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Simple Summary: Peritoneal metastases (PMs), arising from gastric cancer (GC), are one of the most
common patterns of synchronous and metachronous dissemination and are generally associated with
a poor prognosis. New therapeutic modalities are being increasingly employed for such patients.
Here, we provide an overview of the recent literature on this topic, along with two studies currently
underway: one at Sapienza University of Rome and the other at the University of Verona, focusing
on the use of neoadjuvant intraperitoneal chemotherapy in combination with a classical neoadjuvant
systemic chemotherapy (SC). This overview emphasizes the results obtained using neoadjuvant
intraperitoneal treatment, which may find a place not only in the Eastern world, where it now
represents a standard of care, but also among Western practitioners.

Abstract: Gastric cancer (GC) continues to be one of the leading types of malignancies worldwide,
despite an ongoing decrease in incidence. It is the fifth most frequent type of cancer in the world
and the fourth leading cause of cancer death. Peritoneal metastases (PMs) occur in 20–30% of
cases during the natural history of the disease. Systemic chemotherapy (SC) is undoubtedly the
standard of care for patients with GC and PMs. However, with the development of highly effective
regimens (SC combined with intraperitoneal chemotherapy), significant tumor shrinkage has been
observed in many patients with synchronous GC and PMs, allowing some to undergo curative
resection “conversion surgery” with long-term survival. In recent years, there has been growing
interest in intraperitoneal chemotherapy for PMs, because the reduced drug clearance associated
with the peritoneal/plasma barrier allows for direct and prolonged drug exposure with less systemic
toxicity. These procedures, along with other methods used for peritoneal surface malignancies
(PSMs), can be used in GCs with PMs as neoadjuvant chemotherapy or adjuvant treatments after
radical surgery or as palliative treatments delivered either laparoscopically or—more recently—as
pressurized intraperitoneal aerosol chemotherapy. The great heterogeneity of patients with stage
IV gastric cancer did not allow us to carry out a systemic review; therefore, we limited ourselves to
providing readers with an overview to clarify the indications and outcomes of integrated treatments
for GCs with PMs by analyzing reports from the international clinical literature and the specific
experiences of our oncoteam.
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1. Introduction

Gastric cancer (GC) is the fourth leading cause of cancer death and the fifth most
frequently diagnosed cancer worldwide [1]. Peritoneal metastases (PMs) occur in 20 to
30% of cases during the natural history of the disease [2]. The results of the REGATTA trial
showed that, in patients with stage IV GC with a single non-curable factor (in more than
70% of PMs), the initial removal of the primary tumor did not show any survival benefit
compared with chemotherapy alone [3]. Therefore, the Japanese GC treatment guidelines
recommend primary chemotherapy to improve the prognosis of patients with advanced
GC and non-curative factors [4]. Oligometastatic and highly metastatic gastric cancer
patients, both belonging to stage IV, have different treatment perspectives and prognoses.
In the era of precision medicine and limited resources, the selection of candidates for an
aggressive approach to stage IV gastric cancer has gained particular relevance. Patients
with oligometastatic disease, represented by a single site and limited metastatic spread with
diagnoses such as PAN+, <3 Liver M+, Cyt+, Krukenberg tumor, and peritoneal metastases
with PCI < 6, showing a clinical response to intensive chemotherapy may benefit from
aggressive multimodal treatment. In our opinion, this should not be a static definition, but
rather a dynamic one that integrates a good response to chemotherapy and the possibility
of achieving an R0 surgical resection.

Systemic chemotherapy (SC) is undoubtedly the standard of care for patients with
GC and PMs in a palliative setting in Western countries as well [5]. However, the results
are poor, the long-term control of PMs is rarely achieved—with median overall survival
(OS) ranging from 8.0 to 13.2 months—and the objective response is difficult to evaluate [6].
The prognosis of patients with GC and synchronous PMs is especially poor as a result
of their decreased response to SC, as well as the epidemiologic increase in pathological
subtypes that are more frequently associated with the development of PMs [7] and more
easily underestimated at the preoperative stage [8].

However, with the development of highly effective regimens (SC combined with
intraperitoneal chemotherapy), remarkable tumor shrinkage has been observed in many
patients with GC and synchronous PMs, allowing some patients to undergo a curative
resection with long-term survival [9,10]. This strategy is referred to as “conversion surgery”,
which is defined as a surgical treatment aimed at R0 resection after a good response to
induction therapy for tumors originally considered unresectable for technical and/or
oncological reasons [11].

In the last few years, there has been growing interest in intraperitoneal chemotherapy
for PMs, as the reduced clearance of drugs due to the existence of the peritoneal–plasmic
barrier allows for the direct and prolonged exposure of metastases with reduced systemic
toxicity [12,13]. These procedures, together with other methods used in the treatment
of peritoneal surface malignancies (PSMs), may be used in GC with PMs as neoadju-
vant chemotherapy or adjuvant treatments after radical surgery (hyperthermic intraperi-
toneal chemotherapy, HIPEC) or as palliative treatments delivered either laparoscopi-
cally (LHIPEC) or—more recently—as pressurized intraperitoneal aerosol chemotherapy
(PIPAC), which uses a specific laparoscopic device (Capnopen) to spread chemotherapy
agents in the peritoneum [14]. The aim of this overview is to analyze the indications for
and results of the integrated treatment of GC with PMs by examining clinical reports from
the international literature and the specific experiences of our oncoteam.

