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MEssagE
Quantitative fluorescence endoscopy (QFE) is 
a new technique that can visualise and quan-
tify fluorescently tagged tumour tissue. In 25 
patients with locally advanced rectal cancer 
(LARC), we evaluated QFE targeting vascular 
endothelial growth factor A (VEGFA) to detect 
residual tumour after neoadjuvant chemora-
diotherapy (nCRT). QFE detected significantly 
higher fluorescence in tumour compared with 
normal rectal tissue and fibrosis, and improved 
prediction of final pathology results in 16% of 
patients compared with standard MRI and white- 
light endoscopy. QFE is a promising technique to 
aid clinical response assessment in patients with 
LARC and warrants further validation in larger 
clinical trials.  ClinicalTrials. gov (NCT01972373).

In MorE dETaIl
Patients with LARC receive nCRT followed by 
surgery to achieve local disease control. Interest-
ingly, 15%–27% of patients have a pathological 
complete response, that is, no residual cancer 
cells are found in the surgical specimen.1–3 There 
is an increasing interest in identifying patients 
with a clinical complete response before surgery, 
as non- operative management for these patients 
is associated with high survival rates, reduced 
morbidity and improved functional outcomes.4–8 
However, assessing tumour response after nCRT 
is challenging. White- light endoscopy provides 
only morphological information, while MRI 
cannot always distinguish viable tumour from 
fibrosis.9–11 QFE is a novel endoscopy tech-
nique that visualises and quantitatively measures 
the presence of targeted fluorescence tracers in 
tissue. We hypothesised that VEGFA- targeted 
QFE can be of additional value in restaging 
patients with LARC. In untreated patients, 
QFE showed clearly enhanced fluorescence in 
all rectal tumours compared with normal rectal 
tissue (figure 1A). The tumour- to- normal ratio 
of 3.1 (figure 1B) signifies QFE can be used to 
localise rectal cancer.

In this pilot study, we included 25 patients 
with LARC who were treated with nCRT (online 

supplementary table S1). QFE was performed 
at day of surgery, which enables comparison of 
QFE with standard clinical restaging (MRI and 
white- light endoscopy) and correlation to histo-
pathology of the surgical specimen (figure 2A).

In all patients, vital tumour tissue showed 
high fluorescence compared with normal rectal 
tissue or fibrosis (online supplementary figure 
S1). Fluorescence quantification confirmed that 
fluorescence of tumour tissue (n=155 measure-
ments) was higher than normal rectal tissue 
and fibrosis (n=100 measurements) (p<0.001) 
(figure 2B). The receiver operating character-
istic curve showed a fluorescence cut- off value 
of 2.00×10−2 (area under the curve 0.925) 
(figure 2C,D). QFE was true positive in 21 of 25 
patients as mucosal tumour (n=19, figure 3A) or 
even submucosal tumour (n=2, figure 3B) was 
confirmed by histology. QFE was truly negative 
in 2 of 25 patients, as histology confirmed patho-
logical complete response (ypT0N0) (figure 3C). 
QFE was false positive in 1 of 25 patients, who 
showed extensive polypoid tissue on white- light 
endoscopy with one apparent fluorescent spot, 
where histology showed no invasive tumour 
(ypT0N0), but instead one locus with high- grade 
dysplasia (figure 3D). In 1 of 25 patients, QFE 
was false negative, and histology showed micro-
scopic residual tumour: one locus situated in the 
submucosa.

Compared with standard clinical restaging, 
QFE would have changed the diagnosis in 4 of 25 
patients (16%) (online supplementary figure S2). 
Three patients, categorised as clinical complete 
responders by MRI and white- light endoscopy, 
showed fluorescence with QFE and indeed 
showed vital tumour at histopathological exam-
ination (n=2) or regrowth already after 2 months 
of watchful waiting (n=1). One patient was clin-
ically categorised as having residual tumour, but 
QFE showed low fluorescence and pathological 
examination confirmed a pathological complete 
response.

In our small sample size of 25 patients, the 
initial positive predictive value was 95% for QFE 
compared with 87.5% for MRI and 90% for 
white- light endoscopy. The accuracy of QFE was 

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://gut.bm

j.com
/

G
ut: first published as 10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755 on 18 S

eptem
ber 2019. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://www.bsg.org.uk/
http://gut.bmj.com/
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2412-0691
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-02-04
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755
http://gut.bmj.com/


407Tjalma JJJ, et al. Gut 2020;69:406–410. doi:10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755

Endoscopy news

Figure 1 (A) Representative fluorescence images of the quantitative fluorescence endoscopy (QFE) procedure in untreated rectal cancer. From 
left to right: a high- definition white- light video endoscope image; a white- light image from the QFE fibreoptic, followed by the corresponding near- 
infrared (NIR) fluorescence image captured with an exposure time of 100 ms and the composite image of both modalities. The maximum quantified 
fluorescence value is depicted on the NIR fluorescence image. The rightmost image shows the HE staining of a forceps biopsy of the fluorescent area, 
confirming adenocarcinoma. (B) Fluorescence quantification results in 10 untreated patients. Tumour tissue shows higher fluorescence compared with 
normal rectal tissue. Boxplot centreline is at median, the bounds of the box at 25th to 75th percentiles, the whiskers depict the minimum–maximum.

