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Abstract

Introduction

Checkpoint inhibitor treatment has proven successful for advanced melanoma. However, a
significant fraction of patients does not experience benefit from this treatment, that is also
associated with potentially severe toxicity and high costs. Previous research has not yet
resulted in adequate biomarkers that can predict treatment outcomes. The present work is
the first to investigate the value of deep learning on computed tomography (CT) imaging of
melanoma lesions for predicting checkpoint inhibitor treatment outcomes in advanced
melanoma.

Methods

Adult patients that were treated with first line anti-PD1 + anti-CTLA4 therapy for unresectable
stage IlIC or stage IV melanoma were retrospectively identified from ten participating
centers. Up to five representative lesions were segmented volumetrically on baseline CT; a
deep learning model (DLM) was trained on the corresponding volumes to predict clinical
benefit, defined as stable disease for a minimum of six months, or response at any time
during follow-up. Optimal hyperparameters and model types (Densenet, Efficientnet,
Squeeze-Excitation ResNet, ResNeXt) were iteratively explored. The DLM was compared to
a model of previously identified clinical predictors (presence of liver and brain metastasis,
level of lactate dehydrogenase, performance status and number of affected organs), and a
combination model consisting of both clinical predictors and the DLM.

Results

A total of 730 eligible patients with 2722 lesions were included. Rate of clinical benefit was
59.6%. The selected deep learning model was a Squeeze-Excitation ResNet with random
initialization, trained with the Adam optimizer. The DLM reached an area under the receiver
operating characteristic (AUROC) of 0.607 [95% CI 0.565 — 0.648]. In comparison, a model
of clinical predictors reached an AUROC of 0.635 [95% CI 0.592 — 0.678]. The combination
model reached an AUROC of 0.635 [95% CI 0.595 — 0.676]. None of the differences in
AUROC were statistically significant. The output of the DLM was significantly correlated with
four of the five input variables of the clinical model.

Discussion

Although the DLM reached a statistically significant discriminative value, it was unable to
improve over previously identified clinical predictors. The most likely cause is that the DLM
learns to detect a lesion’s size and organ location, which is information that is already
present in the clinical model. Given the substantial sample size and extensive
hyperparameter optimization, this indicates that the predictive value of CT imaging of lesions
for checkpoint inhibitor response in melanoma is likely limited. The present work shows that
the assessment over known clinical predictors is an essential step for imaging-based
prediction and brings important nuance to the almost exclusively positive findings in this
field.
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Introduction

Checkpoint inhibitors have revolutionized the treatment of advanced melanoma. The
real-world 1-year overall survival of patients treated with anti-PD1 therapy is 67% [1], which
is in stark contrast to the 1-year overall survival of 25% in phase Il trials up to 2007 [2].

However, still a significant fraction of patients does not respond to this treatment, that
is also associated with potentially severe toxicity and high costs. Approximately 40-
50% of patients experience disease progression despite treatment, and subsequently derive
little benefit in terms of survival [1,3]. Furthermore, checkpoint inhibition treatment is
expensive, with estimates of additional costs of up to 81,000 US dollars per quality adjusted
life year [4,5]. Lastly, severe and partly irreversible toxicity occurs in as much as 60% of
patients treated with anti-PD1 + anti-CTLA4 combination therapy [6].

Therefore, accurate prediction at baseline of treatment outcomes is necessary. If non-
responders can be identified with high certainty before start of treatment, alternative
therapies can be started without delay in these patients. Furthermore, needless costs and
toxic effects can be prevented.

However, current biomarkers are not accurate enough to guide treatment decisions.
Previous research has identified several significant predictors of treatment outcomes, such
as levels of lactate dehydrogenase, presence of liver and brain metastases, performance
status and level of tumoral PD-L1 expression [7,8]. These biomarkers, however, have not
reached the degree of accuracy that is necessary to adequately guide treatment decisions.
Patients without PD-L1 expression, for instance, may still respond to therapy, even though
this protein is the very target of anti-PD1 therapy [8]. This underlines the need for further
research into accurate predictive biomarkers.

