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Figure S1. Survival data according to number of FLs. PFS (A) and OS (B) of patients enrolled in TT4 and 6 by 0 FLs,

1-3 FLs, and >3 FLs.
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Figure S2. PFS (A) and OS (B) from post-first transplant. A significant difference was observed in PFS for patients
with no FL at baseline and no FL after first transplant compared to those with lesions present at this timepoint (p =
0.0035). A significant difference was also observed in PFS for patients with resolution of FL compared to those with
lesions present (p = 0.0070). PFS (C) and OS (D) from maintenance. A significant difference was observed in OS for
patients with no FL at baseline and no FL at maintenance compared to those with lesions present at this timepoint (p =
0.0020). A significant difference was also observed in OS for patients with no resolution of FL compared to those with
lesions present (p = 0.0187).
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Figure S3. Survival data according to GEP risk status and FLs. PFS (A) and OS (B) of GEP70 low risk patients
enrolled on TT4 and 6 by 0 FLs, 1-3 FLs, and >3 FLs. PFS (C) and OS (D) of GEP70 high risk patients enrolled on
TT5+6 by 0 FLs, 1-3 FLs, and >3 FLs.
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Figure S4. Survival status according to GEP risk status and FLs at day 7. PFS (A) and OS (B) for GEP70 low risk
patients with O FLs, enrolled on TT4 and 6 by baseline and day 7. PFS (C) and OS (D) for High Risk patients with O
FLs, enrolled on TT5+6 by baseline and Day 7.
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Figure S5. Survival status according to GEP risk status and FLs at the end of consolidation. PFS for GEP70 low
risk (A) and GEP70 high risk (B) for patients with 0 FLs, enrolled on TT4 and 6 by baseline and end of induction.



