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Abstract Gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tumors
(GEP-NETs) are a family of neoplasms with a complex spec-
trum of clinical behavior. Although generally more indolent
than carcinomas, once they progress beyond surgical resect-
ability, they are essentially incurable. Systemic treatment op-
tions have substantially expanded in recent years for the man-
agement of advanced disease. Imaging plays a major role in
new drug development, as it is the main tool used to objec-
tively evaluate response to novel agents. However, current
standard response criteria have proven suboptimal for the as-
sessment of the antiproliferative effect of many targeted
agents, particularly in the context of slow-growing tumors
such as well-differentiated NETs. The aims of this article are
to discuss the advantages and limitations of conventional ra-
diological techniques and standard response assessment

criteria and to review novel imaging modalities in develop-
ment as well as alternative cancer- and therapy-specific
criteria to assess drug efficacy in the field of GEP-NETs.
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1 Introduction

Neuroendocrine tumors (NETs) of the gastroenteropancreatic
tract (GEP) are a family of neoplasms with a complex spec-
trum of clinical behavior. GEP-NETs arise from disseminated
endocrine cells that can store and secrete amines in response to
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different stimuli. The broad anatomical location and heteroge-
neous biology of GEP-NETs makes their clinical management
particularly challenging [1]. Treatment approaches include
surgery, locoregional liver-directed therapy, peptide receptor
radionuclide therapy (PRRT), and systemic hormonal, cyto-
toxic, or targeted therapy. Disease localization and extent, re-
sectability of the primary and metastatic disease, tumor biol-
ogy and dynamics, presence or absence of tumor somatostatin
receptors, local expertise and availability of therapeutic op-
tions (e.g., PRRT), clinical symptoms, personal preferences,
and the patient’s overall health condition are all key factors to
properly design an adequate customized treatment plan for
each patient.

Treatment options for GEP-NETs have substantially in-
creased in recent years, particularly in the area of systemic
medical therapy for advanced disease [2]. Imaging plays a
major role in new drug development, as it is the primary tool
used to objectively assess tumor response to novel agents.
However, current standard response assessment criteria—Re-
sponse Evaluation Criteria In Solid Tumors (RECIST) [3,
4]—were originally developed to measure cytotoxic chemo-
therapy efficacy in solid tumors and are suboptimal to evaluate
the antiproliferative effects of many new cytostatic agents,
particularly in slow-growing tumors such as well-
differentiated GEP-NETs. In fact, several agents (i.e.,
octreotide, lanreotide, sunitinib, and everolimus) induce few,
if any, objective responses according to the conventional
criteria, but significantly delay tumor growth thereby improv-
ing progression-free survival (PFS) of patients [5–8]. To ad-
dress the limitations of RECIST, a number of alternative re-
sponse criteria have been proposed for specific types of cancer
and therapeutic agents or strategies. At the same time, the
extraordinary advances achieved in the field of functional im-
aging are providing new means for assessing the antitumor
activity of different therapeutic approaches. This article aims
to discuss the advantages and limitations of current standard
radiological techniques and response assessment criteria and
to review new imaging modalities that are being developed as
well as alternative cancer- and therapy-specific criteria to eval-
uate drug efficacy in the field of GEP-NETs.

2 Imaging assessment of tumor response

2.1 Conventional imaging modalities

Morphological and functional imaging techniques are crucial
for characterizing and managing GEP-NETs in clinical prac-
tice. Various different imaging modalities are used for screen-
ing at-risk populations, detecting primary lesions, assessing
the extent of the disease, and evaluating the patient’s response
to treatment [5, 9–11]. The choice of which techniques to use
depends on clinical presentation and specific tumor features,

including location, somatostatin receptor expression, func-
tionality, and proliferation rate [10]. Currently, GEP-NETs
are morphologically assessed by computed tomography
(CT) and magnetic resonance imaging (MRI). Additionally,
various ultrasound (US) approaches (transabdominal, endo-
scopic, and intraoperative) can be useful for detecting certain
primary tumors (e.g., pancreatic) or liver metastasis (Table 1).

CT is the most commonly used technique for initial tumor
localization, staging, therapeutic monitoring, and follow-up of
patients with GEP-NETs. Its rapid acquisition process and
ability to generate multiplanar reconstructions provide high
temporal and spatial resolution (20–200 μm; pixel/voxel di-
mension <1 mm), which improve the probability of detection
(Fig. 1). Curved reformats, three-dimensional volume render-
ing techniques and maximum intensity projection provide im-
portant anatomic details for surgical planning (e.g., tumor vas-
cular encasement). CT scan also effectively detects nodal and
metastatic disease. The majority of GEP-NETs are visible as
enhanced or hypervascular lesions and are typically more con-
spicuous in the late arterial acquisition phases [12]. On
precon t ras t images , these les ions are typ ica l ly
hypoattenuating, although some primary lesions may be small
and have the same density as normal parenchyma and thus
may be difficult to detect. It is therefore crucial to perform
multiphasic contrast-enhanced CT, including arterial and por-
tal venous acquisition phases. Indeed, the differences in the
time elapsed after contrast administration may substantially
affect image acquisition, potentially leading to both false-
positive or false-negative findings that can result in an errone-
ous detection or response assessment. Particular caution is
recommended regarding clinical decisions based on the emer-
gence or fading of a single small lesion. The sensitivity of
multidetector CT for primary pancreatic GEP-NETs ranges
from 57 to 63 % and may be as high as 94 % if CT slices
are reformatted in thin sections (1–1.5 mm). This detection
rate substantially decreases, however, for primary
extrapancreatic tumors, particularly those located in the small
bowel. Some of these tumors may be only visible when mes-
entery involvement induces surrounding fibrosis
(desmoplastic reaction) with tissue retraction. More recently,
a novel modality, dual-energy CT (DECT), is an emerging
technique based on imaging at two distinctly different energy
levels (e.g., 80 and 140 kVp) to differentiate materials. DECT
can provide multiple parameters, including monochromatic
CT images, iodine-based material decomposition images and
spectral HU curves, and virtual unenhanced images, which
may add useful tissue information for detecting GEP-NETs
[13, 14].

MRI has also high spatial resolution (10–500 μm; pixel/
voxel dimension >1 mm) and offers several advantages over
CT scans, including the lack of ionizing radiation, superior
soft tissue discrimination, and greater interobserver agree-
ment. In addition, MRI offers the advantage of combining
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Table 1 Main morphological and functional imaging modalities available to evaluate response to treatment in patients with GEP-NETs

Imaging
modality

Principle/target Mechanism/radiotracer Biological correlation Advantages Limitations

US Tissue perfusion and
vascularity:

– Blood flow
– Peak intensity
– Time to peak intensity
– Area under the curve

DCE: enhanced
representation of the
vasculature following
the administration of
microbubbles

– No ionizing radiation
– Real-time imaging
– Short acquisition time
– Inexpensive
– Availability

– Whole-body imaging
not possible

– Contrast agents are
limited to vasculature

– Operator dependency
– Assessment limited to

selected targets

CT Tissue perfusion and
vascularity:

– Relative blood volume
– Relative blood flow
– Mean transit time

DCE: changes in density
following the
administration of
iodinated contrast
agent

– Vessel density
– Vascular

permeability
– Perfusion

– High spatial resolution
– Short acquisition time
– Moderately expensive
– Availability

– Radiation burden
– Poor soft tissue

contrast
– Assessment limited to

selected targets

MRI Tissue perfusion and
vascularity:

– Initial curve under the
gadolinium curve

– Transfer rate and
constants

– Leakage space fraction
– Fractional plasma

volume

DCE: contrast average
uptake rate in tissues

Influenced by transfer
rate, extracellular
volumes, plasma
volume fraction

– Vessel density
– Vascular

permeability
– Perfusion
– Tissue cell fraction
– Plasma volume

– No ionizing radiation
– Excellent soft tissue

contrast

– Expensive
– Long acquisition time
– Low availability
– Assessment limited to

selected targets
– Good patient

cooperation required

Scintigraphy SSTR2 111In-pentetreotide – SSTR2 density – Whole-body scan possible
– Availability
– Sensitivity and specificity

for staging superior to
conventional imaging

– High to moderate
affinity to SSTR2

– Low resolution; planar
views

– Long acquisition time
– Evaluation of organs

with high physiological
uptake (e.g., liver, gut)

SPECT or
SPECT/CT

SSTR2 111In-pentetreotide – SSTR2 density – Tomographic imaging
– Combines functional

and structural information
(SPECT/CT)

– Lower spatial resolution
than PET

– Long acquisition time
– Suboptimal physical

resolution of isotopes
used for SPECT

PET/CT SSTR2 68Ga-DOTA-TATE – SSTR2 density – Whole-body scan possible
– High spatial resolution

of PET
– Short acquisition time
– Very high affinity to SSTR
– Rapid extraction and

clearance
– Combines functional and

structural information

– Limited to SSTR2
expression

– Tumor dedifferentiation
and loss of SSTR
expression

SSTR2, SSTR5 68Ga-DOTA-TOC – SUV with IRS of
SSTR2A

– SUV with tumor-
absorbed doses
after PRRT

Idem – Limited to SSTR2 and
SSTR5 expression

– Tumor dedifferentiation
and loss of SSTR
expression

SSTR2, SSTR3,
SSTR5

68Ga-DOTA-NOC – SUV with IRS of
SSTR2A and SSTR5

Idem
– Superior to other

68Ga-radiolabeled peptides

– Tumor dedifferentiation
and loss of SSTR
expression

Catecholamine
transporter and
synthesis

18F-DOPA – Urinary levels of
5-HIAA

– No correlation with
SSTR

– Whole-body scan possible
– Greater sensitivity than SRS
– Role in negative SRPET and

inconclusive conventional
imaging

– Greater sensitivity in
functioning tumors

– Lower sensitivity than
68Ga-labeled PET

Catecholamine
transporter and
synthesis

11C-5-HTP – Urinary levels of
5-HIAA

– Same as 18F-DOPA – Very short half-life of
radiotracer

– Very low availability
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anatomical and functional or molecular imaging techniques,
including diffusion-weighted imaging (DWI), dynamic
contrast-enhanced MRI (DCE-MRI), and magnetic resonance
spectroscopic imaging (MRSI). NETs are typically best ob-
served in fat-suppressed T1-weighted sequences, such as low
signal intensity lesions, and typically become hyperintense on
T2-weighted sequences. Intravenous contrast enhancement is
also essential for adequate characterization. Improved lesion
detection and characterization have been documented with
MRI for certain anatomic locations, such as the liver or pan-
creas. MRI is the best conventional imaging technique to de-
tect hepatic metastases in GEP-NETs (sensitivity of 95%) and
shows a good performance for the detection of primary

pancreatic NETs (sensitivity 74–94 %, specificity 78–
100 %), although it is less useful than CT for the detection
of primary small bowel lesions [15, 16]. However, MRI is still
more expensive and time-consuming than CT and requires
greater patient cooperation. These factors limit the widespread
use of MRI, which is generally used as a problem-solving tool
in patients with negative or equivocal findings resulting from
other diagnostic procedures [9–11].

Transabdominal US is an inexpensive technique that may be
used to screen solid organs in the abdomen or to direct needle
biopsy for histological diagnosis (spatial resolution 50–
100 μm). GEP-NETs are typically visualized as hypoechoic,
well-defined masses commonly surrounded by a hyperechoic
halo. The sensitivity of US for detecting GEP-NETs is, never-
theless, limited, ranging from 15 to 80 % depending on tumor
size and anatomical localization [5, 9–11]. Its utility is further
limited in patients with abundant abdominal gas or in very
large/fat patients, as sound waves are attenuated as they pass
deeper into the body. Improved image resolution can be
achieved using a high-frequency endoscopic US (EUS) probe
(7.5–12 MHz) that enables the transducer to maintain close
proximity to target lesions. The sensitivity of this probe is sub-
stantially higher than the standard US probe (3–5 MHz) and is
especially helpful for detecting small lesions in the pancreatic
head or duodenal wall [17]. In fact, EUS sensitivity is higher
than that of the CT scan in this context (92 vs. 63 %), particu-
larly for detecting small insulinomas (84 vs. 32%) [18]. EUS is,
nonetheless, invasive, technically difficult, operator-dependent,
and not widely available [5, 9–11]. Finally, intraoperative US
(IOUS) may be an important aid in the surgical exploration of
the pancreas and liver.

Finally, multimodal imaging is able to provide a combina-
tion of anatomical, molecular, and functional imaging quanti-
tative parameters of tumor phenotype. In modern scanners,
positron emission tomography (PET) and single photon emis-
sion computed tomography (SPECT) are combined with an
anatomical cross-sectional counterpart such as CT (PET/CT
and SPECT/CT) and also MRI (PET/MRI) [19]. These hybrid
techniques have demonstrated to be useful of GEP-NETs for
tumor detection, staging, and tumor response evaluation [20].