2. Neoadjuvant Chemotherapy for Patients with GC and Synchronous PMs

A recent paper analyzed a series of selected patients with GC and synchronous PMs
who underwent gastrectomy plus cytoreduction (CRS) and HIPEC, reaching a median OS
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of 11 years. Almost 80% of these 28 patients (6.2% of a broader case series) underwent
neoadjuvant chemotherapy [15]. The likelihood of a curative surgical treatment thus
seems to rely on the neoadjuvant treatment for the reduction or at least control of cancer
spread, even though treatment schedules differ around the world. Western research groups
seem to favor SC, while Eastern groups frequently use intraperitoneal chemotherapy.
The use of neoadjuvant SC in patients with GC and synchronous PMs has recently been
reported both by Western and Eastern groups, although the inclusion criteria, drugs,
and clinical characteristics of the patients differ greatly. Two Japanese authors compared
neoadjuvant SC followed by surgery to a primary surgical approach in locally advanced GC
and reported similar overall and progression-free survival (PFS) [16,17]. However, although
it considered patients with positive cytology or perigastric peritoneal involvement, the
study by Yamaguchi [17] reported that a subgroup of patients with a complete peritoneal
response after neoadjuvant SC showed a far better prognosis when compared with patients
who underwent upfront surgery, and that the combination of Docetaxel, Cisplatin, and
Fluoruracil was the most effective regimen. A European study [18] analyzed the effects of
neoadjuvant SC (AIO-FLOT3) on a series of patients with GC (gastroesophageal junction
included) and synchronous metastatic disease followed by surgery. Of the 187 patients
included (127 with extensive and 60 with limited metastatic disease), 70 had PMs and only
2 of them underwent surgery.

In four papers from European authors about patients with GC and synchronous PMs
who underwent gastrectomy plus CRS combined with HIPEC, most report the use of
neoadjuvant SC, varying from 53% in Bonnot et al. [19] to 66% in Marano et al. [20] and
74% in Rau et al. [21] and reaching over 90% of cases in the paper of Manzanedo et al. [22].

In any case, the real role of neoadjuvant SC is questioned by some authors owing
to non-homogeneous treatment protocols, uncertainty about the necessary number of
treatment cycles (a higher than mean number seems to result in a worse outcome), and
the lack of a significant prognostic outcome for the tumor regression score of the surgi-
cal specimen [23]. Nevertheless, an interesting point connected to the cited work from
Yamaguchi [17] was reported by our oncoteam [20]; that is, not only did neoadjuvant SC
carry a general positive prognostic effect, but no cancer cells were found in the peritoneal
cytology at surgery in 85% of patients. These data underline that the role of neoadjuvant
SC in patients with PMs from GC should be primarily directed to the control of the peri-
toneal disease to increase the rate of curative surgery and prevent local recurrence in most
cases [24].

We generally refer to intraperitoneal chemotherapy as the HIPEC procedure, which is
rarely utilized or proposed as a neoadjuvant treatment [25–27] and is most frequently—as
with other PSMs—combined with CRS as an adjuvant treatment. However, based on the
current results, we must consider that CRS combined with HIPEC is indicated in a limited
number of patients with GC and PMs, particularly those with only minimal peritoneal
involvement, although this has yet to be confirmed in larger trials [28]. The only way to
increase the number of eligible patients and improve their prognosis thus seems to be the
optimization of the neoadjuvant chemotherapy protocols. For this reason, Western authors
have also shown increasing interest [29,30] in neoadjuvant normothermic intraperitoneal
treatments, with or without SC, which have been used for many years in Eastern medicine.

Yutaka Yonemura was the first to propose a neoadjuvant treatment including systemic
and intraperitoneal chemotherapy associated with oral Fluoruracil for patients with GC
and PMs to reach a downstaging of the peritoneal disease with negative peritoneal cytology,
aiming at a subsequent gastrectomy with CRS combined with HIPEC [31]. Since its initial
introduction, neoadjuvant intraperitoneal and systemic chemotherapy (NIPS) has become
the current conversion therapy for GC with PMs in Eastern countries, particularly China
and Japan, with protocols based almost entirely on intraperitoneal paclitaxel because of
its specific favorable pharmacokinetics [32]. In the last few years, several phase II trials
have been published—mainly by Japanese authors—using intraperitoneal paclitaxel or
docetaxel combined with oral Fluoruracil and systemic cisplatin, oxaliplatin, or paclitaxel,
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reaching a 1-year survival rate close to 80% and a median survival of 18–25 months. At
the end of the NIPS treatment, the intraperitoneal cytology was negative in 85% of the
patients and ascites decreased in over 60% of the patients, with a conversion surgery rate
of between 40 and 60% of patients (Table 1).

Table 1. Clinical outcomes of repeated IPC with systemic chemotherapy for gastric cancer with PM.

Author, Year IP Regimen Systemic
Regimen Study n MST

(mo) 1 y OS (%)

Cytology
Negative

Conversion
Rate (%)

Ishigami, 2010 [33] PTX (20 mg/m2) S-1 + PTX P2 40 22.5 78 86

Fujiwara, 2012 [34] DTX
(40~60 mg/m2) S-1 R/S 18 24.6 76 78

Fushida, 2013 [35] DTX (45 mg/m2) S-1 P1/2 39 16.2 70.4 81

Yamaguchi, 2013 [36] PTX (20 mg/m2) S-1 + PTX P1 35 17.6 77.1 97

Ishigami, 2016 [37] PTX (20 mg/m2) S-1 + PTX P3 114 17.7 71.9 95

Fujiwara, 2016 [38] PTX (40 mg/m2) S-1 + L-OHP P2 60 NR 71.5 71

Fukushima, 2017 [39] DTX (10 mg/m2) Cap + CDDP P2 48 NR 75 76

Cho, 2017 [40] DTX (100 mg/m2) Cap + CDDP P1/2 39 15.1 - -

Shinkai, 2018 [41] PTX (60 mg/m2)
S-1 + PTX +

CDDP P2 17 23.9 82.4 -

Yonemura, 2020 [42] DTX (30 mg/m2) +
CDDP (30 mg/m2)

DTX + CDDP R/S 419 20.5 70 63.5

Saito, 2021 [43] PTX (40 mg/m2) S-1 + L-OHP R/S 44 25.8 79.5 86

Cap—capecitabine; CDDP—cisplatin; DTX—docetaxel; IPC—intraperitoneal chemotherapy; L-OHP—oxaliplatin;
MST—median survival time; NR—not reached; OS—overall survival; PM—peritoneal metastases;
PTX—paclitaxel; P1, 2, 3—phase I, II, III; R/S—retrospective study; —-not described.

