage III/
IV epithelial ovarian cancer. Int J Gynecol Cancer 20: 945-952.

46. Timmers PJ, Zwinderman AH, Teodorovic I, Vergote I, Trimbos JB (2009) Clear 
cell carcinoma compared to serous carcinoma in early ovarian cancer: same 
prognosis in a large randomized trial. Int J Gynecol Cancer 19: 88-93.

47. Winter WE 3rd, Maxwell GL, Tian C, Carlson JW, Ozols RF, et al. (2007) 
Prognostic factors for stage III epithelial ovarian cancer: a Gynecologic 
Oncology Group Study. J Clin Oncol 25: 3621-3627.

48. Zorn KK, Bonome T, Gangi L, Chandramouli GV, Awtrey CS, et al. (2005) Gene 
expression profiles of serous, endometrioid, and clear cell subtypes of ovarian 
and endometrial cancer. Clin Cancer Res 11: 6422-6430.

49. Ledermann JA, Luvero D, Shafer A, O’Connor D, Mangili G, et al. (2014) 
Gynecologic Cancer InterGroup (GCIG) consensus review for mucinous 
ovarian carcinoma. Int J Gynecol Cancer 24: S14-19.

50. Schmeler KM, Tao X, Frumovitz M, Deavers MT, Sun CC, et al. (2010) 
Prevalence of lymph node metastasis in primary mucinous carcinoma of the 
ovary. Obstet Gynecol 116: 269-273.

51. Bodurka DC, Deavers MT, Tian C, Sun CC, Malpica A, et al. (2012) 
Reclassification of serous ovarian carcinoma by a 2-tier system: a Gynecologic 
Oncology Group Study. Cancer 118: 3087-3094.

52. Gershenson DM, Sun CC, Lu KH, Coleman RL, Sood AK, et al. (2006) Clinical 
behavior of stage II-IV low-grade serous carcinoma of the ovary. Obstet 
Gynecol 108: 361-368.

53. Singer G, Oldt R 3rd, Cohen Y, Wang BG, Sidransky D, et al. (2003) Mutations 
in BRAF and KRAS characterize the development of low-grade ovarian serous 
carcinoma. J Natl Cancer Inst 95: 484-486.

54. Fader AN, Java J, Krivak TC, Bristow RE4, Tergas AI5, et al. (2014) The 
prognostic significance of pre- and post-treatment CA-125 in grade 1 serous 
ovarian carcinoma: a gynecologic Oncology Group study. Gynecol Oncol 132: 
560-565.

55. Crane EK, Sun CC, Ramirez PT, Schmeler KM, Malpica A, et al. (2015) 
The role of secondary cytoreduction in low-grade serous ovarian cancer or 
peritoneal cancer. Gynecol Oncol 136: 25-29.

56. Gershenson DM, Sun CC, Bodurka D, Coleman RL, Lu KH, et al. (2009) 
Recurrent low-grade serous ovarian carcinoma is relatively chemoresistant. 
Gynecol Oncol 114: 48-52.

57. Schmeler KM, Sun CC, Bodurka DC, Deavers MT, Malpica A, et al. (2008) 
Neoadjuvant chemotherapy for low-grade serous carcinoma of the ovary or 
peritoneum. Gynecol Oncol 108: 510-514.

58. Gershenson DM, Sun CC, Iyer RB, Malpica AL, Kavanagh JJ, et al. (2012) 
Hormonal therapy for recurrent low-grade serous carcinoma of the ovary or 
peritoneum. Gynecol Oncol 125: 661-666.

59. Farley J, Brady WE, Vathipadiekal V, Lankes HA, Coleman R, et al. (2013) 
Selumetinib in women with recurrent low-grade serous carcinoma of the ovary 
or peritoneum: an open-label, single-arm, phase 2 study. Lancet Oncol 14: 134-
140.

60. Grisham RN, Iyer G, Garg K, DeLair D, Hyman DM, et al. (2013) BRAF mutation 
is associated with early stage disease and improved outcome in patients with 
low-grade serous ovarian cancer. Cancer 119: 548-554.