Table 1 (continued)

Imaging
modality

Principle/target Mechanism/radiotracer Biological correlation Advantages Limitations

– No correlation with
SSTR

Glucose transporter 18F-FDG – Ki-67 % – Whole-body scan possible
– Poorly differentiated and/or

highly proliferative tumors

– Useless in well-
differentiated tumors

CT computed tomography, DCE dynamic contrast-enhanced, 5-HIAA 5-hydroxyindoleacetic acid, IRS immunoreactive score of Remmele and Stegner,
MRImagnetic resonance imaging,PET/CT positron emission tomography/computed tomography, SPECTsingle photon computed tomography, SPECT/
CT single photon tomography/computed tomography, SSTR somatostatin receptors, SUV standard uptake value in PET/CT images, US ultrasound

Fig. 1 Coronal reformatted arterial phase contrast-enhanced
multidetector CT image demonstrates multiple enteropancreatic
neuroendocrine tumors (arrows) in a patient with MEN-1. These
tumors and their metastases are often hypervascular. They are usually
more conspicuous in the early arterial acquisition phase
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2.2 Standard size-based evaluation criteria

The first widely adopted criteria for evaluating cancer thera-
pies were developed by the World Health Organization
(WHO) in 1979 and were primarily intended for use in clinical
trials that had a tumor response as the primary endpoint [21].
The WHO criteria were the first set of rules to introduce the
concept of overall assessment of tumor burden based on the
sum of the bidimensional products of tumor lesions. In addi-
tion, they defined the response to therapy based on the
percentual change from baseline. This standardization facili-
tated a common universal language for reporting the results of
cancer therapy in a consistent manner to enable cross-trial
comparisons. Numerous modifications of the WHO criteria
were subsequently made to clarify uncertain issues in the orig-
inal document and to accommodate emerging new technolo-
gies such as CT and MRI. These revisions led, paradoxically,
to the response criteria being no longer comparable among
research organizations. An International Working Party was
thereby constituted to simplify and standardize again the eval-
uation criteria that resulted in the Response Evaluation
Criteria In Solid Tumors (RECIST, version 1.0) [3]. Key fea-
tures of these updated criteria included the use of one-
dimensional measurements for assessing tumor burden, the
definition of the minimum size of measurable lesions to be
selected as targets, instructions on howmany lesions to follow
and how, and a model for the overall response assessment
combining both target and nontarget lesions [3, 4]. In addition,
time to progression and PFS, which can be assessed in all
patients, as opposed to duration of response that can only be
quantified in responders, were briefly discussed as alternative
endpoints in certain circumstances (i.e., investigation of
noncytoreductive anticancer agents) [7, 8].

An updated version of RECIST (version 1.1) was published
in 2009 [4] to address several questions and pending issues,
including how to apply RECIST in trials in which progression,
rather than response, is the primary endpoint, or in trials of
targeted noncytotoxic drugs. Whether and how to use newer
imaging technologies, such as 18F-fluorodeoxyglucose positron
emission tomography (18F-FDG-PET) and MRI, was also ad-
dressed. A summary of the evolution from WHO response
criteria to RECIST 1.1 is presented in Table 2.

2.3 Pitfalls of size-based response assessment
in GEP-NETs

The RECIST criteria have been widely adopted by academic
institutions, cooperative groups, and industry as a standard
method for reporting clinical trials. The primary strengths of
these criteria are simplicity, reproducibility, and universal ac-
ceptance, which allow outcomes across different trials to be
compared. Nevertheless, a number of limitations remain, and
several unique features of tumor biology and specific cancer

therapies make their applicability particularly challenging in
the field of GEP-NETs [22, 23].

RECIST dichotomize patients into responders versus non-
responders to quantify drug efficacy, the latter category in-
cluding both stabilization of disease (which in certain scenar-
ios may be actually indicative of a drug-induced antiprolifer-
ative effect) and disease progression. Even the latest version of
RECIST primarily focuses on the use of objective response
endpoints for phase II trials [24]. In the context of GEP-NETs,
however, this may be only applicable to poorly differentiated,
highly proliferative tumors that are treated with cytotoxic ther-
apy. As the majority of GEP-NETs are well-differentiated,
slow-growing tumors, and novel targeted agents are increas-
ingly being used to treat this disease, alternative definitions of
tumor response are being actively explored and greater em-
phasis is being placed on progression-based endpoints [23].

Other means for assessing treatment effects, such as a mi-
nor response (tumor shrinkage <30%), disease control rates (a
combination of objective response and stable disease), or the
proportion of patients that are progression-free at landmark
time points, could be considered as alternative metrics for
providing early indications of an agent deserving additional
clinical development. A major limitation to this approach in
the field of GEP-NETs is to accurately estimate the expected
disease stabilization rate, in the absence of a treatment effect,
in this generally indolent disease. For this reason, a random-
ized controlled design is preferred, when feasible, for phase II
screening trials in this context.

Several recent studies have illustrated how alternative met-
rics may more accurately reflect the therapeutic effect of med-
ications in well-differentiated GEP-NETS. Indeed, two so-
matostatin analogs (octreotide and lanreotide) and two
targeted agents (everolimus and sunitinib) significantly im-
prove PFS of patients with different subtypes of GEP-NETs
with little or no effect on tumor volume (objective response
rate <10 % by RECIST) [5–8]. Waterfall plots of pivotal ran-
domized trials, such as RADIANT-3 to evaluate everolimus in
pancreatic NETs, showed that the proportion of patients
achieving any degree of tumor shrinkage was substantially
greater in everolimus-treated patients (64 %) than in patients
in the placebo control arm (21 %), although response rates
were low in both treatment arms (5 vs. 2 %) [8]. The current
thresholds used to define tumor progression (≥20 %), which
have become more conservative over time, have also been
questioned in the context of slow-growing GEP-NETs. How-
ever, caution should be advised in lowering this threshold, as
validation would be required to ensure that the measurement
errors are actually inferior to the cutoff values, and this is not
an easy task due to the technical difficulties frequently en-
countered in the precise definition of lesions in NETs.

Other clinical settings that question the validity of RECIST
to address treatment failure include clinical or biochemical
progression in the absence of radiological progression, focal
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progression that is amenable to local therapy (e.g., small bow-
el obstruction with stable liver metastasis), or indolent asymp-
tomatic progression. Some technical difficulties inherent to
identifying and monitoring metastases in certain patients with
GEP-NETs may also limit the application of RECIST. These
include patients with small volume metastatic disease or, con-
versely, extensive liver involvement with either multiple small
or large confluent liver metastases, which can form conglom-
erate masses that may be difficult to individualize and moni-
tor. In addition, certain targeted agents (e.g., angiogenesis in-
hibitors) may induce necrosis or cystic changes in the tumor
that are not only not associated with tumor shrinkage but may
even render preexisting lesions more visible, which may be
misleading and erroneously interpreted as progressive disease
rather than as a positive therapeutic effect. Finally, residual
masses may not be adequately differentiated from fibrosis,
with no viable tumor, by means of standard imaging modali-
ties, and would never be considered as complete responses by
RECIST [23].

2.4 Alternative response evaluation criteria

Beyond size, additional radiological parameters can also pro-
vide very valuable information in terms of antitumor efficacy
and are increasingly being considered when evaluating re-
sponse in certain tumor types treated with specific targeted
agents. Indeed, necrosis, hemorrhage, and myxoid degenera-
tion may reflect pathologic tumor response in the absence of
significant tumor shrinkage. One of the most representative
examples of this effect was soon documented in gastrointesti-
nal stromal tumors (GIST) after the introduction of imatinib.
The dramatic changes in tumor density induced by this drug,
as determined by measuring CT attenuation coefficient in
Hounsfield units (HU), led Choi to propose in 2007 a new
set of criteria that combined changes in both size and density
for tumor response assessment in this setting [25] (Table 3).
These criteria and their variants are nowwidely applied in GIST
and are being prospectively evaluated in other neoplastic dis-
eases. Preliminary data in patients with pancreatic NETs

Table 2 Evolution of tumor response criteria: from WHO to RECIST 1.1

WHO RECIST 1.0 RECIST 1.1

Method to assess
tumor burden

Sum of products of the longest
and greatest perpendicular
diameters of all measured
lesions (bidimensional)

Sum of longest diameters of target
lesions (one-dimensional)

Sum of longest diameters for nonnodal
and short axis for nodal target lesions
(one-dimensional)

Definition of
measurable disease

Not specified CT: ≥10 mm with spiral CT
≥20 mm with nonspiral CT
Clinical: ≥20 mm
LN, not specified

CT: ≥10 mm longest diameter for nonnodal
≥15 mm short axis for nodal lesions
Clinical: ≥10 mm (measured with calipers)
Special considerations for bone and cystic

lesions

Number of target
lesions to follow

Not specified Maximum of 10 lesions
(up to 5 per organ)

Should be those with longest
diameters, representative of all
involved organs, and most
suitable for accurate repeated
measurement

Maximum of 5 lesions (up to 2 per organ)
Should be those with longest diameters,

representative of all involved organs, and
most suitable for accurate repeated
measurement

Response categories

• CR Disappearance of all known
disease, confirmed at
4 weeks

Disappearance of all known
disease, confirmed at 4 weeks

Disappearance of all target and nontarget
lesions

LN <10 mm short axis

• PR ≥50 % decrease of tumor
burden, in the absence of
new lesions, confirmed at
4 weeks

≥30 % decrease of tumor burden,
taking baseline sum as reference,
in the absence of new lesions,
confirmed at 4 weeks

≥30 % decrease in tumor burden, taking
baseline sum as reference, in the absence
of new lesions, to be confirmed at 4 weeks
only in nonrandomized trials with response
as primary endpoint

• SD Neither sufficient shrinkage to
qualify for PR nor sufficient
increase to qualify for PD

Neither sufficient shrinkage to
qualify for PR nor sufficient
increase to qualify for PD

Neither sufficient shrinkage to qualify for
PR nor sufficient increase to qualify for PD

• PD ≥25 % increase in tumor
burden or appearance of
new lesions

≥20 % increase in tumor burden,
taking the smallest sum since
treatment started as reference,
or appearance of new lesions

≥20 % increase in tumor burden, taking the
smallest sum since treatment started as
reference, with a minimum absolute value
increase ≥5 mm or appearance of new
lesions

CR complete response, LN lymph nodes, PD progressive disease, RECISTResponse Evaluation Criteria In Solid Tumors, PR partial response, SD stable
disease, WHO World Health Organization
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suggest that Choi criteriamay help to early discriminate patients
who might benefit from sunitinib or everolimus therapy [26].

Other alternative methods to evaluate tumor response
(Table 3) have been described in detail elsewhere [27–30]
and are beyond the scope of this review. Briefly, these
methods take into consideration additional parameters such
as arterial enhancement (e.g., the European Association for
Study of the Liver (EASL) criteria in hepatocellular carcino-
ma) [27], treatment-induced tumor necrosis, or other structural
changes (e.g., the Morphology, Attenuation, Size and Struc-
ture (MASS) criteria for renal cancer treated with
antiangiogenic agents, or the Lee criteria for nonsmall cell
lung cancer treated with EGFR inhibitors) [31, 32]. Specific
criteria have also been developed for novel therapeutic strate-
gies (e.g., immune-related response criteria) [33] or imaging
modalities such as PET (e.g., PET response criteria in solid
tumors or PERCIST) [30, 34, 35].

18FDG-PET assesses tumor glucose uptake, which broadly
correlates with cancer cell viability. 18FDG uptake may

therefore provide an early and sensitive pharmacodynamic
marker for monitoring response to antiproliferative agents
[36]. Changes in 18FDG uptake measured by PET have been
correlated with a pathological tumor response and overall sur-
vival in certain neoplastic diseases. Caution should be ad-
vised, nevertheless, as 18FDG-PET is a sensitive but nonspe-
cific method for detecting malignancy sites. Areas of active
inflammation or infection are common sources of false-
positive findings [37]. A period of at least 10 days (or prefer-
ably up to 3 weeks) is advised before a PET scan is performed
following chemotherapy administration, to bypass transient
fluctuations of 18FDG uptake, either stunning or flare of tumor
uptake, which may occur soon after treatment. False-negative
findings may also arise when evaluating small lesions. PET
imaging is progressively being incorporated for staging and
response assessment in a number of malignancies (e.g., lym-
phoma) [38]. In the context of GEP-NETs, however, it would
be only applicable to highly proliferative or poorly differenti-
ated tumors, as guidelines have been specifically developed

Table 3 Alternative functional tumor response criteria

Response
categories

Response criteria

Choi mRECIST MASS PERCIST

CR Disappearance of all lesions
and no new lesions

Disappearance of any
intratumor arterial
enhancement in all target
lesions

No new lesions

Favorable response
≥20 % decrease in tumor burden

per RECIST or
≥10 % decrease in tumor burden

per RECIST and≥half of
nonlung target lesions with
a ≥20 HU decreased mean
attenuation or

One or more nonlung target
lesions with a ≥40 HU
decreased mean attenuation

No new lesions

Complete resolution of 18F-FDG
uptake within tumor volume so
that it is less than mean liver
activity and indistinguishable
from surrounding
background blood-pool levels

PR ≥10 % decrease in tumor
burden per RECIST or
≥15 % decrease in tumor
density (HU) on CT scan
and no new lesions nor
unequivocal progression
of nonmeasurable disease

≥30 % decrease in tumor
burden per RECIST
considering only viable
tumor of target lesions
(that with arterial
enhancement on CE
radiological techniques)
No new lesions