The key point of an indication for surgery is in any case the achievement of negative
peritoneal cytology, as supported by Western authors [44]. Of particular interest is a recent
paper from Yonemura et al. [42]. In a series of 419 patients treated for GC and PMs from
2006 to 2019, the authors showed that NIPS allowed complete CRS (CC0) in 63.5% of cases,
with a median survival of 20.5 months and a 10-year survival of 8.3%.

Thus far, only one randomized study has been published on this topic (the PHOENIX-
GC Trial) [45], which failed to demonstrate a significant increase in survival between
patients with GC and PMs undergoing intraperitoneal and intravenous Paclitaxel plus S-1
and those given intravenous Cisplatin plus S-1. These results are likely due to the critical
imbalance between the groups, as fewer patients with limited PMs and more patients with
advanced PMs were enrolled in the NIPS arm. Further data analysis adjusted for baseline
ascites, and excluding patients with post-protocol violations showed a significant increase
in the 3-year survival rate (21.9% vs. 6%) in the group of patients who underwent NIPS.
Despite the fact that surgery was not mandatory after neoadjuvant treatment in the trial
and was only recommended in the case of a good response, 46% of the patients in the
NIPS group and 22% in the SC group underwent surgery after responding to neoadjuvant
treatment, with a survival of 32 and 25 months, respectively. Although the influence of
surgery on survival is difficult to evaluate, it can be affirmed that a higher number of
patients could benefit from the surgical treatment in the NIPS group when compared with
the SC neoadjuvant group [46].

A recent paper from China used a propensity-score-matched analysis to compare
patients with peritoneal metastases from gastric cancers (including positive peritoneal
cytology without detectable lesions within the peritoneal cavity) that underwent NIPS
(intraperitoneal docetaxel plus intravenous docetaxel + oxaliplatin and oral S1) to patients
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receiving SC (intravenous docetaxel + oxaliplatin and oral S1) [47]. Despite some limitations,
i.e., a single-center retrospective study with a small sample, NIPS yielded better overall
survival than SC. A subgroup analysis indicated that NIPS showed a survival benefit
in patients with limited peritoneal disease whose cytology turned negative and who
underwent conversion surgery.

A Chinese group [48] recently published the protocol of a new randomized trial that
will compare NIPS (intraperitoneal and systemic Paclitaxel plus oral Fluoruracil) and SC in
combination with Paclitaxel and oral Fluoruracil in patients with synchronous PMs from
GC after a laparoscopic evaluation (DRAGON 01 Study ChiCTR-IIR-16009802). This study
seems to have a better design than the PHOENIX-GC study owing to the homogeneity
of the drugs used and the endpoints considered (pathological response and the rate of
conversion surgery). However, the inclusion criteria are unclear given that they do not
take into consideration a cutoff in the PCI, the extent of ascites, or HER2 status, which is
considered by many authors as an exclusion criterion for NIPS treatment [30,49,50].

3. CRS Combined with HIPEC in Patients with GC and PMs

In the field of PSM, the most controversial aspects of integrated treatments using CRS
and HIPEC regard the management of patients with PMs from GC. To date, only one ran-
domized study—with a limited number of patients—has been completed comparing CRS
combined with HIPEC to CRS alone in patients with clinically evident PMs [51]. The study
showed better survival in the HIPEC group (11 vs. 6.5 months, p = 0.04), which was more
significant in the subgroup of patients with synchronous PMs (p = 0.02). A multivariate
analysis showed that use of HIPEC, synchronous metastases, the completeness of the cytore-
duction score, and neoadjuvant chemotherapy were significantly associated with a better
prognosis. Surprisingly, the peritoneal cancer index (PCI) was not statistically significant.

Several non-randomized studies, mostly multicentric, studying the impact of CRS
combined with HIPEC in the treatment of patients with PMs from GC have been published
in recent years [19–22,42,52,53]. Most of these papers confirm the prognostic importance of
the already cited parameters, but also show the importance of the PCI in selecting patients
suitable for surgery, which would be reserved for those with a PCI ≤ 7. Patients with a
higher PCI, particularly those with specific histotypes (poorly cohesive), are not considered
ideal candidates for CRS and show a poor outcome.

Currently, because of the lack of large RCTs in the Western world, there are no guide-
lines recommending the use of CRS combined with HIPEC in the treatment of PMs from
GC. Despite the fact that the Peritoneal Surface Oncology Group International supports it
(see http://www.psogi.com/psogi/international-recommendations-for-the-management-
of-peritoneal-metastases/, accessed on 1 January 2021), further studies are needed.

Similar to other sections of PSM treatment, the crucial issue is the role of HIPEC in
the integrated management of PMs from GC or its use for the prevention of metachronous
peritoneal involvement. The role of HIPEC combined with CRS versus CRS alone was
investigated in a recently published meta-analysis [54]. In this meta-analysis, despite
the small number of studies included, the treatment of patients with PMs from GC with
CRS combined with HIPEC showed higher overall survival and a lower percentage of
peritoneal recurrence compared with CRS alone, with similar complication rates in both
groups. The use of CRS combined with HIPEC in the treatment of clinically evident PMs,
or the possible benefits of HIPEC alone combined with surgery for locally advanced GC,
possibly with only simple positive cytology in the peritoneum, were studied in another
meta-analysis by Granieri S et al. [55]. As one would expect, the favorable impact of
HIPEC was more evident when associated with the surgical treatment of locally advanced
GC when compared with patients in whom it was used in combination with CRS for the
treatment of clinically evident PMs. In this latter group of patients treated with curative
intent, the completeness of cytoreduction represents a crucial step, where HIPEC combined
with CRS is an independent predictor of better prognosis, with a 2.6-fold increase in
survival outcome.