CT imaging of tumor lesions may be used as a biomarker in two ways: through
handcrafted radiomics and through deep learning. In a handcrafted radiomics approach,
predefined features that reflect shape and texture are calculated on a volume of interest.
These features are subsequently used to train a model that can classify the lesion as, for
instance, having a certain mutation or responding to a treatment [9]. In contrast, a deep
learning approach skips the step of extracting manually predefined features and trains a
model directly on the raw image as an input [10]. This approach has the advantage that it is
not limited by the chosen features in what it can learn; instead, relevant features are learned
during training in such a way that the predictive performance of the model is optimized. A
potential downside is that usually a larger dataset is needed for adequate performance
compared with a handcrafted radiomics approach. For both methods, the underlying
hypothesis is that features visible on imaging reflect the tumor's phenotype and may
therefore also correlate to clinically relevant characteristics and biological behavior of the
tumor.

Thus far, deep learning on CT imaging of lesions has not been investigated for
predicting checkpoint inhibitor treatment outcomes in melanoma patients. Previous
studies have investigated the use of deep learning on CT imaging for this purpose in other
malignancies, namely non-small cell lung carcinoma (NSCLC) [11-14] and urothelial
carcinoma [15,16], with positive findings. For melanoma, only handcrafted radiomics have
been investigated thus far [17-20]. Initial findings by other smaller, single-center studies
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were promising, but our recent study of 620 patients from nine different centers showed
different results: although the radiomics model had some value in predicting ICI treatment
outcomes, it did not outperform a model based on clinical characteristics [20]. Deep learning
may improve the performance over handcrafted radiomics as it is not limited by the choice of
predefined features. This hypothesis remains to be experimentally verified, as studies
comparing handcrafted radiomics to deep learning for other tasks show conflicting results
[21-24].

The aim of this work was to determine the added value of deep learning on baseline
CT imaging of lesions over clinical predictors for predicting first-line checkpoint
inhibitor treatment outcomes in patients with advanced cutaneous melanoma. We
have collected and curated a multi-center dataset of baseline CT imaging of these patients
specifically for this purpose. With a sample size of 716 patients and 2722 lesions, this
dataset is currently the largest of its kind in melanoma, and among the largest in all cancer
types for imaging-based prediction of checkpoint inhibitor treatment outcomes [25].

Methods

Patient selection

Eligible patients were retrospectively identified from 10 participating centers (Amphia
Ziekenhuis, Isala Zwolle, LUMC, Maxima MC, Medisch Spectrum Twente, Radboudumc,
UMC Groningen, UMC Utrecht, Amsterdam UMC, Zuyderland MC) using prospectively
collected high-quality registry data. With the exception of the UMC Groningen, this is the
same population as in a previous work, which investigated handcrafted radiomics for the
same purpose [20]. Patients were eligible if they were (i) treated for unresectable stage IlIC
or IV cutaneous melanoma (ii) using first-line anti-PD1 + anti-CTLA4 checkpoint inhibition (iii)
on or after 1-1-2016 and (iv) were over 18 years of age at the start of treatment. Exclusion
criteria were (i) unavailability of baseline contrast-enhanced CT imaging and (ii) absence of
eligible lesions on CT.

ROI selection and preprocessing

Up to five lesions per patient were selected and manually segmented by authors LSM and
IAJD under supervision of board-certified radiologists with 17 and 18 years of experience (PJ
and TL, respectively). First, the five largest lesions were segmented with a maximum of two
lesions per organ. Then, if fewer than five lesions had been segmented but more lesions
remained, the largest remaining lesions were segmented up to a maximum of five. For
example: in a patient with five large lung lesions and one small liver lesion, the two largest
lung lesions and single liver lesion are segmented first. Then, the two largest remaining lung
lesions are segmented, resulting in a total of five segmented lesions. Regions of interest
(ROI) were extracted as cubes centered on the centroid of the segmentation. During training
and validation steps, the data was augmented through random rotation around all spatial
axes and addition of Gaussian noise.

Outcome definition

The primary outcome was clinical benefit, defined as a best overall response of ‘stable
disease’ for a minimum of six months, or ‘partial response’ or ‘complete response’, as
determined by the treating physician in line with RECIST 1.1 criteria [26]. The secondary
outcome was objective response, defined as a best overall response of ‘partial response’ or
‘complete response’. In addition, lesion outcomes were determined based on maximum
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diameter measurements at baseline, 3, 6 and 9 months. If the maximum diameter at the last
available measurement exceeded 120% of the original maximum diameter, the lesion was
labeled as ‘no benefit’, and otherwise as ‘benefit’. Similarly, lesions were labeled as
‘response’ or ‘no response’ using a 70% cut-off. Both cut-offs were chosen in line with the
RECIST 1.1 criteria for determining patient response.