≥30 % relative and ≥0.8 absolute
decrease in 18F-FDG uptake
(SUL peak of target lesion) and
no >30 % increase in SUL of
nontarget lesions and no PD by
RECIST

ROI does not need to be in precise
same area as baseline scan

SD Does not meet criteria for
complete, partial, nor
progressive disease and

No clinical deterioration
attributable to tumor
progression

<30 % decrease to ≤20 %
increase in the sum of
maximum arterial enhancing
diameter of target lesions

No new lesions

Indeterminate response
Does not fulfill criteria for

favorable or unfavorable
response

No new lesions

Does not fulfill criteria for partial
response nor for progressive
disease

PD ≥10 % increase in tumor size
per RECIST that does not
meet criteria for PR by
tumor density on CT scan or

Appearance of new lesions
including new intratumor
nodules or increase in size
of existing nodules

>20 % increase in tumor
burden per RECIST
considering only viable
tumor of target lesions or

Appearance of new lesions

Unfavorable response
≥20 % increase in tumor burden

per RECIST or
Target lesion with central necrosis

changing to near complete
enhanced solid tumor or

New enhancement in a
nonenhancing lesion or

Appearance of new lesions

>30 % relative and 0.8 absolute
increase in 18F-FDG uptake
(SUL peak of target lesion) or

Unequivocal increase in extent of
18F-FDG uptake (75 % in total
lesion glycolysis volume with
no decline in SUL) or

New 18F-FDG-avid lesions

18 F-FDG 18 F-fluorodeoxyglucose, CT computed tomography, EASL European Association for Study of the Liver, EORTC European Organization for
Research and Treatment of Cancer, HU Hounsfield unit, MASS morphology, attenuation, size and structure, mRECIST modified RECIST, PERCIST
Positron Emission Response Criteria In Solid Tumors, PET positron emission tomography, RECIST Response Evaluation Criteria In Solid Tumors, ROI
region of interest, SUL standard uptake value
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for the 18FDG radionuclide. Whether these criteria may be
applied to other radiotracers (e.g., 68Gadolinium-
tetraazacyclododecane tetraacetic acid (68Ga-DOTA) pep-
tides) remains to be elucidated. Nevertheless, prospective tri-
als for validating these response criteria are warranted.

3 New imaging modalities for assessing GEP-NETs

3.1 Cancer-specific functional imaging

Functional imaging refers to the visualization, characteriza-
tion, and quantification of biological processes at the cellular
or molecular level. The unique features of GEP-NETs provide
distinct targets for cancer-specific functional imaging, such as
somatostatin receptors (SSTR), or catecholamine transporter
and synthesis pathways. Consequently, an increasing number
of radiopharmaceuticals are becoming available to detect and
quantify different aspects of the heterogeneous biology of
GEP-NETs (Table 1). Several techniques that are increasingly
being used in clinical practice will be discussed below.

3.1.1 Somatostatin receptor imaging: SRS and 68Ga-DOTA
peptides

Scintigraphy with radiolabeled somatostatin analogs (SRS) is
a very useful imaging technique for detecting tumors express-
ing somatostatin receptors. 111In-DTPA-D-Phe1-octreotide

(111In-pentetreotide), a metabolically stable radiopharmaceu-
tical with a high affinity for type 2 somatostatin receptors
(SSTR2), is the most commonly used tracer for imaging
GEP-NETs [39–41]. The major limitations of SRS are the
evaluation of organs with higher physiological uptake (e.g.,
liver and gut) and the detection of small lesions owing to its
low spatial resolution (range 7–15 mm) [42]. The addition of
SPECT to SRS planar views and, more recently, the multi-
modal devices that combine SPECT and computed tomogra-
phy (SPECT/CT) have led to improved tumor detection.
These approaches enable a more precise identification of the
physiological uptake of the radiolabeled analog and a better
definition of the functional significance of lesions detected by
CT (Fig. 2) [43, 44].

Next-generation somatostatin analogs have been devel-
o p e d u s i n g t h e c h e l a t o r DOTA r a t h e r t h a n
diethylenetriaminepentacetate (DTPA), and these molecules
can also be labeled using positron-emitting radionuclides,
such as 68Ga (Table 1). 68Ga-DOTA-Tyr3-octreotide (68Ga-
DOTA-TOC), 68Ga-DOTA-Tyr3-octreotate (68Ga-DOTA-
TATE), and 68Ga-DOTA-1-NaI3-octreotide (68Ga-DOTA-
NOC) [45] add higher SSTR affinity and more favorable phar-
macokinetic properties (namely, more rapid extraction and
clearance) to the improved spatial resolution of PET relative
to SRS (range 4–10 mm). 68Ga-labeled somatostatin receptor
PET (SRPET) is in fact increasingly being used in specialized
centers and will replace SRS in the near future. Indeed, a
recent meta-analysis has shown that SRPET has a higher

Fig. 2 SRS using 111In-
pentetreotide (a) and 18F-FDOPA
PET/CT (b) performed 1 week
apart in a patient with a well-
differentiated metastatic ileal
NET. Planar scintigraphy (a1)
shows an uncertain liver lesion
(red arrow), clearly located in
segment II of the liver in the
SPECT/CT fusion image (a2).
Whole-body PET/CT image
using 18F-FDOPA (b1 and b2)
shows the same liver metastasis
(red arrow) but also detects an
additional liver lesion in segment
V (yellow arrow). Follow-up 18F-
FDOPA PET/CT (c1 and c2)
performed after 12 cycles of
octreotide therapy identifies
multiple hepatic and peritoneal
implants (both abdominal and
subdiaphragmatic costophrenic
angle) reflecting tumor
progression
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diagnostic accuracy (sensitivity, 93 %; specificity, 96 %) than
that reported for SRS (sensitivity, 82–95 %; specificity, 50–
80%) [46]. Additional advantages of SRPET include the short
scanning time required, the relatively low radiation exposure,
and the availability of 68Ga generators.

Sensitivity may substantially vary depending on the tumor
type and the specific binding and affinity profile of the
radiopeptide used [47]. SSTR2A and SSTR5 are the most
frequently expressed SSTRs in GEP-NETs (86 and 62 %, re-
spectively), followed by SSTR1 [48–50]. Nevertheless,
SSTR2A expression varies significantly among different
GEP-NETs and is much less frequent in insulinomas (58 %)
than in gastrinomas (100 %) or carcinoid tumors (86 %).
Overall, well-differentiated neoplasms have a higher density
and more homogeneous distribution of SSTRs than poorly
differentiated endocrine carcinomas, except for SSTR5 that
shows the opposite trend. SSTR expression is generally lower
in pancreatic than in gastrointestinal tumors except SSTR3,
which has greater expression in pancreatic than in enteric
NETs (40 vs. 21 %). On the other hand, SRS using 111In-
pentetreotide has high affinity for SSTR2, and consistently,
comparative analyses have revealed a high correlation be-
tween tumor detection using SRS and SSTR2A expression
assessed by immunohistochemistry (Table 2). However,
68Ga-labeled DOTA peptides show superior affinity for
SSTR2 than 111In-pentetreotide. 68Ga-DOTA-TATE has the
highest affinity for SSTR2, but only 68Ga-DOTA-NOC shows
high affinity for SSTR3 and SSTR5 (Table 4). Concordant
with these affinity profiles, tissue immunoreactive scores for
SSTR2A and SSTR5 correlate with SUV values on PET/CT
using 68Ga-DOTA-NOC [50], and SSTR2A correlates with
68Ga-DOTA-TOC [51]. Such differences should be consid-
ered in the clinical setting because sensitivity may be lower
with 111In-pentetreotide SRS or 68Ga-DOTA-TATE SRPET
for certain tumor types, such as insulinomas, whereas 68Ga-
DOTA-NOC may be more suitable for pancreatic NETs [49].

The clinical applications of these new imaging modalities
are likely to expand because novel somatostatin analogs are
being developed with increased affinity for different SSTR
subtypes. For example, whereas octreotide and lanreotide
have high affinity for SSTR2, pasireotide, a new somatostatin

analog not approved for the treatment of NETs, has a higher
affinity for the remaining SSTRs, especially SSTR5. In this
context, future studies should address the potential correlation
between specific SSTR tumor expression profiles assessed by
immunohistochemistry and molecular imaging and response
to SSTR-targeted therapy [50] (Fig. 3). Nevertheless, poorly
differentiated GEP-NETs are more suited to be characterized
using the most widely available radiotracer (18F-FDG), which
reflects the increased glucose transport of rapidly proliferating
cells. Indeed, the sensitivity of 18F-FDG PET for depicting
GEP-NETs with high proliferative indices (Ki-67 >15 %) ex-
ceeds that of SRS (92 vs. 69%), and 18F-FDG SUVuptake is a
stronger prognostic factor in this context than traditional bio-
chemical or histological markers, such as chromogranin A
(CgA) or Ki-67 index [40, 41].

Procedure guidelines for SRS and SRPET tumor imaging
by the European Association of Nuclear Medicine (EANM)
and European Neuroendocrine Tumors Society (ENETS)
have included monitoring of response to different therapies
in their clinical indications [42, 52, 53]. With the emergence
of PRRT as a novel treatment strategy for GEP-NETs, molec-
ular imaging has gained relevance as a potential tool for ther-
apy response assessment. SSTR tumor expression document-
ed by SRS and, more recently, SRPET is a prerequisite for
PRRT planning in GEP-NETs [54]. Initial reports failed to
show an additional advantage of 68Ga-DOTA-TOC PET/CT
over conventional radiologic imaging (CT or MRI) in evalu-
ating response to PRRT, except for an earlier detection of
metastatic disease in a subgroup of patients using SRPET
[55]. In contrast, a transient decrease in 68Ga-DOTA-TATE
tumor uptake after the first cycle of PRRT was predictive of
time to progression and symptom relief in patients with GEP-
NETs, withΔSUVT/S (tumor/spleen SUV ratio) being superi-
or to ΔSUVmax for prediction of outcome [56]. Notably, the
lack of SSTR expression assessed by 68Ga-labeled PET imag-
ing and the documentation of hypermetabolism by 18F-FDG
PET have been associated with rapid progression and poor
prognosis in GEP-NET patients treated with both PRRT and
watchful waiting follow-up strategies, suggesting that these
molecular imaging techniques also characterize tumor biology
independently of therapy [57, 58].

Table 4 Radiopeptide affinity
(IC-50 values in nmol/L) profile
for somatostatin receptors (SSTR)
commonly expressed in NETs

SSTR2A (nmol/L) SSTR3 (nmol/L) SSTR4 (nmol/L) SSTR5 (nmol/L)

SRS
111In-pentetreotide 22 – – –

SRPET
68Ga-DOTA-TOC 2.5 – – 73
68Ga-DOTA-TATE 0.2 – – –
68Ga-DOTA-NOC 1.9 40 – 7.2

SSTR somatostatin receptor, SRS somatostatin receptor scintigraphy, SRPET somatostatin receptor positron emis-
sion tomography, − low or absence of affinity
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More recent reports have correlated baseline (pretherapeutic)
68Ga-PET SUV values with the subsequent absorbed dose of
radiopharmaceuticals and the clinical outcome after PRRT, both
with 177Lu-DOTA-TATE and 90Y-DOTA-TOC. Moreover, the
mean per-cycle decrease of tumor-absorbed dose was linked to
the morphologic response following treatment with 177Lu-
DOTA-TATE, suggesting that sequential changes of tumor-
absorbed doses could be appropriate early markers of therapeu-
tic response. These observations reinforce the potential role of
SRPET for the prediction of outcome after PRRT, providing the
rationale for individual dosing and allowing a more appropriate
selection of patients who might benefit from this therapeutic
strategy [59–62]. Additional larger and prospective studies
should be performed, nonetheless, to ascertain these correla-
tions and to standardize and validate appropriate cutoff values
of quantitative molecular parameters before these techniques
can be widely used for clinical decision-making. The possibility
of tumor dedifferentiation with loss of SSTRs should also be
considered as an additional limitation to SRPET, although it
may be overcome by using different radiotracers (e.g., 18F-
FDG). Finally, molecular imaging could also have a role in
evaluating response to treatment modalities other than PRRT,
including cytotoxic agents or Bcold^ targeted agents; however,
this has not been formally assessed to date.

In summary, the lack of spatial resolution and detectability
of conventional SRS has been partially overcome using mul-
timodal tomographic techniques (SPECT/CT). However, the
advent of new devices with higher spatial resolution such as
PET/CT or even PET/MRI using new generation radiotracers
provides the highest available sensitivity (detection of radio-
tracer concentration in tissue at the nanomolar range). These
advantages might therefore compensate some of the

limitations that traditionally have been ascribed to nuclear
medicine techniques. Standardization and validation of these
novel techniques and assessment criteria in prospective clini-
cal trials, to ensure results are reliable and reproducible, are
essential however before their widespread use in everyday
clinical practice.