http://www.psogi.com/psogi/international-recommendations-for-the-management-of-peritoneal-metastases/
http://www.psogi.com/psogi/international-recommendations-for-the-management-of-peritoneal-metastases/


Cancers 2023, 15, 3137 6 of 16

The benefit of prophylactic HIPEC in advanced gastric cancer is indicated by the high
incidence of metachronous peritoneal metastases in 30 to 60% of patients, depending on
serosal involvement and specific histotypes (signet ring cells) [56–58]. For these patients
with metachronous peritoneal spread, a treatment with a curative aim is difficult to propose.
Many studies have suggested that HIPEC be used as an adjuvant treatment after surgery
in GC patients at high risk for PMs. In these patients, HIPEC performed after radical
surgery with no peritoneal disease has shown good results [59–61]. Randomized studies
on this topic have been proposed; however, their results have not been published yet. In
2014, Glehen et al. [62] proposed a randomized study of locally advanced GC (T3/T4 with
eventual positive cytology), comparing gastrectomy and D2 lymphadenectomy, with or
without HIPEC with oxaliplatin, stratified according to the treatment center and pathology
(GASTRICHIP trial NCT01882933). A similar trial (HIPEC- 01 NCT0235676) is ongoing in
China; in both, the primary outcome is 5-year survival. Another trial has been proposed by
German authors [63]. After neoadjuvant SC with FLOT, this study will randomize diffuse
or mixed type gastric cancers, including Siewert type II and III tumors without peritoneal
disease, into two arms: Surgery + Adjuvant FLOT vs. Surgery + HIPEC + Adjuvant
FLOT (NCT04447352).

Many European groups have proposed randomized studies analyzing the role of CRS
combined with HIPEC in GC with clinically evident PMs. The German trial GASTRIPEC
(NCT02158988) randomized patients with GC and synchronous PMs who underwent pre-
and postoperative SC into two groups, stratified for PCI and HER2 status. In the first group,
patients underwent CRS with curative intent; in the second, patients received CRS plus
HIPEC (Mytomicin C 15 mg/m2 + Cisplatin 75 mg/m2 per 60 min). The results did not
show any difference in OS (median OS: 14.9 months in both arms), although a subgroup
analysis showed a significant increase in survival in the HIPEC group when a complete
CRS had been achieved. In addition, PFS was significantly longer in the HIPEC arm than
with CRS alone (7.1 vs. 3.5 months p = 0.04). The trial was stopped because of the slow
rate of patient recruitment, and only 105 of the 180 planned cases were included. It is
interesting to note that 55 patients could not reach surgical treatment owing to disease
progression or because they died of disease, questioning the limits of neoadjuvant SC in
these patients [64].

Another interesting and well-structured study is the Dutch study PERISCOPE from
the Netherlands Cancer Institute, carried out in two phases. PERISCOPE I [65] included
a heterogenous group of patients with locally advanced GC (cT3/cT4) with peritoneal
positive cytology as well as GC patients with PMs limited to the sovramesocolic area or
with a single pelvic implant, with adequate performance status and after neoadjuvant SC.
Among the exclusion criteria were metachronous PMs. The primary goal of the study was
to investigate the role of gastrectomy combined with CRS and HIPEC after neoadjuvant SC.
The secondary goal was to assess the maximal tolerated dose of docetaxel to be given in
normothermia (90 min) at the end of 30 min of HIPEC with 460 mg/m2 oxaliplatin. The
results were reported in two consecutive papers [66,67] for an extremely limited number of
cases, as 12 of the 37 patients included showed disease progression and could not undergo
resection. The authors defined 50 mg/m2 as the maximal tolerated dose of docetaxel and, at
a median follow-up of 37 months, reported a median OS and PFS of 15 months (0–53) and
12 months (0–29), respectively. The focal points of the trial were the minimal or no response
to neoadjuvant SC, histologically proven in 40% of the patients, and the significant rate of
microscopic rather than radical resection (R1) at pathology in 28% of the patients. We agree
with the authors that the high percentage of the diffuse type of cancer (68%) may be an
explanation for such poor results; however, at the same time, it should be emphasized that
this particular histotype, currently better defined as poorly cohesive carcinoma (PCC) [68],
requires specific attention because of its increasing incidence in Western countries [69], its
specific tendency for peritoneal spread, and the characteristics of its submucosal growth
pattern that frequently result in the preoperative underestimation [70] of its spread.
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Based on the results of PERISCOPE I, the Dutch authors developed the PERISCOPE
II trial (NCT03348150) to investigate if neoadjuvant SC followed by gastrectomy and
CRS with HIPEC could have a survival advantage in selected patients with GC and PMs
when compared with palliative SC, which, at the moment, is the standard of treatment
in the Netherlands [71]. In this trial, a laparoscopy is performed before inclusion in the
study to assess the resectability of the primary cancer (cT3-4) and/or limited peritoneal
disease or a simple positive cytology at peritoneal lavage. After two to three cycles of
neoadjuvant SC, freely decided by each participating center, the patient’s response is
evaluated using a CT scan. The responders are then included in the study and patients
are stratified according to treatment center, histotype (intestinal or diffuse), and the extent
of peritoneal spread (macroscopic PMs vs. positive peritoneal cytology). For patients
allocated to the experimental arm, a new preoperative CT scan is performed, followed by
explorative laparotomy in patients with stable disease. If the PCI is <7, a gastrectomy with
D2 lymphadenectomy and a CRS aiming to remove all visible peritoneal disease followed
by HIPEC is performed.

Although the study has a good basic rationale, particularly regarding the aim to assess
the advantage of an integrated treatment over palliative SC in selected cases, in our opinion,
the trial has important limitations. The first is that a CT scan does not seem to be the best
diagnostic tool to evaluate the extent of the peritoneal disease within such a rigid PCI
cutoff (PCI below or over 7) [72]. A laparoscopic evaluation would likely be more accurate,
avoiding useless laparotomies than can negatively impact further treatments. In addition,
it is important to assess the persistence of a positive cytology, a criterion that could itself
contraindicate a surgical approach, despite the use of HIPEC.