92% compared with 84% for MRI and 80% for white- light 
endoscopy.

Find more details on online supplementary methods and 
results.

CoMMEnTs
This is the first- in- human study demonstrating that in vivo 
VEGFA- targeted QFE can improve the response assessment of 
patients with LARC after nCRT. We observed a sensitivity of 
95% and accuracy of 92% for QFE compared with the reported 
respectively 71% and 89% of MRI combined with white- 
light endoscopy.10 The addition of QFE to MRI and white- 
light endoscopy resulted in more accurate clinical restaging 
in 16% of patients. Moreover, QFE is easy to perform during 
white- light endoscopy: the imaging and spectroscopy probes 
can be inserted in the working channel of any clinical video 
endoscope, the QFE measurements are operator independent 
and the procedure takes slightly more time (5–10 min). Impor-
tantly, no tracer- related or procedure- related adverse events 
were observed in this study.

When QFE is applied for restaging purposes, fluorescence 
quantification is important. Wide- field fluorescence visualisa-
tion alone does not necessarily reflect true tracer accumulation 
as fluorescence is influenced by tissue optical properties and 
could therefore lead to incorrect recommendations in clinical 
practice. By quantifying the fluorescence with multi- diameter 
single fibre reflection/single fibre fluorescence (MDSFR/SFF) 
spectroscopy, the fluorescence signals are corrected for tissue 
optical properties like scattering and absorption, circum-
venting this problem.12 13

Recent follow- up data showed that 19% of patients in 
watchful waiting, experience early tumour regrowth within 12 

months.14 The majority of these patients had ypT3 or ypT4 
disease at salvage, suggesting the presence of residual disease, 
intraluminal and also in deeper layers of the rectum. QFE 
might improve identification of these patients, as in this study 
QFE measured increased fluorescence in two of three patients 
with only submucosal tumour, that is, no tumour reaching 
the rectal mucosa. We hypothesise that bevacizumab- 800CW 
could accumulate at the mucosal side because the tumour 
microenvironment was not yet normalised after nCRT, with 
still increased levels of VEGFA. A tracer that accumulates in 
the microenvironment could therefore offer an advantage for 
restaging compared with tracers that target proteins on tumour 
cell membranes. In addition, bevacizumab- 800CW is a near- 
infrared tracer allowing deeper tissue penetration compared 
with tracers in the visible spectrum.

In this pilot study, QFE was false positive in one patient who 
turned out to have one locus of high- grade dysplasia at the 
rectal lumen. This is not surprising as a former study showed 
that bevacizumab- 800CW also accumulates in low- grade and 
high- grade dysplastic adenomas which hampers discrimina-
tion between dysplasia and cancer.13 QFE was false negative in 
one patient who had one microscopic tumour locus present in 
the submucosa. Possibly, raising the tracer dose could provide 
stronger fluorescence signals and thus improve QFE detec-
tion. A clinical dose- finding study using bevacizumab- 800CW 
for detection of colorectal adenomas reported that a higher 
tracer dose of 25 mg increased the target- to- background ratio 
almost twofold.13 Potentially, future complementary detection 
systems such as optoacoustic imaging, which combines the 
rich contrast of optical imaging with the higher penetration 
of radiofrequency waves, may further improve submucosal 
evaluation.
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Figure 2 (A) Schematic overview of the clinical and study procedures. 4.5 mg bevacizumab- 800CW was intravenously administered 2–3 days 
prior to quantitative fluorescence endoscopy (QFE). QFE consisted of wide- field fluorescence imaging, followed by fluorescence quantification using 
MDSFR/SFF spectroscopy and taking four forceps biopsies of normal rectal tissue (10 cm proximal from the tumour) and of 4 areas of the rectal 
tumour when present. (B) Fluorescence quantification results of the QFE procedures after neoadjuvant chemoradiotherapy (nCRT), depicted per tissue 
type. Tumour tissue shows higher fluorescence compared with fibrosis and normal tissue. Negative control tissue (of measurements of tumour and 
normal rectal tissue from a patient without tracer) showed no detectable fluorescence, signifying the measured fluorescence originated from the 
tracer. Boxplot centreline is at median, the bounds of the box at 25th to 75th percentiles, the whiskers depict the minimum–maximum. **p≤0.01; 
***p≤0.001, one- way ANOVA test with Tukey post hoc analysis. (C) The receiver operating characteristic curve of quantified fluorescence of normal 
rectal tissue (n=100 measurements) vs tumour tissue (n=115 measurements) shows an area under the curve of 0.925. Normal rectal tissue included 
normal rectal tissue measurements of all patients and fibrosis measurements of pathological complete response. Tumour tissue included all lesion 
measurements of all patients with residual tumour at pathological examination. (D) Contingency table. HGD, high- grade dysplasia.