3.1.2 Catecholamine transporter and synthesis: 18F-DOPA
and 11C-5-HTP

Alternative molecular imaging techniques exploit the intrinsic
property of neuroendocrine cells for amine precursor uptake
and decarboxylation (the APUD system). Several precursors,
such as 5-hydroxy-L-tryptophan (5-HTP) and L-
dihydroxyphenylalanine (L-DOPA), are taken up by neuroen-
docrine cells and converted to serotonin and dopamine, re-
spectively. These precursors can be labeled to produce PET
tracers that are useful for GEP-NET imaging. Themost widely
available marker is 18F-fluoro-L-3,4-dihydroxyphenylalanine
(18F-DOPA), which enters the neuroendocrine cells via an L-
type amino acid sodium-independent transporter (LAT).
There, it is subsequently decarboxylated by the aromatic L-
amino acid decarboxylase, an enzyme highly expressed in
neuroendocrine cells, resulting in 18F-dopamine. Then, this
molecule is transported into cytoplasmic storage secretory
vesicles and protected from enzymatic degradation, thereby
promoting its intracellular retention. A high 18F-DOPA uptake
is commonly observed in neuroendocrine tumor cells, partic-
ularly in small-bowel serotonin-producing NETs [63].

18F-DOPA has greater sensitivity for GEP-NET detection
than SRS (Fig. 2), even when SPECT/CT is used [64]; how-
ever, comparative studies between 18F-DOPA and 68Ga-

Fig. 3 SRPET using 68Ga-
DOTANOC in a patient with
multiple liver metastases of a
well-differentiated ileal NET.
PET/CT scans performed before
(left) and after 4 cycles of PRRT
(177Lu-DOTA-TATE) and
subcutaneous monthly lanreotide
(right) show a partial response to
therapy (courtesy of Valentina
Ambrosini and Stefano Fanti, S.
Orsola-Malpighi University
Hospital, Bologna, Italy)
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DOTA peptides tilt the balance in favor of SRPET in terms of
diagnostic accuracy [65]. In this regard, it is important to note
the lack of correlation between 18F-DOPA transport and de-
carboxylation and the expression of SSTR depicted by
SRPET [66]. Thus, 18F-DOPA PET/CT is generally recom-
mended for GEP-NET diagnosis when conventional radiolog-
ical imaging and SRS or even SRPET show negative or in-
conclusive findings.

18F-DOPA PET, as a molecular imaging tool that reflects
cellular metabolic activity rather than receptor density, has
been postulated to be likely a more appropriate tool to monitor
treatment response. Supporting this hypothesis, 18F-DOPA
uptake is frequently increased in GEP-NET patients with ele-
vated plasma serotonin, and whole-body metabolic tumor bur-
den (WBMTB) assessed using 18F-DOPA PET is correlated
with urinary and plasma levels of tumor markers belonging to
the serotonin and catecholamine pathways [66, 67]. Interest-
ingly, urinary excretion of 5-hydroxyindoleacetic acid (5-
HIAA), the primary metabolite of serotonin, is also a reliable
indicator of tumor burden and metabolic activity and one of
the most widely used markers for response assessment and
follow-up of patients with functioning GEP-NETs. WBMTB
could therefore potentially become an alternative parameter
for evaluating disease extent, biochemical activity, and tumor
response in these patients.

The 11C-5-hydroxy-L-tryptophan (11C-5-HTP) PET tracer,
a precursor of serotonin, is a useful universal imaging tool for
detecting GEP-NETs, with greater sensitivity than CTor SRS.
11C-5-HTP PET seems to perform better than 18F-DOPA for
the overall detection of GEP-NETs; but unlike 18F-DOPA, its
use is restricted to a few specialized centers as the 11C radio-
isotope has a very short half-life. This radiopharmaceutical is
generally used, if available, when conventional imaging pro-
cedures fail to locate an occult tumor, or for follow-up pur-
poses when clinical, biochemical, and standard radiological
assessments are equivocal or show conflicting results [68].
A close correlation between changes in 11C-5-HTP transport
rate and urinary 5-HIAA excretion during medical treatment
indicates its potential as a means for monitoring treatment
efficacy [69]. However, besides anecdotal case reports, studies
assessing the value of serial changes in 18F-DOPA or 11C-5-
HTP PET metabolic parameters for evaluating response to
therapy are still lacking.

Other NET-specific radiolabeled peptides, currently in pre-
clinical or early clinical development, include glucagon-like
peptide-1 (GLP-1), cholecystokinin (CCK), gastrin, bombesin,
substance P, vasoactive intestinal peptide (VIP), and neuropep-
tide (NP)-Y analogs. Additional noncancer-specific tracers of
potential use in GEP-NETs include 18F-fluoro-L-thymidine
(18FLT)-PET, a nonspecific marker of proliferation, and 18F-
fluoro-misonidazole (18FMISO)-PET, which accumulates in
hypoxic tissues and could hence be a potential biomarker for
assessing response to antiangiogenic therapy.

3.2 Therapy-specific functional imaging

As treatment options for GEP-NETs continue to expand, eval-
uation of therapeutic response solely on the basis of size clear-
ly has substantial limitations, particularly in the era of targeted
therapy. Indeed, new therapeutic modalities, such as angio-
genesis inhibitors, may significantly increase patients’ surviv-
al by inducing a cytostatic effect that does not necessarily
translate into tumor shrinkage (e.g., tumor necrosis or cavita-
tion with no size reduction). Functional imaging techniques
that monitor specific physiological and cellular processes
within the tumors in response to antineoplastic agents with
novel mechanisms of action are therefore gaining momentum
[22, 70–74]. In fact, these alternative response assessment
techniques are increasingly being implemented at earlier
stages of drug development. The main features of these imag-
ing modalities are summarized in Table 1.

DCE imaging methods may be applied to US, CT, or MRI
with contrast dyes specific to each modality. These imaging
techniques assess tumors based on the appreciable differences
between the heterogeneous, chaotic, and leaky neoplastic vas-
cular network and the normal physiological vasculature of
healthy tissues [22, 74]. A rapid sequence of images is ac-
quired through a volume of interest before, during, and after
the intravenous administration of contrast material. These data
are then fitted to mathematical models to analyze a number of
physiological processes and to obtain quantitative perfusion
parameters that reflect the vascular characteristics of the ex-
amined tissue, including blood volume (BV), blood flow
(BF), mean transit time, and permeability area. Although ex-
perience is limited, DCE-US, DCE-CT, and DCE-MRI are
likely to become useful tools for characterizing GEP-NETs
[75, 76] and to evaluate their biologic aggressiveness [77],
therapeutic response [22, 74] (Fig. 4), and prognosis [78, 79].

DCE-US enables the quantification of perfusion parame-
ters by injecting ultrasonic microbubble-based contrast dye,
and international guidelines have been produced to standard-
ize this technique [80]. Among these parameters, the area
under the perfusion curve (AUC)—a criterion linked to
BV—has been identified as a reliable early predictor of re-
sponse to antiangiogenic therapy using the RECIST criteria
[81]. This finding was further validated in a multi-institutional
cohort of 539 patients with various tumor types, including
GEP-NETs, treated with different antiangiogenic agents
[82]. In this group, early decreases in perfusion parameters
were significantly associated with improved time to disease
progression and overall survival. DCE-US has also been test-
ed in a small study of patients with GEP-NETs who were
treated with transarterial embolization (n= 10) or
chemoembolization (n=7). The authors proposed a new com-
posite parameter combining functional and morphological da-
ta, named tumor vitality index, which may warrant additional
exploration [83]. DCE-US allows early identification of tumor
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structural changes in response to PRRT, as decreased perfu-
sion parameters are documented as soon as 6 weeks after
therapy, whereas morphological changes may require a mini-
mum of 6 months follow-up to be detectable [84]. DCE-US
yielded comparable results to DCE-CT in the assessment of
perfusion and morphological changes of liver metastases, par-
ticularly lesions located in the caudal and ventral parts of the
liver, although adequate visualization of subdiaphragmatic
structures remains an important limitation of this technique.

DCE-CT, also called perfusion CT, similarly enables the
quantification of perfusion parameters to characterize tumor
vascular features without some of the limitations of DCE-US
(Fig. 4). The main drawbacks of this approach are the lack of
standardization for data interpretation and the high radiation
dose required. A significant correlation between tumor BF
assessed by DCE-CT and histological assessment of
intratumormicrovessel density has been reported in pancreatic
NETs [78]. Of note, a higher BF was observed in tumors with
lower proliferation indexes, less aggressive histological fea-
tures, and improved prognosis, as opposed to what may be
found in other malignancies [78, 85]. DCE-CT has success-
fully been used to assess tumor perfusion changes in response
to therapy in a small randomized phase II study comparing
two antiangiogenic therapies, bevacizumab versus pegylated-
interferon alpha 2b, in patients with advanced carcinoid tu-
mors [86, 87]. A significant decrease in BF and BV was early
observed (day 2 perfusion CT) compared with baseline data in
bevacizumab-treated patients, but not in patients treated with
interferon. Decrease in tumor BF following bevacizumab

therapy was proportional to baseline BF suggesting
bevacizumab decreased BF by a fixed percentage.
Bevacizumab also induced objective responses by RECIST
(18 vs. 0 % in bevacizumab vs. interferon arm) and was asso-
ciated with longer PFS than the control arm. A subsequent
study by the same group randomized 39 patients with low-
to intermediate-grade NETs to receive bevacizumab or evero-
limus for one 21-day cycle, adding the alternate agent on cycle
2 (bevacizumab + everolimus). Serial functional CT assess-
ments were mandatory. Bevacizumab significantly decreased
tumor BF (44%, p<0.0001), and the addition of everolimus to
bevacizumab was associated with further decrease in BF
(29 %, p=0.02). Everolimus alone was associated with 13 %
increase in mean transit time (p=0.02). Notably, several per-
fusion parameters (pretreatment tumor permeability surface,
posttreatment mean transit time, percent reduction in BF, and
percent reduction in blood volume) were significantly associ-
ated with best percent reduction in tumor diameters [88]. Tak-
en together, these data suggest that perfusion CT parameters
could potentially become useful surrogate markers for early
response assessment to novel angiogenesis inhibitors in NETs.
Figure 5 illustrates an example of tumor perfusion changes
assessed by DCE-CT induced by antiangiogenic therapy.
DECT provides a new parameter, the iodine uptake, which
is assumed to reflect vital tumor burden by measuring the
iodine uptake of active tumor. Iodinated contrast medium in
lesions is mainly related to blood perfusion of viable tumor.
This biological-related information could be a promising tool
for evaluating tumor response [89] and would be of particular

Fig. 4 Perfusion CT images in a
patient with NET liver
metastases. Conventional CT
image depicts a hypervascular
liver metastasis in the left liver
lobe (white arrows). Parametric
maps of blood flow (BF),
permeability (PS), and time to
peak (TTP) show a different
functional behavior at the
periphery of the metastatic
deposit (black arrows) compared
to normal liver or the center of the
metastasis, with increasing BF
and PS and decreasing TTP.
Perfusion CT provides additional
information compared to
morphologic imaging that may
have prognostic value or be useful
in tumor response evaluation
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interest to assess response to antiangiogenic agents. However,
to our knowledge, there are no published data concerning the
use of this technique in GEP-NETs.

DCE-MRI allows the calculation of quantitative perfusion
parameters by using a rapid series of T1-weighted images to
observe the passage of contrast media intravascularly and as it
leaks into the extravascular space. These pharmacokinetic pa-
rameters include the volume of extravascular space, the trans-
fer constant (Ktrans), and the constant of return (kep), some of
which are of difficult physiological interpretation. Ktrans, for
example, is a parameter that depends on the equilibrium be-
tween BF and the vascular network permeability. Low kep and
Ktrans values can indicate low perfusion, low permeability,
and/or a small blood vessel surface area. Thus, any observed
reductions in these parameters would reflect decreased blood

flow and permeability in tumor lesions, which would be an
indicator of therapeutic success. Miyazaki et al. [79] found
that a lower pretreatment distribution volume and a high arte-
rial flow fraction on baseline DCE-MRI were associated with
a better response to treatment with radiolabeled octreotide
therapy in patients with GEP-NET liver metastasis. Moreover,
tumor and whole-liver distribution volume significantly in-
creased after treatment in responding patients, suggesting that
DCE-MRI could be a useful tool for predicting and monitor-
ing response to PRRT in these patients. By contrast, baseline
radiological patterns assessed by conventional imaging proce-
dures (CT or MRI) did not predict response to yttrium-90
radioembolization in patients with GEP-NET liver metastasis
[90]. However, DCE-MRI has poor intrapatient reproducibil-
ity, particularly in liver metastases [91]. Finally, one major

Fig. 5 Perfusion CT images in a
patient with liver metastases from
a neuroendocrine tumor pre- and
posttherapy using antiangiogenic
drugs. Parametric maps of blood
flow and permeability
superimposed over conventional
CT images. Pretherapy study (a)
demonstrated increased mean
values of blood flow (115 mL/
min/100 g) and permeability
(51 mL/min/100 g), mainly at the
periphery of the metastatic
deposit. Posttherapy exam (b)
evidenced a clear tumor response
with drastic decrease of the values
of both parameters (blood flow=
12 mL/min/100 g and
permeability=12 mL/min/100 g)
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limitation common to all DCE-based imaging modalities is
that they only assess one or a few selected targets, which
may not adequately represent the global tumor behavior, par-
ticularly in a setting of frequent tumor heterogeneity.