Model selection and hyperparameter selection

To arrive at a well-optimized model, a range of options for certain design choices (so-called
‘hyperparameters’) were systematically explored. These hyperparameters included, among
others, model architecture, learning rate and choice of optimizer. For model architectures,
considered options were ResNet [27], Squeeze-Excitation ResNet [28], EfficientNet [29] and
ResNeXt [30]. A full list of all hyperparameters along with possible values is supplied in
Supplementary Table 1. To efficiently explore the vast space of possible hyperparameter
combinations, an iterative process was used. In every iteration, a small number of
hyperparameters were investigated using a random search strategy and a randomly chosen
fixed train-validation split. The values with the highest validation area under the receiver
operating characteristic (AUROC) for predicting patient level outcomes were subsequently
fixed. This process was repeated until optimal values were selected for all hyperparameters.
An iteration was continued for a maximum of 100 epochs, with early stopping after 10
epochs of no improvement of the patient level area under the curve (AUC) on the validation
set.

Model training and evaluation

The selected configuration of model and hyperparameters was evaluated using a nested
cross validation. The inner loop was conducted in a 5-fold cross validation. In every fold,
80% of the patients made up the training data; the remaining 20% was used as a validation
set for monitoring training and early stopping. Repeating this process in all five folds resulted
in five trained models, which were used in an ensemble: a combined model that averages
the predictions of the five models per lesion. The outer loop was conducted in a leave-one-
center-out manner and was used to evaluate the performance of the ensemble on an
independent test set.

During training, the model was optimized to predict the lesion level outcome based on the
ROI of the corresponding lesion. During inference, these lesion level predictions were
aggregated to a patient level by taking the minimum, mean or maximum of all predictions for
a single patient. The choice for minimum, mean or maximum was also considered a
hyperparameter. For predicting patient clinical benefit, lesion benefit was used as the lesion
level label; for predicting patient objective response, lesion response was used as the lesion
level label. Lesions with unavailable lesion level outcomes could not be used during training;
these lesions were used during inference, however, as only patient level outcomes were
necessary at this stage.

The model was compared to a previously published clinical model [20] and a combination
model of both the deep learning model and clinical model. The clinical model was a logistic
regression based on four variables which were previously shown to be significant predictors
of checkpoint inhibitor treatment outcomes in patients with advanced melanoma [1,7,31].
These predictors were presence of (i) liver and (ii) (a)symptomatic brain metastases, (iii)
Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group (ECOG) performance status and (iv) levels of lactate
dehydrogenase (LDH). Further details of the clinical and combination model are available in
the Supplementary Methods.

Statistical analysis
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Model calibration was assessed using calibration curves and Hosmer-Lemeshow test. Model
discrimination was assessed using the receiver-operator characteristics (ROC) curve and
corresponding AUC; 95% confidence intervals were calculated using the cvAUC R package
[32]. Methods for comparing cross validated AUCs are described in the Supplementary
Methods. The learned representation of the deep learning model was visualized using a two-
dimensional t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE).

Adherence to quality standards

After review by the Medical Ethics Committee, this study was deemed not subject to the
Medical Research Involving Human Subjects Act in accordance with Dutch regulations.
Informed consent was waived.

Results
Patient characteristics

Out of 1347 eligible patients, 617 patients were excluded, resulting in 730 included patients
with 2722 lesions; most exclusions were due to the availability of only a low-dose CT from a
combined FDG-PET scan, instead of a diagnostic CT scan (Figure 1). 59.6% of 730 patients
had clinical benefit (435 patients); the objective response rate was 51.1% (373 patients).
Outcomes for individual lesions were available in 2128 lesions (78.2%); 21.8% of lesion
outcomes were unavailable due to local regulations in one hospital (12.0%, 327 lesions), due
to death or clinical progression before the first follow-up moment (7.4%, 202 lesions), due to
the lesion falling outside the field-of-view of the scan (0.8%, 21 lesions) or due to technical
problems (1.6%, 44 lesions); availability of lesion outcomes at 3, 6 and 9 months is shown in
Supplementary Table 2. Among lesions with available outcomes, the rate of benefit was
79.7%; the lesion response rate was 55.2%. Characteristics of included and excluded
patients are displayed in Table 1 and Supplementary Table 3. Included patients had on
average more advanced disease than excluded patients. Acquisition parameters and patient
characteristics per center and subgroup are shown in Supplementary Tables 4-6.