Our study has some limitations. We found a relatively low 
specificity and negative predictive value of QFE (67%) in this 
feasibility study, which might be due to the relatively small 
sample size. Next to this, the included patients were referred 
to our tertiary centre and represent patients with relatively 
complex LARC with extensive tumour (T4 in 40%) and high 
nodal stage (N2 in 64%) compared with the patients with 
relatively uncomplex LARC in standard practice. This also 
resulted in a relatively small portion of patients who expe-
rienced a pathological complete response (12%), compared 
with 15%–27% pathological complete response described in 
the literature.1 2

In conclusion, the results of this pilot study, even in this 
small group of patients, are encouraging and are potentially 

a first step towards quantitative fluorescence endoscopy for 
tumour response evaluation following neoadjuvant treat-
ment. Ultimately, the combination of MRI, white- light 
endoscopy and QFE may prove to be the strategy to eval-
uate individual patient response and guide clinical decision- 
making. To realise this strategy, the capability of QFE in 
clinical response evaluation in patients with LARC, including 
determination of a definitive cut- off value that discriminates 
tumour from normal tissue, needs further evaluation in a 
larger prospective cohort.
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Figure 3 (A–D) Representative images of the quantitative fluorescence endoscopy (QFE) procedure after neoadjuvant chemoradiotherapy of a 
patient with (A) residual tumour, (B) submucosal tumour, (C) mucosal high- grade dysplasia (HGD) and (D) a pathological complete response. From 
left to right: a high- definition white- light video endoscope image of the rectal tumour; a white- light image from the QFE fibreoptic, followed by 
the corresponding near- infrared (NIR) fluorescence image captured with an exposure time of 100 ms and the composite image of both modalities. 
The maximum quantified fluorescence value is depicted on the NIR fluorescence image. The rightmost column depicts an HE staining of the surgical 
specimen in which the pathological TNM stage is indicated.

2Department of Surgery, University of Groningen, University Medical Center 
Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands
3Department of Clinical Pharmacy and Pharmacology, University of Groningen, 
University Medical Center Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands
4Department of Pathology, University of Groningen, University Medical Center 
Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands
5Department of Medical Oncology, University of Groningen, University Medical 
Center Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands
6Department of Radiology, University of Groningen, University Medical Center 
Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands
7Institute for Biological and Medical Imaging, Helmholtz Zentrum München, Munich, 
Germany
8Otolaryngology and Head and Neck Surgery, Erasmus MC, University Medical Center 
Rotterdam, Rotterdam, The Netherlands

acknowledgements We acknowledge and thank the patients who participated 
in this study and the contribution of the personnel working at the endoscopy suite, 
the surgical theatre and the pathology department for their assistance at all study 
procedures. Special thanks to W Boersma- van Ek for her technical assistance in the 
laboratory.

Contributors Development of study concept and design: JJJT, GAPH, BvE, WBN. 
Data acquisition: JJJT, MK, EH, SdJ. Data analysis and interpretation: JJJT, MK, 
EGdV, JHK, GMvD, WBN. Tracer development: MDL, AJ- S, EGdV, WBN. Radiological 
assessment: JPP. Rectal surgeries: KH, PHJH, BvE. Histopathological analyses: AK. 
Spectroscopy data analyses: DJR. Development of first QFE system: VN. Drafting of 
the manuscript: JJJT, MK, WBN. Study supervision: GAPH, WBN. Critical revision of 
the manuscript for important intellectual content: all authors.

Funding The research leading to these results was supported by a personal grant 
from the Dutch Cancer Society (WBN, RUG 2012-5416), a grant from the European 
Community’s Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007–2013 BetaCure project; 
MK, GMvD no. 602812), a grant from the Centre for Translational Molecular 
Medicine (project MAMMOTH 03O-201), an Academy Professor Prize to EGdV by 
the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (KNAW), ERC advanced grant 
OnQview and by unrestricted research grants from SurgVision B.V. and Boston 
Scientific.

Competing interests GMvD and WBN received an unrestricted research grant 
made available to the institution for the development of optical molecular imaging 

from SurgVision B.V. (Groningen, the Netherlands). GMvD and VN are members of 
the scientific advisory board of SurgVision B.V.

Patient consent for publication Not required.