Another functional imaging technique increasingly being
used is diffusion-weighted MRI (DW-MRI), which is based
on the microscopic mobility of water molecules owing to ther-
mal agitation. Water diffusion is basically restricted by inter-
actions with cell membranes and macromolecules, and there is
an inverse correlation between the degree of water motion and
tissue cellularity and cell membrane integrity [70]. Thus, DW-
MRI provides insight into cellular architecture at the millime-
ter scale, through a quantitative measurement of water diffu-
sivity, called the apparent diffusion coefficient (ADC). The
biological premise is that malignant tissues generally demon-
strate higher cellularity, tissue disorganization, and increased
extracellular space tortuosity, all of which contribute to a re-
duced motion of water, resulting in lower ADC values in
malignant tumors compared with normal tissues [70]. The
diagnostic superiority of DW-MRI over morphological tech-
niques in a wide range of malignancies has led to the imple-
mentation of this fast sequence in all MRI exams in routine
clinical practice.

DW-MRI is clinically useful at all stages in patients with
GEP-NETs, including detection (Fig. 6), tumor characteriza-
tion, staging, and therapy response assessment. The fusion of
DW images with high b value (a factor that reflects the
strength and timing of the gradients used to generate DW
images) and T2-weighted MRI images improves the identifi-
cation of pancreatic NETs [92, 93], especially in patients with
small isointense lesions observed on conventional MRI se-
quences [94]. Moreover, DW-MRI and ADC maps can pro-
vide information that is useful for differentiating typical and
atypical hemangiomas from other hypervascular liver lesions,
including GEP-NET metastases [95]. An emerging clinical
application of DW-MRI is the whole-body diffusion (WBD)
technique for evaluating the extent of disease. A comparative
study of 68Ga-PET/CT versus WBD showed the overall

superiority of 68Ga-PET/CT for patient staging, particularly
for detecting lymph node and lung tumor deposits, whereas
WBD was more accurate in detecting liver and bone metasta-
ses [96]. DW-MRI is also a valuable tool for assessing tumor
aggressiveness [97, 98]. As an example, Wang et al. [97]
found a significant inverse correlation between ADC values
and tumor cellularity or Ki-67 proliferative index, and this
may thus help to predict the growth rate of endocrine tumors.

Regarding the potential role of DW-MRI for predicting or
monitoring response to therapy, it is important to note that
changes observed in functional imaging appearance may sub-
stantially differ depending on the specific mechanism of ac-
tion of each treatment modality and the effect it induces in
tumors [71]. Treatments that cause apoptosis (e.g., chemother-
apy) result in transitory increased ADC values because of cell
swelling, tumor lysis, and necrosis, although ADC values may
eventually decrease as a result of tissue dehydration and fibro-
sis following cell death. By contrast, antiangiogenic therapies
induce an initial and transient decrease in ADC values proba-
bly owing to reductions in tumor perfusion and in the
extravascular-extracellular space resulting from vascular nor-
malization and decreased vascular permeability [99]. Never-
theless, the opposite effect (ADC increase) may be observed if
significant tumor necrosis is induced by vascular-targeted
therapies. The complexity of interpreting DW-MRI changes
induced by treatment is illustrated in a study conducted by
Wulfert et al. [100]. In this work, DW-MRI and 68Ga-
DOTA-TOC-PET/CT images were acquired before and
3 months after one to two cycles of intra-arterial 90Y-/177Lu-
DOTA-TOC therapy in 14 patients with hepatic metastases
from GEP-NET. High baseline SUVmax values in 68Ga-
DOTA-TOC-PET and ADC mean values in DW-MRI were
both associated with improved response to PRRT. A decrease
in SUVmax in 68Ga-PET was observed only in responding
lesions after one to two cycles of therapy. In contrast, mean
ADC values significantly increased after treatment in both
responding and nonresponding lesions. Nevertheless,
nonresponding lesions with increased ADC values on first

Fig. 6 Diffusion-weighted MRI (DW-MRI) of the pancreas. a Axial
HASTE T2-weighted image does not depict any abnormality in the
uncinate process of the pancreas. b DW image (left) at high b value (b=
1000 s/mm2) and fused image (right) superimposing axial T2-weighted

MRI image and color-coded map derived from high b value (b=1000 s/
mm2) DW image clearly demonstrate a small pancreatic neuroendocrine
tumor (arrows) with restricted diffusion at this level
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follow-up assessment were more likely to achieve a decrease
in size with longer follow-up.

Locoreg iona l therap ies , such as t ransar te r ia l
chemoembolization, may also cause an early reduction in
ADC values after therapy (within the first few hours), after
which consistent increases in ADC values usually occur, co-
inciding with the development of cystic and necrotic changes
[99, 101]. In the field of GEP-NETs, Gowdra Halappa et al.
[102] showed a significant increase in mean volumetric ADC
(27 %, p<0.0001) in all patients with neuroendocrine liver
metastases receiving intra-arterial therapy (chemo- or
radioembolization), 3–4 weeks after therapy. In this study, a
significant response assessed by DW-MRI (defined as an in-
crease of at least 15 % in volumetric ADC) or by DCE-MRI
(defined as a decrease of at least 25 % in volumetric enhance-
ment in the arterial phase or a decrease of at least 50 % in
volumetric enhancement in the venous phase) correlated with
improved survival. By contrast, the response assessed using
RECIST, mRECIST, and EASL criteria did not correlate with
survival. Patients who presented a response only by DW-MRI
(ADC) or DCE-MRI (volumetric tumor enhancement) had a
similar outcome in terms of survival than those who showed a
response using both imaging modalities [102].

Functional imaging is consequently a promising tool for
evaluating GEP-NETs. Most studies performed to date, how-
ever, have been retrospective and have involved small hetero-
geneous patient populations. Important efforts for improving
technical qualification and standardization are certainly war-
ranted before any of the parameters evaluated by functional
imaging can be accepted as surrogate biomarkers for response
assessment in standard practice. Although these techniques
can be performed on standard clinical systems, they require
strict protocols, careful acquisition, accurate contrast-agent
dosing and injection rate, image timing, and image analysis
for quantification. The standardization of these issues is essen-
tial to guarantee reproducibility [103]. The time course and the
type of tumor changes induced must be further defined for the
entire range of individual therapies or treatment strategies, as
well as the magnitude of treatment-induced effects that actu-
ally result in patient benefit. Large prospective validation stud-
ies must also be conducted before these techniques can assist
clinicians in decision-making in current clinical practice.

4 Conclusions and future perspectives

As molecular pathways governing NET cancer development
and progression are being unraveled, and new anticancer
agents targeting specific genomic abnormalities continue to
expand, criteria and technology employed to evaluate drug
antitumor activity need to evolve to accurately assess tumor
response and adequately address whether individual patients
benefit or not from specific therapies. Significant advances in

molecular and functional imaging techniques have provided
new evaluation parameters that may potentially improve re-
sponse assessment to novel therapeutic approaches. These en-
deavors are particularly relevant in the field of NETs, com-
monly slow-growing tumors in which major tumor shrinkages
are unlikely to happen. Optimization of these measures to
monitor response and anticipate the emergence of tumor resis-
tance leading to uncontrolled tumor growth is a major focus of
research. Standardization and validation of these novel tech-
niques and assessment criteria in prospective clinical trials, to
ensure results are reliable and reproducible, are essential be-
fore their widespread use in everyday clinical practice.

Finally, malignant tumors exhibit major phenotypic differ-
ences that can be visualized noninvasively by medical imag-
ing. Innovations in medical devices (hardware) and image
analysis (software) are moving the field toward quantitative
imaging and shall likely improve the ability to evaluate tumor
heterogeneity, a characteristic that has been linked to more
aggressive tumor behavior (e.g., resistance to treatment and
development of metastases) [104]. Radiomics, or the high-
throughput extraction of large numbers of image-based fea-
tures, is certainly an exciting field in development that may
potentially be correlated to genomic and proteomic patterns
[105, 106]. The ability of imaging to quantify the spatial var-
iation in architecture and function of individual tumors will
likely become an essential tool for physicians to make thera-
peutic decisions in the near future.

Funding source This project was funded in part by a restricted educa-
tional grant from Novartis Spain and supported by the Spanish Neuroen-
docrine Tumor Group (GETNE).

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no competing
interests.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons At t r ibut ion 4 .0 In te rna t ional License (h t tp : / /
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appro-
priate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the
Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

1. Garcia-Carbonero, R., Capdevila, J., Crespo-Herrero, G., Diaz-
Perez, J. A., Martinez Del Prado, M. P., Alonso Orduna, V., …
Salazar, R. (2010). Incidence, patterns of care and prognostic fac-
tors for outcome of gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tumors
(GEP-NETs): results from the National Cancer Registry of Spain
(RGETNE). Annals of Oncology : Official Journal of the
European Society for Medical Oncology/ESMO, 21(9), 1794–
1803. 10.1093/annonc/mdq022

2. Benavent, M., De Miguel, M. J., & Garcia-Carbonero, R. (2012).
New targeted agents in gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tu-
mors. Targeted Oncology. doi:10.1007/s11523-012-0218-9.

Cancer Metastasis Rev (2015) 34:823–842 837

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdq022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11523-012-0218-9


3. Therasse, P., Arbuck, S. G., Eisenhauer, E. A., Wanders, J.,
Kaplan, R. S., Rubinstein, L., … Gwyther, S. G. (2000). New
guidelines to evaluate the response to treatment in solid tumors.
European Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer,
National Cancer Institute of the United States, National Cancer
Institute of Canada. Journal of the National Cancer Institute,
92(3), 205–216.

4. Eisenhauer, E. A., Therasse, P., Bogaerts, J., Schwartz, L. H.,
Sargent, D., Ford, R.,… Verweij, J. (2009). New response evalu-
ation criteria in solid tumours: revised RECIST guideline (version
1.1). European Journal of Cancer (Oxford, England : 1990),
45(2), 228–247. doi:10.1016/j.ejca.2008.10.026

5. Rinke, A., Muller, H. H., Schade-Brittinger, C., Klose, K. J.,
Barth, P., Wied, M., … Group, P. S. (2009). Placebo-controlled,
double-blind, prospective, randomized study on the effect of
octreotide LAR in the control of tumor growth in patients with
metastatic neuroendocrine midgut tumors: a report from the
PROMID Study Group. Journal of Clinical Oncology : Official
Journal of the American Society of Clinical Oncology, 27(28),
4656–4663 10.1200/JCO.2009.22.8510

6. Caplin, M., Ruszniewski, P., Pavel, M., Cwikla, J., Phan, A.,
Raderer,M.,…Blumberg, J. (2011). A randomized, double-blind,
placebo-Controlled study of Lanreotide Antiproliferative
Response in pa t i en t s wi th gas t roen te ropancrea t i c
NeuroEndocrine Tumors (CLARINET). Eur J Cancer, 47 Suppl
2, abstract 8961.

7. Raymond, E., Dahan, L., Raoul, J. L., Bang, Y. J., Borbath, I.,
Lombard-Bohas, C., … Ruszniewski, P. (2011). Sunitinib malate
for the treatment of pancreatic neuroendocrine tumors. The New
England Journal of Medicine, 364(6), 501–513. 10.1056/
NEJMoa1003825

8. Yao, J. C., Shah, M. H., Ito, T., Bohas, C. L., Wolin, E. M., Van
Cutsem, E.,…RAD001 in Advanced Neuroendocrine Tumors, T.
T. (RADIANT-3) S. G. (2011). Everolimus for advanced pancre-
atic neuroendocrine tumors. The New England Journal of
Medicine, 364(6), 514–523. doi:10.1056/NEJMoa1009290

9. Rockall, A. G., & Reznek, R. H. (2007). Imaging of neuroendo-
crine tumours (CT/MR/US). Best Practice & Research. Clinical
Endocrinology & Metabolism, 21(1), 43–68. doi:10.1016/j.beem.
2007.01.003.

10. Sahani, D. V, Bonaffini, P. A., Fernandez-Del Castillo, C., &
Blake, M. A. (2013). Gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tu-
mors: role of imaging in diagnosis and management. Radiology,
266(1), 38–61. doi:10.1148/radiol.12112512

11. Ramage, J. K., Ahmed, A., Ardill, J., Bax, N., Breen, D. J., Caplin,
M. E., … Society, U. K. and I. N. T. (2012). Guidelines for the
management of gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine (including
carcinoid) tumours (NETs). Gut, 61(1), 6–32. doi:10.1136/gutjnl-
2011-300831; 10.1136/gutjnl-2011-300831

12. Rappeport, E. D., Hansen, C. P., Kjaer, A., & Knigge, U. (2006).
Multidetector computed tomography and neuroendocrine
pancreaticoduodenal tumors. Acta Radiologica (Stockholm,
Sweden : 1987), 47(3), 248–256.