4. Pressurized Intraperitoneal Aerosol Chemotherapy (PIPAC)

PIPAC is a novel mode of intraperitoneal drug delivery for patients with PMs of
various origin that reached widespread use with the standardization of the procedure and
ongoing specific training courses [73]. A recent review by Alyami et al. [74] reported on
a significant number of procedures (1800 on 800 patients) and concluded that PIPAC is
safe, giving encouraging therapeutic results with a good quality of life. Further phase I,
II, and III trials are still needed to assess exact indications. However, in one of the largest
series of patients with PMs from GC who underwent PIPAC [75], a large bias was reported
based on the clinical indications for which the procedure was adopted, which makes it
difficult to evaluate clinical outcomes. The majority of the patients underwent multiple
treatments for metachronous peritoneal metastases and intractable ascites, an indication
for which PIPAC seems to have little impact. Moreover, the evaluation of the PCI remains
inaccurate and repeated peritoneal biopsies to assess the peritoneal regression grading
score (PRGS) do not seem to correlate with the prognosis. The only prognostic factor is
the number of treatments (≥3); however, this factor has a bias related to the fact that the
clinical conditions of the patients with more advanced disease prevent multiple treatments.
Furthermore, only 7% of the patients underwent gastrectomy with CRS and HIPEC.

Better clinical results would be reached with the early use of PIPAC and an improved
patient selection process, as reported in another study from Alyami et al. [76]. This paper
showed that 21.6% of patients with PMs from GC, previously considered unresectable,
underwent CRS combined with HIPEC after three cycles of PIPAC. The paper also reported
the results of a group of patients with various primary tumors; however, most of them
underwent a single chemotherapy line, had no ascites, and had a low PCI. These results
seem to suggest a role of PIPAC not only in palliation, but also in selected patients as a
neoadjuvant treatment.

5. Metastatic GC (MGC): An Overview

In Western countries (USA and Europe), synchronous metastatic disease is diagnosed
in 30% of patients, with reported survival varying from a few months to one year depending



Cancers 2023, 15, 3137 8 of 16

on the site of the metastases and the treatments; at the moment, there are no guidelines for
the different clinical pictures [18,77–80].

Although the existing data also show poor results for palliative surgery [79], SC com-
bined with a surgical treatment that includes not only gastrectomy but also treatment for
the metastatic disease seems to provide promising results according to Western and Eastern
studies [78,81]. These last two papers are of particular interest because they were published
in the same period and they report the results of a significant number of patients, although
retrospectively evaluated, and the results tend to justify broader indications for integrated
treatments in patients with MGC. Berger et al. [78] analyzed data from the National Cancer
Database (NCDB) from 2004 to 2016 (1500 hospitals included) and considered three main
sites of distant metastases (extra regional lymph nodes, liver, and peritoneum), showing a
clear survival advantage for a complete CRS including gastrectomy and metastatic disease
removal. Although significant, these results reflect the limits of the NCBD, which does
not report the number and size of the metastatic disease. Moreover, more than 80% of
the patients were considered M0 at preoperative staging, presuming an initial metastatic
disease, while 55% of the patients underwent only postoperative chemotherapy.

Yoshida et al. [81] reported on a smaller number of cases after gathering information
on conversion surgery experiences in 55 Asian centers (Japan, Korea, and China), supplying
more information on a homogeneous patient sample based on a new pathologic classifica-
tion of MGC [82], while also taking into consideration only MGC patients operated upon
after SC. The first significant result is the acceptable rate of major surgical complications
(20.6% Grade II or higher according to Clavien–Dindo). Moreover, the study reports a high
median survival in patients who underwent R0 conversion surgery in all of the consid-
ered categories, not only in patients initially deemed to have resectable metastatic disease,
suggesting a different surgical approach for all patients with a stage IV GC. Induction
chemotherapy could thus be considered in every case of stage IV GC, acting as an NACT in
resectable patients and as palliative care in others, monitoring the treatment response for a
possible R0 surgical treatment in any case. Another main result is the clinical application of
a so-called biological stage IV GC classification, differentiating ab initio the patients with
a macroscopic peritoneal involvement, which carries a worse outcome. Those patients,
also including the patients with a positive peritoneal cytology, accounted for 46.6% of the
entire series.

These data, however, come from a selected group of surgical patients and thus may not
represent the complete picture. In the last two AJCC Classifications (VII and VIII edition),
patients with a positive peritoneal cytology are considered as stage IV; in addition, although
the laparoscopic collection of peritoneal fluid is recommended in Western guidelines for
all potentially resectable patients with stage > cT1b (NCCN Clinical practice guidelines
in oncology Gastric Cancer Version 2.2022 [5]), it is not clear how many patients actually
undergo this procedure. The real benefit of a diagnostic laparoscopy in clinically M0
patients with GC before radical surgery is still a matter of debate, in light of both recent
Eastern guideline indications [83,84] and the different methods used for the detection of
peritoneal cancer cells [85,86].

Although different surgical groups have proposed selective criteria for the use of
diagnostic laparoscopy, a positive peritoneal cytology even without macroscopic peritoneal
disease seems to carry a poor prognosis in both Western and Eastern experiences, highlight-
ing the positive role of chemotherapy in these patients [87,88]. An English meta-analysis
provides important information on this matter, reporting a better prognosis in GC patients
who are clinically M0 but who have a positive peritoneal cytology that becomes negative
after neoadjuvant chemotherapy. However, in 25% of the patients with a negative peri-
toneal cytology, this finding may turn positive during NACT delivered for other metastatic
sites. Hence, a diagnostic laparoscopy is needed not only at initial staging, but also at
restaging [89].
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6. Experience and Proposals of the Italian PSM Oncoteam

Marano et al. [20] recently published the experiences of the Italian PSM oncoteam with
an integrated treatment involving CRS combined with HIPEC in 90 patients with GC and
synchronous PMs. The adoption of a neoadjuvant SC and the absence of cancer cells in the
peritoneal cytology at operation were critical for a better outcome. Given these results, we
tried to understand how, through the optimization of neoadjuvant treatments, to achieve
(a) an extension of the selection criteria to include these patients for a curative treatment,
(b) an increase in the rate of patients eligible for surgery, and finally (c) an improvement
in outcome. Two studies are currently ongoing, one at Sapienza University of Rome
and the other at the University of Verona; both are focused on the use of intraperitoneal
neoadjuvant chemotherapy combined with a classic neoadjuvant SC. Both studies include
patients with GC and synchronous PMs not previously treated and the use of PIPAC,
whereas the inclusion criteria and treatment plans are different.