Ethics approval Approval of this study was obtained from Medical Ethics 
Committee at the University Medical Center Groningen.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; internally peer reviewed.

open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Unported (CC BY 4.0) license, which permits 
others to copy, redistribute, remix, transform and build upon this work for any 
purpose, provided the original work is properly cited, a link to the licence is given, 
and indication of whether changes were made. See: https:// creativecommons. org/ 
licenses/ by/ 4. 0/.

orCId id
Jolien J J Tjalma http:// orcid. org/ 0000- 0003- 2412- 0691

RefeRences
 1 Ferrari L, Rozelle S, Benson A, et al. Neoadjuvant treatment of rectal cancer: where are 

we now? Gastroenterol Rep 2015;3:277–88.
 2 Maas M, Nelemans PJ, Valentini V, et al. Long- term outcome in patients with a 

pathological complete response after chemoradiation for rectal cancer: a pooled 
analysis of individual patient data. Lancet Oncol 2010;11:835–44.

 3 Park IJ, You YN, Agarwal A, et al. Neoadjuvant treatment response as an 
early response indicator for patients with rectal cancer. J Clin Oncol 
2012;30:1770–6.

 4 Habr- Gama A, Perez RO, Proscurshim I, et al. Patterns of failure and survival for 
nonoperative treatment of stage C0 distal rectal cancer following neoadjuvant 
chemoradiation therapy. J Gastrointest Surg 2006;10:1319–29.

 5 Smith JD, Ruby JA, Goodman KA, et al. Nonoperative management of rectal 
cancer with complete clinical response after neoadjuvant therapy. Ann Surg 
2012;256:965–72.

 6 Appelt AL, Pløen J, Harling H, et al. High- dose chemoradiotherapy and watchful 
waiting for distal rectal cancer: a prospective observational study. Lancet Oncol 
2015;16:919–27.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://gut.bm

j.com
/

G
ut: first published as 10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755 on 18 S

eptem
ber 2019. D

ow
nloaded from

 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2412-0691
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(10)70172-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2011.39.7901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gassur.2006.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e3182759f1c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(15)00120-5
http://gut.bmj.com/


410 Tjalma JJJ, et al. Gut 2020;69:406–410. doi:10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755

Endoscopy news

 7 Maas M, Beets- Tan RGH, Lambregts DMJ, et al. Wait- and- see policy for clinical 
complete responders after chemoradiation for rectal cancer. J Clin Oncol 
2011;29:4633–40.

 8 Renehan AG, Malcomson L, Emsley R, et al. Watch- and- wait approach versus 
surgical resection after chemoradiotherapy for patients with rectal cancer (the 
OnCoRe project): a propensity- score matched cohort analysis. Lancet Oncol 
2016;17:174–83.

 9 Creavin B, Ryan E, Martin ST, et al. Organ preservation with local excision or 
active surveillance following chemoradiotherapy for rectal cancer. Br J Cancer 
2017;116:169–74.

 10 Maas M, Lambregts DMJ, Nelemans PJ, et al. Assessment of clinical complete 
response after chemoradiation for rectal cancer with digital rectal examination, 
endoscopy, and MRI: selection for organ- saving treatment. Ann Surg Oncol 
2015;22:3873–80.

 11 Habr- Gama A, Perez RO, Nadalin W, et al. Long- term results of preoperative 
chemoradiation for distal rectal cancer correlation between final stage and survival. J 
Gastrointest Surg 2005;9:90–101.

 12 Middelburg TA, Hoy CL, Neumann HAM, et al. Correction for tissue optical properties 
enables quantitative skin fluorescence measurements using multi- diameter single 
fiber reflectance spectroscopy. J Dermatol Sci 2015;79:64–73.

 13 Hartmans E, Tjalma JJJ, Linssen MD, et al. Potential red- flag identification of 
colorectal adenomas with wide- field fluorescence molecular endoscopy. Theranostics 
2018;8:1458–67.

 14 Habr- Gama A, Gama- Rodrigues J, São Julião GP, et al. Local recurrence after 
complete clinical response and watch and wait in rectal cancer after neoadjuvant 
chemoradiation: impact of salvage therapy on local disease control. Int J Radiat Oncol 
Biol Phys 2014;88:822–8.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://gut.bm

j.com
/

G
ut: first published as 10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319755 on 18 S

eptem
ber 2019. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2011.37.7176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(15)00467-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/bjc.2016.417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1245/s10434-015-4687-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gassur.2004.10.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gassur.2004.10.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdermsci.2015.03.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.7150/thno.22033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2013.12.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2013.12.012
http://gut.bmj.com/

	Quantitative fluorescence endoscopy: an innovative endoscopy approach to evaluate neoadjuvant treatment response in locally advanced rectal cancer
	Message
	In more detail
	Comments
	References
	Introduction
	QUESTION