61. Press JZ, De Luca A, Boyd N, Young S, Troussard A, et al. (2008) Ovarian 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22508810
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22508810
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15547184
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15547184
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15547184
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1894174
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1894174
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1894174
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9889037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9889037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9889037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16875720
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16875720
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16875720
http://www.nejm.org/doi/pdf/10.1056/NEJMoa0908806
http://www.nejm.org/doi/pdf/10.1056/NEJMoa0908806
http://www.nejm.org/doi/pdf/10.1056/NEJMoa0908806
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8960474
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8960474
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8960474
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8960474
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11181662
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11181662
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11181662
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11181662
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11181662
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11181662
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25434634
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25434634
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25434634
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25609006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25609006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25609006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25042672
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25042672
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25042672
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25042672
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/101843
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/101843
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/101843
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6752720
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6752720
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6752720
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8482557
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8482557
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8482557
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8482557
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1612505
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1612505
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1612505
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1612505
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9209661
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9209661
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9209661
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9209661
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12829663
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12829663
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12829663
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12829663
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12829663
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19704064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19704064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19704064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19704064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19704064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22204724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22204724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22204724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22204725
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22204725
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22204725
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22452356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22452356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22452356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21683865
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21683865
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14675308
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14675308
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14675308
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18395777
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18395777
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18395777
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20683400
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20683400
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20683400
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19258948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19258948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19258948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17704411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17704411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17704411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16166416
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16166416
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16166416
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25341574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25341574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25341574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20664385
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20664385
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20664385
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22072418
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22072418
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22072418
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16880307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16880307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16880307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12644542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12644542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12644542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24333362
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24333362
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24333362
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24333362
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25448453
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25448453
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25448453
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19361839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19361839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19361839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18155273
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18155273
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18155273
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22406638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22406638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22406638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23261356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23261356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23261356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23261356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22930283
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22930283
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22930283
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18208621


Page 10 of 11

Citation: Schorge JO, Hall TR, Zhou XC, Bregar AJ, Foster R, et al. (2015) Therapeutic Innovations in Ovarian Cancer Treatment: The New England 
Perspective. Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale) 5: 289. doi:10.4172/2161-0932.1000289

Volume 5 • Issue 5 • 1000289
Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale)
ISSN: 2161-0932 Gynecology, an open access journal 

carcinomas with genetic and epigenetic BRCA1 loss have distinct molecular 
abnormalities. BMC Cancer 8: 17.

62. Cancer Genome Atlas Research Network (2011) Integrated genomic analyses 
of ovarian carcinoma. Nature 474: 609-615.

63. Patel AG, Sarkaria JN, Kaufmann SH (2011) Nonhomologous end joining 
drives poly(ADP-ribose) polymerase (PARP) inhibitor lethality in homologous 
recombination-deficient cells. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 108: 3406-3411.

64. Liu JF, Konstantinopoulos PA, Matulonis UA2 (2014) PARP inhibitors in ovarian 
cancer: current status and future promise. Gynecol Oncol 133: 362-369.

65. Fong PC, Boss DS, Yap TA, Tutt A, Wu P, et al. (2009) Inhibition of poly(ADP-
ribose) polymerase in tumors from BRCA mutation carriers. N Engl J Med 361: 
123-134.

66. Ledermann J, Harter P, Gourley C, Friedlander M, Vergote I, et al. (2014) 
Olaparib maintenance therapy in patients with platinum-sensitive relased 
serous ovarian cancer: a preplanned retrospective analysis of outcomes by 
BRCA status in a randomised phase 2 trial. Lancet Oncol 15:852-861. 

67. Fong PC, Yap TA, Boss DS, Carden CP, Mergui-Roelvink M, et al. (2010) 
Poly (ADP)-ribose polymerase inhibition: frequent durable responses in BRCA 
carrier ovarian cancer correlating with platinum-free interval. J Clin Oncol 
28:2512-2519. 

68. Gelmon KA, Tischkowitz M, Mackay H, Swenerton K, Robidoux A, et al. (2011) 
Olaparib in patients with recurrent high-grade serous or poorly differentiated 
ovarian carcinoma or triple-negative breast cancer: a phase , multicentre, 
open-label, non-randomised study. Lancet Oncol 12: 852-861. 