7. Sapienza Phase II NIPS Study (Grant Sapienza n RG12117A807F5D85)

This study is very similar to the bidirectional treatment first proposed by Yonemura et al. [31]
with some differences, including the use of capecitabina per os instead of the S-1 used in the
Japanese study; induction PIPAC with cisplatin and doxorubicin at the staging laparoscopy; and,
above all, the use of the same protocol as adjuvant treatment in patients submitted to CRS plus
HIPEC, in order to prevent peritoneal recurrence as much as possible. Patients considered for the
study are those with GC according to the last AJCC Classification (including Siewert III tumors)
with synchronous macroscopic PMs (excluding patients with only positive cytology), with the
absence of her2/neu overexpression, and without extraperitoneal metastases.

As shown in Figure 1, according to the design of the study, patients undergo a first
staging laparoscopy combined with PIPAC and ports’ implant after diagnosis. After three
cycles of NIPS, patients undergo a CT scan and restaging laparoscopy, after which those
considered responders or with stable disease and negative peritoneal cytology become
candidates for surgery. Patients considered responders but with positive peritoneal cytol-
ogy are submitted to further NIPS cycles. Patients with progression of the disease leave
the study.
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The inclusion criteria are age between 18 and 70 years; ECOG PS 0–1; PCI < 15 at
staging laparoscopy; patients not previously treated for the current disease; patients with
adequate bone marrow, liver, and renal function; patients able to have an adequate caloric
intake and with life expectancy >3 months; and patients able to give informed written
consent. The exclusion criteria are ascites > 500 mL; distant metastases (liver, lung, brain,
or bone) or paraaortic and/or extraregional lymphatic spread; other cancer diagnoses
in the last 5 years (excluding cutaneous basalioma or preinvasive cervical carcinoma);
and pregnancy or breastfeeding status or other systemic illness preventing inclusion in
the protocol.

8. PIPAC VEROne—A Randomized Multicenter Phase III Trial: Trial Registration
EUDRACT 2021-000830-33; NCT 05303714

This PIPAC VEROne (pressurized intraperitoneal aerosol chemotherapy in multimodal
therapy for patients with oligometastatic peritoneal GC) trial, recently published by some
members of our oncoteam [90], is part of the study of a neoadjuvant treatment modality that
can increase the number of patients who, although suffering from peritoneal metastases,
can benefit from curative surgical treatment. This study, similar to the previous one,
combines systemic neoadjuvant treatment with endoperitoneal neoadjuvant treatment
in the experimental arm and compares it to a control arm of systemic-only neoadjuvant
treatment with FOLFOX as a phase III study.

However, there are major differences between the two studies in terms of both in-
clusion criteria and the methodology of the administration of intraperitoneal neoadju-
vant chemotherapy.

The first difference regarding the inclusion criteria is the inclusion of cases with sim-
ple positive cytology alongside patients with macroscopically evident peritoneal spread,
although limited to a PCI < 6. With the first staging laparoscopy and the following three la-
paroscopic accesses for the execution of PIPAC, which intersperses the systemic chemother-
apy, one arrives, with the restaging laparoscopy required for the final evaluation, at a total
of five laparoscopic accesses. This may lead to a possible localization of the disease in
the abdominal wall for these patients, especially if they are affected by diffuse histotypes
(poorly cohesive subtypes) with a marked peritoneal tropism. Then, with regard to the final
laparoscopic restaging (foreseen only in the experimental arm), it appears rather unusual
how, before proceeding with a possible surgical treatment, the need for the verification of
endoperitoneal cytological negativity is not specified. Of particular interest in the study is
the histopathological evaluation of the response to treatment that can add to the meaning
of an intraoperative PCI, which, especially after neoadjuvant chemotherapy, may not be
particularly reliable. Also of importance is the assessment of the patients’ quality of life
associated with a cost–benefit analysis of the procedure.

9. Conclusions

The peritoneum is a common target of metastatic disease in advanced GC. Despite
an earlier diagnosis commonly obtained by diagnostic laparoscopy, its aggressiveness and
resistance to traditional SC, which remains the current standard of care according to most
international guidelines, leads these patients to a dismal prognosis. An improvement in
outcome could be achieved through advances in the genomic and molecular profiling
of the disease combined with an integrated therapeutic strategy of locoregional and SC.
New modalities of intraperitoneal chemotherapy, such as open or closed hyperthermic
intraperitoneal chemotherapy (HIPEC), intraperitoneal chemotherapy (IPC), and pres-
surized intraperitoneal chemotherapy with aerosol (PIPAC), are currently being used in
various countries, and it is likely that further studies will consider the incorporation of
peritoneal-directed treatment with systemic therapy (Figure 2) [91].
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GCPM. Catheter-based IPC has been evaluated in both adjuvant and neoadjuvant settings in the
management of GCPM. The adjuvant combination of systemic and intraperitoneal chemotherapy
may help downstage PM, allowing for conversion gastrectomy, whereas the role of adjuvant early
postoperative intraperitoneal chemotherapy in the prevention of metachronous PM remains unclear.
HIPEC is most commonly carried out in conjunction with cytoreductive surgery as a potentially
curative strategy in patients with low-volume PM and potential for complete cytoreduction. A poten-
tial role exists for prophylactic HIPEC in patients with GC undergoing gastrectomy to prevent or
reduce metachronous PM recurrence, with ongoing studies currently underway. Studies on PIPAC
have thus far been limited to palliative treatment for patients with PM; the role of PIPAC in the
treatment of GCPM requires further evaluation and is currently limited to the settings of clinical trials.
GCPM—gastric cancer peritoneal metastasis; HIPEC—hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy;
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Jastrzębski, T.; Polkowski, W.; et al. Hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy (HIPEC) in combined treatment of locally
advanced and intraperitonealy disseminated gastric cancer: A retrospective cooperative Central-Eastern European study. Cancer
Med. 2019, 8, 2877–2885. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