13. Hardie, A. D., Picard,M.M., Camp, E. R., Perry, J. D., Suranyi, P.,
De Cecco, C. N., … Wichmann, J. L. (2015). Application of an
advanced image-based virtual monoenergetic reconstruction of
dual source dual-energy CT data at low keV increases image qual-
ity for routine pancreas imaging. Journal of Computer Assisted
Tomography. 10.1097/RCT.0000000000000276

14. Du, H., Zhang, H., Xu, Y., & Wang, L. (2014). Neuroendocrine
tumor of the gallbladder with spectral CT.Quantitative Imaging in
Medicine and Surgery, 4(6), 516–518. doi:10.3978/j.issn.2223-
4292.2014.08.04.

15. Ichikawa, T., Peterson, M. S., Federle, M. P., Baron, R. L.,
Haradome, H., Kawamori, Y.,…Araki, T. (2000). Islet cell tumor
of the pancreas: biphasic CT versus MR imaging in tumor

detection. Radiology, 216(1), 163–171. 10.1148/radiology.216.1.
r00jl26163

16. Dromain, C., de Baere, T., Lumbroso, J., Caillet, H., Laplanche,
A., Boige, V.,… Baudin, E. (2005). Detection of liver metastases
from endocrine tumors: a prospective comparison of somatostatin
receptor scintigraphy, computed tomography, and magnetic reso-
nance imaging. Journal of Clinical Oncology, 23(1), 70–78. 10.
1200/JCO.2005.01.013

17. Fein, J., & Gerdes, H. (1992). Localization of islet cell tumors by
endoscopic ultrasonography. Gastroenterology, 103(2), 711–712.

18. Khashab, M. A., Yong, E., Lennon, A. M., Shin, E. J., Amateau,
S., Hruban, R. H.,… Canto, M. I. (2011). EUS is still superior to
multidetector computerized tomography for detection of pancre-
atic neuroendocrine tumors. Gastrointestinal Endoscopy, 73(4),
691–6. 10.1016/j.gie.2010.08.030

19. Hope, T. A., Pampaloni, M. H., Nakakura, E., VanBrocklin, H.,
Slater, J., Jivan, S., … Bergsland, E. (2015). Simultaneous (68)
Ga-DOTA-TOC PET/MRI with gadoxetate disodium in patients
with neuroendocrine tumor. Abdominal Imaging. 10.1007/
s00261-015-0409-9

20. Toumpanakis, C., Kim, M. K., Rinke, A., Bergestuen, D. S.,
Thirlwell, C., Khan, M. S., … Oberg, K. (2014). Combination
of cross-sectional and molecular imaging studies in the localiza-
tion of gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tumors.
Neuroendocrinology, 99(2), 63–74. 10.1159/000358727

21. Miller, A. B., Hoogstraten, B., Staquet, M., &Winkler, A. (1981).
Reporting results of cancer treatment. Cancer, 47(1), 207–214.

22. Desar, I. M., van Herpen, C. M., van Laarhoven, H. W., Barentsz,
J. O., Oyen, W. J., & van der Graaf, W. T. (2009). Beyond
RECIST: molecular and functional imaging techniques for evalu-
ation of response to targeted therapy. Cancer Treatment Reviews,
35(4), 309–321. doi:10.1016/j.ctrv.2008.12.001

23. Sundin, A., & Rockall, A. (2012). Therapeutic monitoring of
gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tumors: the challenges
ahead. Neuroendocrinology, 96(4), 261–271. doi:10.1159/
000342270

24. Mandrekar, S. J., An,M.-W.,Meyers, J., Grothey, A., Bogaerts, J.,
& Sargent, D. J. (2014). Evaluation of alternate categorical tumor
metrics and cut points for response categorization using the
RECIST 1.1 data warehouse. Journal of Clinical Oncology:
Official Journal of the American Society of Clinical Oncology,
32(8), 841–50. doi:10.1200/JCO.2013.52.3019.

25. Choi, H. (2008). Response evaluation of gastrointestinal stromal
tumors. The Oncologist, 13(Suppl 2), 4–7. doi:10.1634/
theoncologist.13-S2-4.

26. Faivre, S., Ronot, M., Dreyer, C., Serrate, C., Hentic, O., Bouattour,
M., … Raymond, E. (2012). Imaging response in neuroendocrine
tumors treated with targeted therapies: the experience of sunitinib.
Targeted Oncology, 7(2), 127–133. doi:10.1007/s11523-012-0216-
y

27. Bruix, J., Sherman, M., Llovet, J. M., Beaugrand, M., Lencioni,
R., Burroughs, A. K., … HCC, E. P. of E. on. (2001). Clinical
management of hepatocellular carcinoma. Conclusions of the
Barcelona-2000 EASL conference. European Association for the
Study of the Liver. Journal of Hepatology, 35(3), 421–430

28. Ronot, M., Bouattour, M., Wassermann, J., Bruno, O., Dreyer, C.,
Larroque, B., … Faivre, S. (2014). Alternative response criteria
(Choi, European Association for the Study of the Liver, and mod-
ified Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid Tumors [RECIST])
versus RECIST 1.1 in patients with advanced hepatocellular car-
cinoma treated with sorafenib. The Oncologist, 19(4), 394–402.
10.1634/theoncologist.2013-0114

29. Stacchiotti, S., Collini, P., Messina, A., Morosi, C., Barisella, M.,
Bertulli, R., … Casali, P. G. (2009). High-grade soft-tissue sarco-
mas: tumor response assessment—pilot study to assess the corre-
lation between radiologic and pathologic response by using

838 Cancer Metastasis Rev (2015) 34:823–842

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2008.10.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2009.22.8510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1003825
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1003825
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1009290
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beem.2007.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beem.2007.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.12112512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2011-300831
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2011-300831
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2011-300831
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/RCT.0000000000000276
http://dx.doi.org/10.3978/j.issn.2223-4292.2014.08.04
http://dx.doi.org/10.3978/j.issn.2223-4292.2014.08.04
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiology.216.1.r00jl26163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiology.216.1.r00jl26163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2005.01.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2005.01.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gie.2010.08.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00261-015-0409-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00261-015-0409-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000358727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ctrv.2008.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000342270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000342270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2013.52.3019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1634/theoncologist.13-S2-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1634/theoncologist.13-S2-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11523-012-0216-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11523-012-0216-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1634/theoncologist.2013-0114


RECIST and Choi criteria. Radiology, 251(2), 447–456. doi:10.
1148/radiol.2512081403

30. Wahl, R. L., Jacene, H., Kasamon, Y., & Lodge, M. A. (2009).
From RECIST to PERCIST: evolving considerations for PET re-
sponse criteria in solid tumors. Journal of Nuclear Medicine :
Official Publication, Society of Nuclear Medicine, 50 Suppl 1,
122S–50S. doi:10.2967/jnumed.108.057307

31. Smith, A. D., Shah, S. N., Rini, B. I., Lieber, M. L., & Remer, E.
M. (2010). Morphology, Attenuation, Size, and Structure (MASS)
criteria: assessing response and predicting clinical outcome inmet-
astatic renal cell carcinoma on antiangiogenic targeted therapy.
American Journal of Roentgenology, 194(6), 1470–1478. doi:10.
2214/AJR.09.3456.

32. Lee, H. Y., Lee, K. S., Ahn, M.-J., Hwang, H. S., Lee, J. W., Park,
K.,…Chung,M. J. (2011). NewCT response criteria in non-small
cell lung cancer: proposal and application in EGFR tyrosine kinase
inhibitor therapy. Lung Cancer (Amsterdam, Netherlands), 73(1),
63–69. 10.1016/j.lungcan.2010.10.019

33. Wolchok, J. D., Hoos, A., O’Day, S., Weber, J. S., Hamid, O.,
Lebbé, C., … Hodi, F. S. (2009). Guidelines for the evaluation
of immune therapy activity in solid tumors: immune-related re-
sponse criteria.Clinical Cancer Research, 15(23), 7412–7420. 10.
1158/1078-0432.CCR-09-1624

34. Young, H., Baum, R., Cremerius, U., Herholz, K., Hoekstra, O.,
Lammertsma, A. A.,… Price, P. (1999). Measurement of clinical
and subclinical tumour response using [18F]-fluorodeoxyglucose
and positron emission tomography: review and 1999 EORTC rec-
ommendations. European Organization for Research and
Treatment of Cancer (EORTC) PET Study Group. European
Journal of Cancer (Oxford, England : 1990), 35(13), 1773–1782

35. Boellaard, R., O’Doherty, M. J., Weber, W. A., Mottaghy, F. M.,
Lonsdale, M. N., Stroobants, S. G.,… Krause, B. J. (2010). FDG
PET and PET/CT: EANM procedure guidelines for tumour PET
imaging: version 1.0. European Journal of Nuclear Medicine and
Molecular Imaging, 37(1), 181–200. doi:10.1007/s00259-009-
1297-4; 10.1007/s00259-009-1297-4

36. Treglia, G., Mirk, P., Stefanelli, A., Rufini, V., Giordano, A., &
Bonomo, L. (2012). 18F-fluorodeoxyglucose positron emission
tomography in evaluating treatment response to imatinib or other
drugs in gastrointestinal stromal tumors: a systematic review.
Clinical Imaging. doi:10.1016/j.clinimag.2011.08.012.

37. Basu, S., Kumar, R., & Alavi, A. (2010). PET and PET-CT imag-
ing in infection and inflammation: its critical role in assessing
complications related to therapeutic interventions in patients with
cancer. Indian Journal of Cancer, 47(4), 371–379. doi:10.4103/
0019-509X.73562.

38. Tirumani, S. H., LaCasce, A. S., & Jacene, H. A. (2015). Role of
2-deoxy-2-[18F]-fluoro-d-glucose-PET/computed tomography in
lymphoma. PET Clinics, 10(2), 207–25. doi:10.1016/j.cpet.2014.
12.005.

39. Arnold, R., Chen, Y. J., Costa, F., Falconi, M., Gross, D.,
Grossman, A. B., … Society, E. N. T. (2009). ENETS consensus
guidelines for the standards of care in neuroendocrine tumors:
follow-up and documentation. Neuroendocrinology, 90(2), 227–
233. doi:10.1159/000225952; 10.1159/000225952

40. Oberg, K., Knigge, U., Kwekkeboom, D., Perren, A., & Group, E
G W. (2012). Neuroendocrine gastro-entero-pancreatic tumors:
ESMO clinical practice guidelines for diagnosis, treatment and
follow-up. Annals of Oncology : Official Journal of the
European Society for Medical Oncology / ESMO, 23(7), vii124–
30. doi:10.1093/annonc/mds295.

41. Modlin, I. M., Oberg, K., Chung, D. C., Jensen, R. T., de Herder,
W. W. , T h a k k e r , R . V, … S u n d i n , A . ( 2 0 0 8 ) .
Gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tumours. The Lancet
Oncology, 9(1), 61–72. doi:10.1016/S1470-2045(07)70410-2

42. Bombardieri, E., Ambrosini, V., Aktolun, C., Baum, R. P., Bishof-
Delaloye, A., Del Vecchio, S., … EANM, O. C. of the. (2010).
111In-pentetreotide scintigraphy: procedure guidelines for tumour
imaging. European Journal of Nuclear Medicine and Molecular
Imaging, 37(7), 1441–1448. doi:10.1007/s00259-010-1473-6

43. Wong, K. K., Cahill, J. M., Frey, K. A., & Avram, A. M. (2010).
Incremental value of 111-In pentetreotide SPECT/CT fusion im-
aging of neuroendocrine tumors. Academic Radiology, 17(3),
291–297. doi:10.1016/j.acra.2009.08.015.

44. Castaldi, P., Rufini, V., Treglia, G., Bruno, I., Perotti, G., Stifano,
G., … Giordano, A. (2008). Impact of 111In-DTPA-octreotide
SPECT/CT fusion images in the management of neuroendocrine
tumours. La Radiologia Medica, 113(7), 1056–1067. 10.1007/
s11547-008-0319-9

45. Virgolini, I. J., Gabriel, M., von Guggenberg, E., Putzer, D.,
Kendler, D., & Decristoforo, C. (2009). Role of radiopharmaceu-
ticals in the diagnosis and treatment of neuroendocrine tumours.
European Journal of Cancer (Oxford, England : 1990), 45(1),
274–291. doi:10.1016/S0959-8049(09)70042-5.

46. Geijer, H., & Breimer, L. H. (2013). Somatostatin receptor PET/
CT in neuroendocrine tumours: update on systematic review and
meta-analysis. European Journal of Nuclear Medicine and
Molecular Imaging, 40(11), 1770–1780. doi:10.1007/s00259-
013-2482-z.

47. Antunes, P., Ginj, M., Zhang, H., Waser, B., Baum, R. P., Reubi, J.
C., & Maecke, H. (2007). Are radiogallium-labelled DOTA-con-
jugated somatostatin analogues superior to those labelled with
other radiometals? European Journal of Nuclear Medicine and
Molecular Imaging, 34(7), 982–993. doi:10.1007/s00259-006-
0317-x.

48. Kulaksiz, H., Eissele, R., Rossler, D., Schulz, S., Hollt, V., Cetin,
Y., & Arnold, R. (2002). Identification of somatostatin receptor
subtypes 1, 2A, 3, and 5 in neuroendocrine tumours with subtype
specific antibodies. Gut, 50(1), 52–60.