69. Kaufman B, Shapira-Frommer R, Schmutzler RK, Audeh MW, Friedlander M, 
et al. (2015) Olaparib monotherapy in patients with advanced cancer and a 
germline BRCA1/2 mutation. J Clin Oncol 33: 244-250.

70. Oza AM, Cibula D, Benzaquen AO, Poole C, Mathijssen RH, et al. (2015) 
Olaparib combined with chemotherapy for recurrent platinum-sensitive ovarian 
cancer: a randomised phase 2 trial. Lancet Oncol 16: 87-97.

71. Kaye SB, Lubinski J, Matulonis U, Ang JE, Gourley C, et al. (2012) Phase II, 
open-label, randomized, multicenter study comparing the efficacy and safety 
of olaparib, a poly (ADP-ribose) polymerase inhibitor, and pegylated liposomal 
doxorubicin in patients with BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutations and recurrent ovarian 
cancer. J Clin Oncol 30: 372-379.

72. Reya T, Morrison SJ, Clarke MF, Weissman IL (2001) Stem cells, cancer, and 
cancer stem cells. Nature 414: 105-111.

73. Curley MD, Therrien VA, Cummings CL, Sergent PA, Koulouris CR, et al. 
(2009) CD133 expression defines a tumor initiating cell population in primary 
human ovarian cancer. Stem Cells 27: 2875-2883.

74. Landen CN Jr, Goodman B, Katre AA, Steg AD, Nick AM, et al. (2010) Targeting 
aldehyde dehydrogenase cancer stem cells in ovarian cancer. Mol Cancer Ther 
9: 3186-3199.

75. Stewart JM, Shaw PA, Gedye C, Bernardini MQ, Neel BG, et al. (2011) 
Phenotypic heterogeneity and instability of human ovarian tumor-initiating cells. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 108: 6468-6473.

76. Dobbin ZC, Katre AA, Steg AD, Erickson BK, Shah MM, et al. (2014) 
Using heterogeneity of the patient-derived xenograft model to identify the 
chemoresistant population in ovarian cancer. Oncotarget 5: 8750-8764. 

77. Kulkarni-Datar K, Orsulic S, Foster R, Rueda BR (2013) Ovarian tumor initiating 
cell populations persist following paclitaxel and carboplatin chemotherapy 
treatment in vivo. Cancer Lett 339: 237-246.

78. Deng S, Yang X, Lassus H, Liang S, Kaur S, et al. (2010) Distinct expression 
levels and patterns of stem cell marker, aldehyde dehydrogenase isoform 1 
(ALDH1), in human epithelial cancers. PLoS One 5: e10277.

79. Zhang J, Guo X, Chang DY, Rosen DG, Mercado-Uribe I, et al. (2012) CD133 
expression associated with poor prognosis in ovarian cancer. Mod Pathol 25: 
456-464.

80. Ffrench B, Gasch C, O’Leary JJ, Gallagher MF (2014) Developing ovarian 
cancer stem cell models: laying the pipeline from discovery to clinical 
intervention. Mol Cancer 13: 262.

81. Shah MM, Landen CN (2014) Ovarian cancer stem cells: are they real and why 
are they important? Gynecol Oncol 132: 483-489.

82. Skubitz AP, Taras EP, Boylan KL, Waldron NN, Oh S, et al. (2013) Targeting 
CD133 in an in vivo ovarian cancer model reduces ovarian cancer progression. 
Gynecol Oncol 130: 579-587.

83. Matei D, Fang F, Shen C, Schilder J, Arnold A, et al. (2012) Epigenetic 
resensitization to platinum in ovarian cancer. Cancer Res 72: 2197-2205.

84. Wang Y, Cardenas H, Fang F, Condello S, Taverna P, et al. (2014) Epigenetic 
targeting of ovarian cancer stem cells. Cancer Res 74: 4922-4936.

85. Takebe N, Harris PJ, Warren RQ, Ivy SP (2011) Targeting cancer stem cells by 
inhibiting Wnt, Notch, and Hedgehog pathways. Nat Rev Clin Oncol 8: 97-106.

