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Patient characteristics
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Median age (years, range)

Disease risk

Previous autologous
Previous allogeneic
Primary refractcry disease

Disease status
CR
PR
PD

HCT-CI
0-1
2-3
4-5

Donor relationship
Offspring

Sibling

Parent

Conditionirg regimen
NMAC

RIC

CWMV serostatus (D/R)
veg/neg
neg/pos
pos/neg
pos/pos

Stem cells source
PBSC
BM

Median follow up (months)

65 (35-71)
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4 (20%)

6 (30%)
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7 (35%)

15 (75%)
5 (25%)
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Results after haplo: GV.I:zléf)
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<umulative incidence

Results after haplo: NRM
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Results after haplo: relapse
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Results after haplo: OS and*PFS
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Haplo vs MRD/MUD
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Disease risk
Previous autologous
Previous allogeneaic
Failure PBSC mobilization
Primary ref;actory disease

Disease status

Kl sibling O
v MUD
Haploidentical
Conditioning regimen
NMAC
RIC

Stem cel's source

Median follow up
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Median age (years, range) M 65 (35-71)
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20 (100%)
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Haplo vs MRD/MUD .
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Cl 100 day aGVHD graue 2-4 (95% Cl) 5%523 -65) 35% (15- 56)

Cl 2 years cGVHD (5% CI) @%% (9-45)  11% (2&@0)
3 years OS (95% CI) 54% (30-73) 71f>/@<i“43 -77)

3 years PFS (95% ClI) . 54% (31-73) }S% (47-88)
3 years Clielapse (95% ClI) 5% (O- 21)@ & 11% (2-29)
1years GRFS (95% Cl) 55% 31- 7«’5‘3 68% (42-84)
3years NRM (95% CI) 41% g@g 62) 16% (4-36)
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Conclusions &
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Allo-SCT from haplou;iaéntlcal donor usy?g PT Cy platform
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However, this |s@<a retrospectlve ag@‘alyss with few patients