61. Lee, T.-Y.; Hsu, C.-H.; Fan, H.-L.; Liao, G.-S.; Chen, T.-W.; Chan, D.-C. Prophylactic hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy
for patients with clinical T4 gastric cancer. Eur. J. Surg. Oncol. 2022, 48, 1972–1979. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Glehen, O.; Passot, G.; Villeneuve, L.; Vaudoyer, D.; Bin-Dorel, S.; Boschetti, G.; Piaton, E.; Garofalo, A. GASTRICHIP: D2
resection and hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy in locally advanced gastric carcinoma: A randomized and multicenter
phase III study. BMC Cancer 2014, 14, 183. [CrossRef]

63. Götze, T.O.; Piso, P.; Lorenzen, S.; Bankstahl, U.S.; Pauligk, C.; Elshafei, M.; Amato, G.; Reim, D.; Bechstein, W.O.; Königsrainer,
A.; et al. Preventive HIPEC in combination with perioperative FLOT versus FLOT alone for resectable diffuse type gastric and
gastroesophageal junction type II/III adenocarcinoma—The phase III “PREVENT”-(FLOT9) trial of the AIO/CAOGI /ACO.
BMC Cancer 2021, 21, 1158. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-010-1183-0
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20585870
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2018.77.8613
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29746229
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.18.01003
https://doi.org/10.1177/15330338211036310
https://doi.org/10.2217/fon-2021-1414
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11605-016-3336-3
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-022-11582-5
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-011-1631-5
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjs/znab200
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2020.11.139
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-022-12312-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2021.05.016
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34001385
https://doi.org/10.18632/oncotarget.10740
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.sla.0000143245.28656.15
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15492562
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2014.03.062
https://doi.org/10.1002/cam4.2204
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31033239
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2022.04.018
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35508455
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2407-14-183
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-021-08872-8


Cancers 2023, 15, 3137 15 of 16

64. Rau, B.; Lang, H.; Königsrainer, A.; Gockel, I.; Rau, H.G.; Seeliger, H.; Lerchenmüller, C.; Reim, D.; Wahba, R.; Angele, M.; et al.
1376O The effect of hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy (HIPEC) upon cytoreductive surgery (CRS) in gastric cancer (GC)
with synchronous peritoneal metastasis (PM): A randomized multicentre phase III trial (GASTRIPEC-I-trial). Ann. Oncol. 2021,
32, S1040. [CrossRef]

65. Van der Kaaij, R.T.; Wassenaar, E.C.E.; Koemans, W.J.; Sikorska, K.; Grootscholten, C.; Los, M.; Huitema, A.; Schellens, J.H.M.;
Veenhof, A.A.F.A.; Hartemink, K.J.; et al. Treatment of peritoneal dissemination in stomach cancer patients with cytoreductive
surgery and hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy (HIPEC): Rationale and design of the PERISCOPE study. JMIR Res.
Protoc. 2017, 6, e136. [CrossRef]

66. Van der Kaaij, R.T.; Wassenaar, E.C.E.; Koemans, W.J.; Sikorska, K.; Grootscholten, C.; Los, M.; Huitema, A.; Schellens, J.H.M.;
Veenhof, A.A.F.A.; Hartemink, K.J.; et al. Treatment of PERItoneal disease in Stomach Cancer with cytOreductive surgery and
hyperthermic intraPEritoneal chemotherapy: PERISCOPE I initial results. Br. J. Surg. 2020, 107, 1520–1528. [CrossRef]

67. Koemans, W.J.; Kaaij, R.T.; Wassenaar, E.C.E.; Boerma, D.; Boot, H.; Sikorska, K.; Los, M.; Grootscholten, C.; Hartemink, K.J.;
Veenhof, A.A.F.A.; et al. Tumor characteristics and clinical outcome of peritoneal metastasis of gastric origin treated with a
hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy procedure in the PERISCOPE I trial. J. Surg. Oncol. 2021, 123, 904–910. [CrossRef]

68. Carneiro, F.; Lauwers, G.Y. Epithelial Tumours of the Stomach. In Morson and Dawson’s Gastrointestinal Pathology 180-222;
Wiley-Blackwell: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2012.

69. Wu, H.; Rusiecki, J.A.; Zhu, K.; Potter, J.; Devesa, S.S. Stomach carcinoma incidence patterns in the United States by histologic
type and anatomic site. Cancer Epidemiol. Biomark. Prev. 2009, 18, 1945–1952. [CrossRef]

70. Kouzu, K.; Tsujimoto, H.; Hiraki, S.; Nomura, S.; Yamamoto, J.; Ueno, H. Diagnostic accuracy of T stage of gastric cancer from the
view point of application of laparoscopic proximal gastrectomy. Mol. Clin. Oncol. 2018, 8, 773–778. [CrossRef]

71. Koemans, W.J.; Van Der Kaaij, R.T.; Boot, H.; Buffart, T.; Veenhof, A.A.F.A.; Hartemink, K.J.; Grootscholten, C.; Snaebjornsson,
P.; Retel, V.P.; Van Tinteren, H.; et al. Cytoreductive surgery and hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy versus palliative
systemic chemotherapy in stomach cancer patients with peritoneal dissemination, the study protocol of a multicentre randomised
controlled trial (PERISCOPE II). BMC Cancer 2019, 19, 420. [CrossRef]