86. Arend RC, Londoño-Joshi AI, Straughn JM Jr, Buchsbaum DJ (2013) The Wnt/
Î²-catenin pathway in ovarian cancer: a review. Gynecol Oncol 131: 772-779.

87. Groeneweg JW, Foster R, Growdon WB, Verheijen RH, Rueda BR (2014) 
Notch signaling in serous ovarian cancer. J Ovarian Res 7: 95.

88. Steg AD, Bevis KS, Katre AA, Ziebarth A, Dobbin ZC, et al. (2012) Stem cell 
pathways contribute to clinical chemoresistance in ovarian cancer. Clin Cancer 
Res 18: 869-881.

89. Szkandera J, Kiesslich T, Haybaeck J, Gerger A, Pichler M (2013) Hedgehog 
signaling pathway in ovarian cancer. Int J Mol Sci 14: 1179-1196.

90. McAuliffe SM, Morgan SL, Wyant GA, Tran LT, Muto KW, et al. (2012) Targeting 
Notch, a key pathway for ovarian cancer stem cells, sensitizes tumors to 
platinum therapy. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 109: E2939-2948.

91. Groeneweg JW, DiGloria CM, Yuan J, Richardson WS, Growdon WB, et al. 
(2014) Inhibition of notch signaling in combination with Paclitaxel reduces 
platinum-resistant ovarian tumor growth. Front Oncol 4: 171. 

92. Andersson ER, Lendahl U (2014) Therapeutic modulation of Notch signalling--
are we there yet? Nat Rev Drug Discov 13: 357-378.

93. Justilien V, Fields AP (2015) Molecular pathways: novel approaches for 
improved therapeutic targeting of Hedgehog signaling in cancer stem cells. Clin 
Cancer Res 21: 505-513.

94. McCann CK, Growdon WB, Kulkarni-Datar K, Curley MD, Friel AM, et al. (2011) 
Inhibition of Hedgehog signaling antagonizes serous ovarian cancer growth in 
a primary xenograft model. PLoS One 6: e28077.

95. Steg AD, Katre AA, Bevis KS, Ziebarth A, Dobbin ZC, et al. (2012) Smoothened 
antagonists reverse taxane resistance in ovarian cancer. Mol Cancer Ther 11: 
1587-1597.

96. Sansone P, Bromberg J (2012) Targeting the interleukin-6/Jak/stat pathway in 
human malignancies. J Clin Oncol 30: 1005-1014.

97. Buettner R, Mora LB, Jove R (2002) Activated STAT signaling in human tumors 
provides novel molecular targets for therapeutic intervention. Clin Cancer Res 
8: 945-954.

98. Duan Z, Foster R, Bell DA, Mahoney J, Wolak K, et al. (2006) Signal transducers 
and activators of transcription 3 pathway activation in drug-resistant ovarian 
cancer. Clin Cancer Res 12: 5055-5063.

99. Huang M, Page C, Reynolds RK, Lin J (2000) Constitutive activation of stat 3 
oncogene product in human ovarian carcinoma cells. Gynecol Oncol 79: 67-73.

100. Harrison C, Kiladjian JJ, Al-Ali HK, Gisslinger H, Waltzman R, et al. (2012) 
JAK inhibition with ruxolitinib versus best available therapy for myelofibrosis. 
N Engl J Med 366: 787-798.

101. Wen W, Liang W, Wu J, Kowolik CM, Buettner R, et al. (2014) Targeting JAK1/
STAT3 signaling suppresses tumor progression and metastasis in a peritoneal 
model of human ovarian cancer. Mol Cancer Ther 13: 3037-3048.

102. Gritsina G, Xiao F, O’Brien SW, Gabbasov R, Maglaty MA, et al. (2015) 
Targeted Blockade of JAK/STAT3 Signaling Inhibits Ovarian Carcinoma 
Growth. Mol Cancer Ther 14: 1035-1047.

103. Hernandez-Vargas H, Ouzounova M, Le Calvez-Kelm F, Lambert MP, McKay-
Chopin S, et al. (2011) Methylome analysis reveals Jak-STAT pathway 
deregulation in putative breast cancer stem cells. Epigenetics 6: 428-439.