49. Zamora, V., Cabanne, A., Salanova, R., Bestani, C., Domenichini,
E., Marmissolle, F., … Group, B. A. and L. P. A. A. W. (2010).
Immunohistochemical expression of somatostatin receptors in di-
gestive endocrine tumours. Digestive and Liver Disease : Official
Journal of the Italian Society of Gastroenterology and the Italian
Association for the Study of the Liver, 42(3), 220–225. :10.1016/j.
dld.2009.07.018

50. Kaemmerer, D., Peter, L., Lupp, A., Schulz, S., Sanger, J., Prasad,
V., … Baum, R. P. (2011). Molecular imaging with (6) (8) Ga-
SSTR PET/CT and correlation to immunohistochemistry of so-
matostatin receptors in neuroendocrine tumours. European
Journal of Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging, 38(9),
1659–1668. 10.1007/s00259-011-1846-5

51. Miederer, M., Seidl, S., Buck, A., Scheidhauer, K., Wester, H. J.,
Schwaiger, M., & Perren, A. (2009). Correlation of
immunohistopathological expression of somatostatin receptor 2
with standardised uptake values in 68Ga-DOTATOC PET/CT.
European Journal of Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging,
36(1), 48–52. doi:10.1007/s00259-008-0944-5.

52. Kwekkeboom, D. J., Krenning, E. P., Scheidhauer, K., Lewington,
V., Lebtahi, R., Grossman, A.,… Society, E. N. T. (2009). ENETS
consensus guidelines for the standards of care in neuroendocrine
tumors: somatostatin receptor imagingwith (111) In-pentetreotide.
Neuroendocrinology, 90(2), 184–189. 10.1159/000225946

53. Virgolini, I., Ambrosini, V., Bomanji, J. B., Baum, R. P., Fanti, S.,
Gabriel, M.,…Chiti, A. (2010). Procedure guidelines for PET/CT
tumour imaging with 68Ga-DOTA-conjugated peptides: 68Ga-
DOTA-TOC, 68Ga-DOTA-NOC, 68Ga-DOTA-TATE. European
Journal of Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging, 37(10),
2004–2010. 10.1007/s00259-010-1512-3

54. Kwekkeboom, D. J., Kam, B. L., van Essen, M., Teunissen, J. J.,
van Eijck, C. H., Valkema, R., … Krenning, E. P. (2010).

Cancer Metastasis Rev (2015) 34:823–842 839

http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.2512081403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.2512081403
http://dx.doi.org/10.2967/jnumed.108.057307
http://dx.doi.org/10.2214/AJR.09.3456
http://dx.doi.org/10.2214/AJR.09.3456
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lungcan.2010.10.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-09-1624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-09-1624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-009-1297-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-009-1297-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-009-1297-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinimag.2011.08.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.4103/0019-509X.73562
http://dx.doi.org/10.4103/0019-509X.73562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpet.2014.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpet.2014.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000225952
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000225952
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mds295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(07)70410-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-010-1473-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.acra.2009.08.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11547-008-0319-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11547-008-0319-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0959-8049(09)70042-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-013-2482-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-013-2482-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-006-0317-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-006-0317-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2009.07.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2009.07.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-011-1846-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-008-0944-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000225946
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-010-1512-3


Somatostatin-receptor-based imaging and therapy of
gastroenteropancreatic neuroendocrine tumors. Endocrine-
Related Cancer, 17(1), R53–73. 10.1677/ERC-09-0078

55. Gabriel, M., Oberauer, A., Dobrozemsky, G., Decristoforo, C.,
Putzer, D., Kendler, D., … Virgolini, I. J. (2009). 68Ga-DOTA-
Tyr3-octreotide PET for assessing response to somatostatin-
receptor-mediated radionuclide therapy. Journal of Nuclear
Medicine : Official Publication, Society of Nuclear Medicine,
50(9), 1427–1434. 10.2967/jnumed.108.053421

56. Haug, A. R., Auernhammer, C. J., Wangler, B., Schmidt, G. P.,
Uebleis, C., Goke, B., … Hacker, M. (2010). 68Ga-DOTATATE
PET/CT for the early prediction of response to somatostatin
receptor-mediated radionuclide therapy in patients with well-
differentiated neuroendocrine tumors. Journal of Nuclear
Medicine : Official Publication, Society of Nuclear Medicine,
51(9), 1349–1356. 10.2967/jnumed.110.075002

57. Severi, S., Nanni, O., Bodei, L., Sansovini, M., Ianniello, A.,
Nicoletti, S., … Paganelli, G. (2013). Role of 18FDG PET/CT
in patients treated with 177Lu-DOTATATE for advanced differen-
tiated neuroendocrine tumours. European Journal of Nuclear
Medicine and Molecular Imaging, 40(6), 881–8. 10.1007/
s00259-013-2369-z

58. Garin, E., Le Jeune, F., Devillers, A., Cuggia, M., de Lajarte-
Thirouard, A.-S., Bouriel, C., … Raoul, J.-L. (2009). Predictive
value of 18F-FDG PET and somatostatin receptor scintigraphy in
patients with metastatic endocrine tumors. Journal of Nuclear
Medicine : Official Publication, Society of Nuclear Medicine,
50(6), 858–64. 10.2967/jnumed.108.057505

59. Ezziddin, S., Lohmar, J., Yong-Hing, C. J., Sabet, A.,
Ahmadzadehfar, H., Kukuk, G., … Reichmann, K. (2012).
Does the pretherapeutic tumor SUV in 68Ga DOTATOC PET
predict the absorbed dose of 177Lu octreotate? Clinical Nuclear
Medicine, 37(6), e141–7. 10.1097/RLU.0b013e31823926e5

60. Ezziddin, S., Reichmann, K., Yong-Hing, C., Damm,M., Risse, J.,
Ahmadzadehfar, H., … Sabet, A. (2013). Early prediction of tu-
mour response to PRRT. The sequential change of tumour-
absorbed doses during treatment with 177Lu-octreotate.
Nuklearmedizin.Nuclear medicine, 52(5), 170–177. doi:10.3413/
Nukmed-0581-13-05

61. Campana, D., Capurso, G., Partelli, S., Nori, F., Panzuto, F.,
Tamburrino, D., … Tomassetti, P. (2013). Radiolabelled somato-
statin analogue treatment in gastroenteropancreatic neuroendo-
crine tumours: factors associated with response and suggestions
for therapeutic sequence. European Journal of Nuclear Medicine
and Molecular Imaging, 40(8), 1197–1205. 10.1007/s00259-013-
2402-2

62. Öksüz, M. Ö., Winter, L., Pfannenberg, C., Reischl, G., Müssig,
K., Bares, R., & Dittmann, H. (2014). Peptide receptor radionu-
clide therapy of neuroendocrine tumors with (90) Y-DOTATOC: is
treatment response predictable by pre-therapeutic uptake of (68)
Ga-DOTATOC? Diagnostic and Interventional Imaging, 95(3),
289–300. doi:10.1016/j.diii.2013.07.006.

63. Minn, H., Kauhanen, S., Seppanen, M., & Nuutila, P. (2009). 18F-
FDOPA: amultiple-target molecule. Journal of NuclearMedicine:
Official Publication, Society of Nuclear Medicine, 50(12), 1915–
1918. doi:10.2967/jnumed.109.065664.

64. Koopmans, K. P., Neels, O. C., Kema, I. P., Elsinga, P. H., Sluiter,
W. J., Vanghillewe, K.,… de Vries, E. G. (2008). Improved stag-
ing of patients with carcinoid and islet cell tumors with 18F-
dihydroxy-phenyl-alanine and 11C-5-hydroxy-tryptophan posi-
tron emission tomography. Journal of Clinical Oncology :
Official Journal of the American Society of Clinical Oncology,
26(9), 1489–1495. 10.1200/JCO.2007.15.1126

65. Ambrosini, V., Tomassetti, P., Castellucci, P., Campana, D.,
Montini, G., Rubello, D., … Fanti, S. (2008). Comparison be-
tween 68Ga-DOTA-NOC and 18F-DOPA PET for the detection

of gastro-entero-pancreatic and lung neuro-endocrine tumours.
European Journal of Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging,
35(8), 1431–1438. 10.1007/s00259-008-0769-2

66. Haug, A., Auernhammer, C. J., Wangler, B., Tiling, R., Schmidt,
G., Goke, B., … Popperl, G. (2009). Intraindividual comparison
of 68Ga-DOTA-TATE and 18F-DOPA PET in patients with well-
differentiated metastatic neuroendocrine tumours. European
Journal of Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging, 36(5),
765–770. 10.1007/s00259-008-1030-8

67. Fiebrich, H. B., de Jong, J. R., Kema, I. P., Koopmans, K. P.,
Sluiter, W., Dierckx, R. A., … de Vries, E. G. (2011). Total 18F-
dopa PET tumour uptake reflects metabolic endocrine tumour
activity in patients with a carcinoid tumour. European Journal of
Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging, 38(10), 1854–1861.
10.1007/s00259-011-1862-5

68. Orlefors, H., Sundin, A., Garske, U., Juhlin, C., Oberg, K.,
Skogseid, B., … Eriksson, B. (2005). Whole-body (11) C-5-
hydroxytryptophan positron emission tomography as a universal
imaging technique for neuroendocrine tumors: comparison with
somatostatin receptor scintigraphy and computed tomography.
The Journal of Clinical Endocrinology and Metabolism, 90(6),
3392–3400. 10.1210/jc.2004-1938

69. Orlefors, H., Sundin, A., Ahlström, H., Bjurling, P., Bergström,
M., Lilja, A.,… Eriksson, B. (1998). Positron emission tomogra-
phy with 5-hydroxytryprophan in neuroendocrine tumors. Journal
of Clinical Oncology : Official Journal of the American Society of
Clinical Oncology, 16(7), 2534–41.

70. Padhani, A. R. (2011). Diffusion magnetic resonance imaging in
cancer patient management. Seminars in Radiation Oncology,
21(2), 119–140. doi:10.1016/j.semradonc.2010.10.004.

71. Li, S. P., & Padhani, A. R. (2012). Tumor response assessments
with diffusion and perfusion MRI. Journal of Magnetic
Resonance Imaging: JMRI, 35(4), 745–763. doi:10.1002/jmri.
22838.

72. Garcia-Figueiras, R., Goh, V. J., Padhani, A. R., Baleato-
Gonzalez, S., Garrido, M., Leon, L., & Gomez-Caamano, A.
(2013). CT perfusion in oncologic imaging: a useful tool? AJR
American Journal of Roentgenology, 200(1), 8–19. doi:10.2214/
AJR.11.8476.

73. Madsen, H. H., & Rasmussen, F. (2011). Contrast-enhanced ultra-
sound in oncology. Cancer Imaging : the Official Publication of
the International Cancer Imaging Society, 11 Spec No, S167–73.
10.1102/1470-7330.2011.9042

74. Figueiras, R. G., Padhani, A. R., Goh, V. J., Vilanova, J. C.,
Gonzalez, S. B., Martin, C. V, … Choyke, P. L. (2011). Novel
oncologic drugs: what they do and how they affect images.
Radiographics : a Review Publication of the Radiological
Society of North America, Inc, 31(7), 2059–2091. 10.1148/rg.
317115108

75. Delrue, L., Blanckaert, P., Mertens, D., Van Meerbeeck, S.,
Ceelen, W., & Duyck, P. (2012). Tissue perfusion in pathologies
of the pancreas: assessment using 128-slice computed tomogra-
phy. Abdominal Imaging, 37(4), 595–601. doi:10.1007/s00261-
011-9783-0.

76. Guyennon, A., Mihaila, M., Palma, J., Lombard-Bohas, C.,
Chayvialle, J. A., & Pilleul, F. (2010). Perfusion characterization
of liver metastases from endocrine tumors: computed tomography
perfusion. World Journal of Radiology, 2(11), 449–454. doi:10.
4329/wjr.v2.i11.449.

