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As highlighted in our discussion validation of the Nijme-
gen model was needed.1 Olmos and colleagues com-
pared the Nijmegen score with the Royal Marsden
Hospital (RMH) score, described by Arkenau and col-
leagues,2,3 using the data collected from the European
Drug Development Network (EDDN)4 (not available
online), a collaboration of 14 phase I centres in seven
European countries. They used a subset of 329 patients
for validation of the Nijmegen score, which was devel-
oped on 122 patients treated in one phase I centre.
Because the paper on the data collected from the EDDN
is not available4 at this time of writing, the baseline
characteristics of their set and ours cannot be compared
and centres’ population characteristics could be differ-
ent, which may explain the different findings. The
RMH score was not better than the Nijmegen score in
the Nijmegen population. However, in the EDDN pop-
ulation the RMH score was better than the Nijmegen
score. Thus, this stresses the fact that the strength of a
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prognostic model can vary between populations in sev-
eral centres. Therefore, a meta-analysis that first assesses
the heterogeneity of the performance of the score over
the centres before combining them in one estimate,
would be better than directly pooling of data.5

We agree with the proposed approach of develop-
ment of a prognostic score by Olmos and colleagues
by first developing a model on retrospective data, than
testing this model prospectively in a small population
and after that validating in a large population within
several centres. However, for a more rapid development
of prognostic scores we suggest to develop databases
like the EDDN database that are accessible to the entire
scientific community. In that way we as researchers gen-
erate a large database consisting of a lot of small data-
sets, which offers the possibility of quick testing and
getting reliable results.

Conflict of interest statement

None declared.

References

1. Füssenich LM, Desar IM, Peters ME, et al. A new, simple and
objective prognostic score for phase I cancer patients. Eur J Cancer

2011;47(8):1152–60.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2012.01.020
mailto:c.vanherpen@onco.umcn.nl
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2012.01.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2012.01.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2012.01.020
www.sciencedirect.com


598 C.M.L. van Herpen et al. / European Journal of Cancer 48 (2012) 597–598
2. Arkenau HT, Barriuso J, Olmos D, et al. Prospective validation of a
prognostic score to improve patient selection for oncology phase I
trials. J Clin Oncol 2009;27(16):2692–6.

3. Arkenau HT, Olmos D, Ang JE, et al. Clinical outcome and
prognostic factors for patients treated within the context of a phase
I study: the Royal Marsden Hospital experience. Br J Cancer

2008;98(6):1029–33.
4. Olmos D, Ang JE, Gomez-Roca C, et al. Pitfalls and limitations of
a single-centre, retrospectively derived prognostic score for Phase I
oncology trial participants – reply to Fussenich et al.: a new, simple
and objective prognostic score for Phase I cancer patients. Eur J

Cancer 2011 [Epub ahead of print].
5. Systematic Reviews in Health. Meta-analysis in context. In: Egger

M, Davey Smith G, Altman D, editors. London: BMJ Books; 2011.


	Reply letter to: Pitfalls and limitations of a single-centre, retrospectively derived prognostic score for phase I oncology  trial participant – Reply to Füssenich et al.: A new, simple  and objective
	Conflict of interest statement
	References