104. Kroon P, Berry PA, Stower MJ, Rodrigues G, Mann VM, et al. (2013) JAK-
STAT blockade inhibits tumor initiation and clonogenic recovery of prostate 
cancer stem-like cells. Cancer Res 73: 5288-5298.

105. Marotta LL, Almendro V, Marusyk A, Shipitsin M, Schemme J, et al. (2011) The 
JAK2/STAT3 signaling pathway is required for growth of CD44+CD24― stem 
cell-like breast cancer cells in human tumors. J Clin Invest 121: 2723-2735.

106. Mellman I, Coukos G, Dranoff G (2011) Cancer immunotherapy comes of age. 
Nature 480: 480-489.

107. Dong H, Chen L (2003) B7-H1 pathway and its role in the evasion of tumor 
immunity. J Mol Med (Berl) 81: 281-287.

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18208621
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18208621
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21720365
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21720365
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21300883
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21300883
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21300883
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24607283
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24607283
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19553641
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19553641
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19553641
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20406929
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20406929
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20406929
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20406929
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21862407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21862407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21862407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21862407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25366685
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25366685
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25366685
http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanonc/article/PIIS1470-2045(14)71135-0/abstract
http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanonc/article/PIIS1470-2045(14)71135-0/abstract
http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanonc/article/PIIS1470-2045(14)71135-0/abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22203755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22203755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22203755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22203755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22203755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11689955
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11689955
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19816957
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19816957
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19816957
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20889728
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20889728
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20889728
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21451132
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21451132
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21451132
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25209969
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25209969
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25209969
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23791886
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23791886
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23791886
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20422001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20422001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20422001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22080056
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22080056
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22080056
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25495823
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25495823
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25495823
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24321398
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24321398
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23721800
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23721800
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23721800
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22549947
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22549947
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25035395
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25035395
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21151206
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21151206
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24125749
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24125749
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25366565
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25366565
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22142828
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22142828
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22142828
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23303278
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23303278
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25072022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25072022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25072022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24781550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24781550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25646180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25646180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25646180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22140510
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22140510
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22140510
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22553355
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22553355
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22553355
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22355058
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22355058
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11948098
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11948098
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11948098
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16951221
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16951221
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16951221
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11006034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11006034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22375970
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22375970
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22375970
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25319391
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25319391
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25319391
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25646015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25646015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25646015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21266853
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21266853
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21266853
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23824741
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23824741
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23824741
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21633165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21633165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21633165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22193102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22193102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12721664
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12721664


Page 11 of 11

Citation: Schorge JO, Hall TR, Zhou XC, Bregar AJ, Foster R, et al. (2015) Therapeutic Innovations in Ovarian Cancer Treatment: The New England 
Perspective. Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale) 5: 289. doi:10.4172/2161-0932.1000289

Volume 5 • Issue 5 • 1000289
Gynecol Obstet (Sunnyvale)
ISSN: 2161-0932 Gynecology, an open access journal 

108. Gadiot J, Hooijkaas AI, Kaiser AD, van Tinteren H, van Boven H, et al. (2011) 
Overall survival and PD-L1 expression in metastasized malignant melanoma. 
Cancer 117: 2192-2201.

109. Gao Q, Wang XY, Qiu SJ, Yamato I, Sho M, et al. (2009) Overexpression of

PD-L1 significantly associates with tumor aggressiveness and postoperative 
recurrence in human hepatocellular carcinoma. Clin Cancer Res 15: 971-979. 

110. Topalian SL, Hodi FS, Brahmer JR, Gettinger SN, Smith DC, et al. (2012)
Safety, activity, and immune correlates of anti-PD-1 antibody in cancer. N Engl 
J Med 366: 2443-2454. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21523733
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21523733
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21523733
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19188168
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19188168
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19188168
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22658127
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22658127
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22658127

	Title
	Corresponding author
	Abstract
	Keywords
	Introduction 
	Minimally invasive surgery 
	Upfront treatment of advanced disease 
	Intraperitoneal therapy 
	Maintenance therapy 
	Rare tumors 
	Ovarian cancer stem cell inhibition 
	Immunotherapy (PD-1) 

	Conclusions 
	Table 1
	Table 2
	References 