77. Li, J., Luo, G., Fu, D., Jin, C., Hao, S., Yang, F.,… Ni, Q. (2011).
Preoperative diagnosis of nonfunctioning pancreatic neuroendo-
crine tumors.Medical Oncology (Northwood, London, England),
28(4), 1027–1031. 10.1007/s12032-010-9611-3

78. d’Assignies, G., Couvelard, A., Bahrami, S., Vullierme, M. P.,
Hammel, P., Hentic, O., … Vilgrain, V. (2009). Pancreatic endo-
crine tumors: tumor blood flow assessed with perfusion CT

840 Cancer Metastasis Rev (2015) 34:823–842

http://dx.doi.org/10.1677/ERC-09-0078
http://dx.doi.org/10.2967/jnumed.108.053421
http://dx.doi.org/10.2967/jnumed.110.075002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-013-2369-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-013-2369-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.2967/jnumed.108.057505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/RLU.0b013e31823926e5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3413/Nukmed-0581-13-05
http://dx.doi.org/10.3413/Nukmed-0581-13-05
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-013-2402-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-013-2402-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.diii.2013.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.2967/jnumed.109.065664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2007.15.1126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-008-0769-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-008-1030-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00259-011-1862-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1210/jc.2004-1938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.semradonc.2010.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jmri.22838
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jmri.22838
http://dx.doi.org/10.2214/AJR.11.8476
http://dx.doi.org/10.2214/AJR.11.8476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1102/1470-7330.2011.9042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/rg.317115108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/rg.317115108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00261-011-9783-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00261-011-9783-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.4329/wjr.v2.i11.449
http://dx.doi.org/10.4329/wjr.v2.i11.449
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12032-010-9611-3


reflects angiogenesis and correlates with prognostic factors.
Radiology, 250(2), 407–416. 10.1148/radiol.2501080291

79. Miyazaki, K., Orton, M. R., Davidson, R. L., d’Arcy, J. A.,
Lewington, V., Koh, T. S. , … Koh, D. M. (2012).
Neuroendocrine tumor liver metastases: use of dynamic contrast-
enhanced MR imaging to monitor and predict radiolabeled
octreotide therapy response. Radiology, 263(1), 139–148. 10.
1148/radiol.12110770

80. Claudon, M., Dietrich, C. F., Choi, B. I., Cosgrove, D. O., Kudo,
M., Nolsøe, C. P., … Xu, H. X. (2013). Guidelines and good
clinical practice recommendations for contrast enhanced ultra-
sound (CEUS) in the liver—update 2012. AWFUMB-EFSUMB
Initiative in Cooperation with Representatives of AFSUMB,
AIUM, ASUM, FLAUS and ICUS. Ultrasound in Medicine and
Biology, 39(2), 187–210. 10.1016/j.ultrasmedbio.2012.09.002

81. Lassau, N., Chapotot, L., Benatsou, B., Vilgrain, V., Kind, M.,
Lacroix, J., … Koscielny, S. (2012). Standardization of dynamic
contrast-enhanced ultrasound for the evaluation of antiangiogenic
therapies: the French multicenter Support for Innovative and
Expensive Techniques Study. Investigative Radiology, 47(12),
711–6. 10.1097/RLI.0b013e31826dc255

82. Lassau, N., Bonastre, J., Kind, M., Vilgrain, V., Lacroix, J.,
Cuinet, M., … Koscielny, S. (2014). Validation of dynamic
contrast-enhanced ultrasound in predicting outcomes of
antiangiogenic therapy for solid tumors: the French Multicenter
Support for Innovative and Expensive Techniques Study.
Investigative Radiology, 00(00), 1–7. 10.1097/RLI.
0000000000000085

83. Guibal, A., Lefort, T., Chardon, L., Benslama, N., Mulé, S.,
Pilleul, F., … Walter, T. (2013). Contrast-enhanced ultrasound
after devascularisation of neuroendocrine liver metastases: func-
tional and morphological evaluation. European Radiology, 23(3),
805–15. 10.1007/s00330-012-2646-4

84. Giesel, F. L., Wulfert, S., Zechmann, C. M., Haberkorn, U.,
Kratochwil, C., Flechsig, P., … Bruchertseifer, F. (2013).
Contrast-enhanced ultrasound monitoring of perfusion changes
in hepatic neuroendocrine metastases after systemic versus selec-
tive arterial 177Lu/90Y-DOTATOC and 213Bi-DOTATOC
radiopeptide therapy. Experimental Oncology, 35(2), 122–126

85. Rodallec, M., Vilgrain, V., Couvelard, A., Rufat, P., O’Toole, D.,
Barrau, V., … Menu, Y. et al. (2006). Endocrine pancreatic tu-
mours and helical CT: contrast enhancement is correlated with
microvascular density, histoprognostic factors and survival.
Pancreatology : Official Journal of the International Association
of Pancreatology (IAP), 6(1–2), 77–85. doi:10.1159/000090026

86. Ng, C. S., Charnsangavej, C.,Wei,W.,&Yao, J. C. (2011). Perfusion
CT findings in patients with metastatic carcinoid tumors undergoing
bevacizumab and interferon therapy. AJR. American Journal of
Roentgenology, 196(3), 569–576. doi:10.2214/AJR.10.4455.

87. Yao, J. C., Phan, A. T., Chang, D. Z., Wolff, R. A., Hess, K.,
Gupta, S., … Meric-Bernstam, F. (2008). Efficacy of RAD001
(everolimus) and octreotide LAR in advanced low- to
intermediate-grade neuroendocrine tumors: results of a phase II
study. Journal of Clinical Oncology : Official Journal of the
American Society of Clinical Oncology, 26(26), 4311–4318. 10.
1200/JCO.2008.16.7858

88. Yao, J. C., Phan, A. T., Hess, K., Fogelman, D., Jacobs, C.,
Dagohoy, C., … Ng, C. S. (2015). Perfusion computed tomogra-
phy as functional biomarker in randomized run-in study of
bevacizumab and everolimus in well-differentiated neuroendo-
crine tumors. Pancreas, 44(2), 190–7. 10.1097/MPA.
0000000000000255

89. Uhrig, M., Sedlmair, M., Schlemmer, H. P., Hassel, J. C., &
Ganten, M. (2013). Monitoring targeted therapy using dual-
energyCT: semi-automatic RECIST plus supplementary function-
al information by quantifying iodine uptake of melanoma

metastases. Cancer Imaging, 13(3), 306–313. doi:10.1102/1470-
7330.2013.0031.

90. Neperud, J., Mahvash, A., Garg, N., Murthy, R., & Szklaruk, J.
(2013). Can imaging patterns of neuroendocrine hepatic metasta-
ses predict response yttrium-90 radioembolotherapy? World
Journal of Radiology, 5(6), 241–247. doi:10.4329/wjr.v5.i6.241.

91. Ng, C. S., Raunig, D. L., Jackson, E. F., Ashton, E. A., Kelcz, F.,
Kim, K. B.,…McShane, T. M. (2010). Reproducibility of perfu-
sion parameters in dynamic contrast-enhanced MRI of lung and
liver tumors: effect on estimates of patient sample size in clinical
trials and on individual patient responses. American Journal of
Roentgenology, 194(2), W134–40. 10.2214/AJR.09.3116

92. Lee, S. S., Byun, J. H., Park, B. J., Park, S. H., Kim, N., Park, B.,
… Lee, M. G. (2008). Quantitative analysis of diffusion-weighted
magnetic resonance imaging of the pancreas: usefulness in char-
acterizing solid pancreatic masses. Journal of Magnetic
Resonance Imaging : JMRI, 28(4), 928–936.10.1002/jmri.21508

93. Anaye, A., Mathieu, A., Closset, J., Bali, M. A., Metens, T., &
Matos, C. (2009). Successful preoperative localization of a small
pancreatic insulinoma by diffusion-weighted MRI. JOP: Journal
of the Pancreas, 10(5), 528–531.

94. Brenner, R., Metens, T., Bali, M., Demetter, P., & Matos, C.
(2012). Pancreatic neuroendocrine tumor: added value of fusion
of T2-weighted imaging and high b-value diffusion-weighted im-
aging for tumor detection. European Journal of Radiology, 81(5),
e746–9. doi:10.1016/j.ejrad.2012.01.032.

95. Vossen, J. A., Buijs, M., Liapi, E., Eng, J., Bluemke, D. A., &
Kamel, I. R. (2008). Receiver operating characteristic analysis of
diffusion-weighted magnetic resonance imaging in differentiating
hepatic hemangioma from other hypervascular liver lesions.
Journal of Computer Assisted Tomography, 32(5), 750–756. doi:
10.1097/RCT.0b013e31816a6823.

96. Schraml, C., Schwenzer, N. F., Sperling, O., Aschoff, P., Lichy,M.
P., Muller, M.,… Pfannenberg, C. (2013). Staging of neuroendo-
crine tumours: comparison of [(6) (8)Ga]DOTATOC multiphase
PET/CT and whole-body MRI. Cancer Imaging : the Official
Publication of the International Cancer Imaging Society, 13,
63–72. 10.1102/1470-7330.2013.0007

97. Wang, Y., Chen, Z. E., Yaghmai, V., Nikolaidis, P., McCarthy, R.
J., Merrick, L., & Miller, F. H. (2011). Diffusion-weighted MR
imaging in pancreatic endocrine tumors correlated with histopath-
ologic characteristics. Journal of Magnetic Resonance Imaging:
JMRI, 33(5), 1071–1079. doi:10.1002/jmri.22541.

98. Jang, K. M., Kim, S. H., Lee, S. J., & Choi, D. (2013). The value
of gadoxetic acid-enhanced and diffusion-weighted MRI for pre-
diction of grading of pancreatic neuroendocrine tumors. Acta
Radiologica (Stockholm, Sweden : 1987). doi:10.1177/
0284185113494982.

99. Padhani, A. R., & Koh, D. M. (2011). Diffusion MR imaging for
monitoring of treatment response. Magnetic Resonance Imaging
Clinics of North America, 19(1), 181–209. doi:10.1016/j.mric.
2010.10.004.

100. Wulfert, S., Kratochwil, C., Choyke, P. L., Afshar-Oromieh,
A., Mier, W., Kauczor, H.-U., … Giesel, F. L. (2014).
Multimodal imaging for early functional response assessment
of (90) Y-/(177) Lu-DOTATOC peptide receptor targeted ra-
diotherapy with DW-MRI and (68)Ga-DOTATOC-PET/CT.
Molecular Imaging and Biology : MIB : the Official
Publication of the Academy of Molecular Imaging, 16(4),
586–94. 10.1007/s11307-014-0722-7

101. Liapi, E., Geschwind, J. F., Vossen, J. A., Buijs, M., Georgiades,
C. S., Bluemke, D. A., & Kamel, I. R. (2008). Functional MRI
evaluation of tumor response in patients with neuroendocrine he-
pat ic metas tas is t rea ted with t ranscatheter ar te r ia l
chemoembolization. AJR. American Journal of Roentgenology,
190(1), 67–73. doi:10.2214/ajr.190.4_supplement.0a67.

Cancer Metastasis Rev (2015) 34:823–842 841

http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.2501080291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.12110770
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.12110770
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ultrasmedbio.2012.09.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/RLI.0b013e31826dc255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/RLI.0000000000000085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/RLI.0000000000000085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00330-012-2646-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000090026
http://dx.doi.org/10.2214/AJR.10.4455
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2008.16.7858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2008.16.7858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPA.0000000000000255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPA.0000000000000255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1102/1470-7330.2013.0031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1102/1470-7330.2013.0031
http://dx.doi.org/10.4329/wjr.v5.i6.241
http://dx.doi.org/10.2214/AJR.09.3116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jmri.21508
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrad.2012.01.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/RCT.0b013e31816a6823
http://dx.doi.org/10.1102/1470-7330.2013.0007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jmri.22541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0284185113494982
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0284185113494982
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mric.2010.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mric.2010.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11307-014-0722-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.2214/ajr.190.4_supplement.0a67


102. Gowdra Halappa, V., Corona-Villalobos, C. P., Bonekamp, S., Li,
Z., Reyes, D., Cosgrove, D., … Kamel, I. R. (2013).
Neuroendocrine liver metastasis treated by using intraarterial ther-
apy: volumetric functional imaging biomarkers of early tumor
response and survival. Radiology, 266(2), 502–513. 10.1148/
radiol.12120495

103. Ng, C. S., Hobbs, B. P., Chandler, A. G., Anderson, E. F., Herron,
D. H., Charnsangavej, C., & Yao, J. (2013). Metastases to the liver
from neuroendocrine tumors: effect of duration of scan acquisition
on CT perfusion values. Radiology, 269(3), 758–767. doi:10.
1148/radiol.13122708.

104. O’Connor, J. P. B., Rose, C. J., Waterton, J. C., Carano, R. A. D.,
Parker, G. J. M., & Jackson, A. (2014). Imaging intratumor

heterogeneity: role in therapy response, resistance, and clinical
outcome. Clinical Cancer Research. doi:10.1158/1078-0432.
CCR-14-0990.

105. Kumar, V., Gu, Y., Basu, S., Berglund, A., Eschrich, S. A.,
Schabath, M. B., … Gillies, R. J. (2012). Radiomics: the process
and the challenges. Magnetic Resonance Imaging, 30(9), 1234–
1248. 10.1016/j.mri.2012.06.010

106. Lambin, P., Rios-Velazquez, E., Leijenaar, R., Carvalho, S., Van
Stiphout, R. G. P. M., Granton, P., … Aerts, H. J. W. L. (2012).
Radiomics: extracting more information from medical images
using advanced feature analysis. European Journal of Cancer,
48(4), 441–446. 10.1016/j.ejca.2011.11.036

842 Cancer Metastasis Rev (2015) 34:823–842

http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.12120495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.12120495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.13122708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1148/radiol.13122708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-14-0990
http://dx.doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-14-0990
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mri.2012.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2011.11.036

	Imaging...
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Imaging assessment of tumor response
	Conventional imaging modalities
	Standard size-based evaluation criteria
	Pitfalls of size-based response assessment in GEP-NETs
	Alternative response evaluation criteria

	New imaging modalities for assessing GEP-NETs
	Cancer-specific functional imaging
	Somatostatin receptor imaging: SRS and 68Ga-DOTA peptides
	Catecholamine transporter and synthesis: 18F-DOPA and 11C-5-HTP

	Therapy-specific functional imaging

	Conclusions and future perspectives
	References