72. Bao, D.; Yang, Z.; Chen, S.; Li, K.; Hu, Y. Construction of a nomogram model for predicting peritoneal dissemination in gastric
cancer based on clinicopathologic features and preoperative serum tumor markers. Front. Oncol. 2022, 12, 844786. [CrossRef]

73. Alyami, M.; Sgarbura, O.; Khomyakov, V.; Horvath, P.; Vizzielli, G.; So, J.; Torrent, J.; Delgadillo, E.X.; Martin, D.; Ceelen, W.; et al.
Standardizing training for Pressurized Intraperitoneal Aerosol Chemotherapy. Eur. J. Surg. Oncol. 2020, 46, 2270–2275. [CrossRef]

74. Alyami, M.; Hübner, M.; Grass, F.; Bakrin, N.; Villeneuve, L.; Laplace, N.; Passot, G.; Glehen, O.; Kepenekian, V. Pressurised
intraperitoneal aerosol chemotherapy: Rationale, evidence, and potential indications. Lancet Oncol. 2019, 20, e368–e377. [CrossRef]

75. Sindayigaya, R.; Dogan, C.; Demtröder, C.R.; Fischer, B.; Karam, E.; Buggisch, J.R.; Tempfer, C.B.; Lecomte, T.; Ouaissi, M.; Giger-
Pabst, U. Clinical outcome for patients managed with low-dose cisplatin and doxorubicin delivered as pressurized intraperitoneal
aerosol chemotherapy for unresectable peritoneal metastases of gastric cancer. Ann. Surg. Oncol. 2022, 29, 112–123. [CrossRef]

76. Alyami, M.; Mercier, F.; Siebert, M.; Bonnot, P.E.; Laplace, N.; Villeneuve, L.; Passot, G.; Glehen, O.; Bakrin, N.; Kepenekian, V.
Unresectable peritoneal metastasis treated by pressurized intraperitoneal aerosol chemotherapy (PIPAC) leading to cytoreductive
surgery and hyperthermic intraperitoneal chemotherapy. Eur. J. Surg. Oncol. 2021, 47, 128–133. [CrossRef]

77. Huang, L.; Jansen, L.; Verhoeven, R.H.; Ruurda, J.P.; Van Eycken, L.; De Schutter, H.; Johansson, J.; Lindblad, M.; Johannesen, T.B.;
Zadnik, V.; et al. Largely varying patterns and trends of primary cancer-directed resection for gastric carcinoma with synchronous
distant metastasis in Europe and the US: A population-based study calling for further standardization of care. Ther. Adv. Med.
Oncol. 2021, 13, 17588359211027836. [CrossRef]

78. Berger, Y.; Giurcanu, M.; Vining, C.C.; Schuitevoerder, D.; Posner, M.C.; Roggin, K.K.; Polite, B.N.; Liao, C.-Y.; Eng, O.S.; Catenacci,
D.V.T.; et al. Cytoreductive surgery for selected patients whose metastatic gastric cancer was treated with systemic chemotherapy.
Ann. Surg. Oncol. 2021, 28, 4433–4443. [CrossRef]

79. Nohria, A.; Kaslow, S.R.; Hani, L.; He, Y.; Sacks, G.D.; Berman, R.S.; Lee, A.Y.; Correa-Gallego, C. Outcomes after surgical
palliation of patients with gastric cancer. J. Surg. Res. 2022, 279, 304–311. [CrossRef]

80. Davis, J.A.; Cui, Z.L.; Ghias, M.; Li, X.; Goodloe, R.; Wang, C.; Liepa, A.M.; Hess, L.M. Treatment heterogeneity and overall survival
in patients with advanced/metastatic gastric or gastroesophageal junction adenocarcinoma in the United States. J. Gastrointest.
Oncol. 2022, 13, 949–957. [CrossRef]

81. Yoshida, K.; Yasufuku, I.; Terashima, M.; Rha, S.Y.; Bae, J.M.; Li, G.; Katai, H.; Watanabe, M.; Seto, Y.; Noh, S.H.; et al. International
retrospective cohort study of conversion therapy for stage IV Gastric Cancer 1 (CONVO-GC-1). Ann. Gastroenterol. Surg. 2022,
6, 227–240. [CrossRef]

82. Yoshida, K.; Yamaguchi, K.; Okumura, N.; Tanahashi, T.; Kodera, Y. Is conversion therapy possible in stage IV gastric cancer: The
proposal of new biological categories of classification. Gastric Cancer 2016, 19, 329–338. [CrossRef]

83. Li, Z.; Guan, G.; Liu, Z.; Li, J.; Ying, X.; Shan, F.; Li, Z. Predicting peritoneal carcinomatosis of gastric cancer: A simple model to
exempt low-risk patients from unnecessary staging laparoscopy. Front. Surg. 2022, 9, 916001. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

84. Solaini, L.; Bencivenga, M.; D’Ignazio, A.; Milone, M.; Marino, E.; De Pascale, S.; Rosa, F.; Sacco, M.; Romario, U.F.; Graziosi, L.;
et al. Which gastric cancer patients could benefit from staging laparoscopy? A GIRCG multicenter cohort study. Eur. J. Surg.
Oncol. 2022, 48, 1778–1784. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annonc.2021.08.1485
https://doi.org/10.2196/resprot.7790
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.11588
https://doi.org/10.1002/jso.26366
https://doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-09-0250
https://doi.org/10.3892/mco.2018.1616
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-019-5640-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fonc.2022.844786
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2020.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(19)30318-3
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-021-10860-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2019.06.028
https://doi.org/10.1177/17588359211027837
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-020-09475-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2022.06.018
https://doi.org/10.21037/jgo-21-890
https://doi.org/10.1002/ags3.12515
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10120-015-0575-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsurg.2022.916001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35937608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2022.01.020
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35101316


Cancers 2023, 15, 3137 16 of 16
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