Hyperparameter selection

Ten iterations of preliminary experiments were performed; the results are available online
through Supplementary Table 6. Based on these experiments, the model architecture was
set to the Squeeze-Excitation ResNet50 [28] model with 3-dimensional input and random
initial parameters; the function for aggregating predictions of all lesions belonging to one
patient was selected to be ‘minimum’. The Adam optimizer was used with a cosine annealing
learning rate scheduler. Other hyperparameters are listed in Supplementary Table 1.

Treatment outcome prediction

The deep learning model achieved a leave-one-center-out cross-validated AUROC of 0.607
[95% CIl 0.565-0.648] for predicting clinical benefit. In comparison, the clinical model
achieved an AUROC of 0.635 [95% CI 0.592-0.678], and the combination model an AUROC
of 0.635 [95% CI 0.595-0.676]. Differences in AUROC between the clinical and combination
model were not statistically significant (Supplementary Figures 3). There was no evidence of
poor fit in the three models (Hosmer-Lemeshow p > 0.113). The 95% interval of predicted
probabilities was 0.51-0.63 for the deep learning model, 0.28-0.77 for the clinical model and
0.49-0.72 for the combination model. Results were similar for prediction of objective
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response (Supplementary Figure 4 and 5), and in treatment subgroups (Supplementary
Figure 6 — 9).

Interpretability analysis

Figure 5 shows the t-SNE embedding of the final layer of one of the fitted models (outer fold
‘Amsterdam UMC’, inner fold 3). The t-SNE analysis shows that the deep learning model
learns to detect a lesion’s organ location (Figure 5A). Especially for liver and lung lesions,
the predicted probability of lesion benefit is lower and higher, respectively (Figure 5D).
However, there is a large overlap between benefitting and non-benefitting lesions (Figure
5B). Supplementary Figures 11 and 12 show the same analysis for different outer and inner
folds. In line with these findings, Figure 6 shows that the patient level predictions of the deep
learning model are significantly correlated with four out of five of the clinical predictors
(Kruskal-Wallis p < 0.020). Furthermore, lesion level predictions are weakly but significantly
correlated with lesion volume (r = -0.28, p < 0.0001).

Discussion

A deep learning model on CT imaging of lesions had a significant but clinically limited
predictive value for predicting response to checkpoint inhibitors in patients with
advanced melanoma. Despite the substantial dataset size and extensive hyperparameter
tuning, the achieved level of discrimination was limited. This result, combined with earlier
findings on handcrafted radiomics, indicates that CT imaging of melanoma lesions at
baseline holds limited information about treatment outcomes. Other studies have
demonstrated that using on-treatment scans vyields substantially better predictive
performance, but on-treatment prediction is clinically far less relevant: most toxicity occurs in
the first three months [33], and conventional follow-up measurements can already accurately
predict long-term outcomes [34].

Addition of this deep learning model to clinical predictors did not improve predictive
value. The difference in discrimination between both models was marginal. This was despite
the large sample size and the cross-validation setup, which leverages every patient for
independent validation. Furthermore, the range of predicted probabilities was wider for the
clinical model.

This overlap in predictive value is likely to stem from the fact that the deep learning
model learns information which is already encoded in the clinical model. The most
plausible explanation is that the model encodes a lesion’s size and organ location, which
may subsequently be correlated with stage and tumor load and therefore LDH, ECOG
performance status and number of affected organs. This is in line with our earlier findings
using a handcrafted radiomics approach [20].

The present work has important implications for future research. First, the overlap in
predictive information between the clinical and deep learning model shows that it is essential
to assess the added value of an imaging-based model over known predictors. In practice,
however, this is rarely done [25]. Second, the present work suggests that previous results on
imaging-based prediction of checkpoint inhibitor outcomes may be overoptimistic. Published
results are almost exclusively positive, but humerous concerns exist regarding study size
and quality [25]. The fact that these positive results are not confirmed in a large, multicenter
dataset curated specifically for this purpose nuances this optimism.
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The strengths of the present work are the large sample size and multicenter design.
The training of deep learning models requires a substantial dataset size due to the large
number of trainable parameters. To our knowledge, we have collected the largest dataset to
date. Furthermore, the multicenter design allows for the evaluation of the generalizability of
the model to new centers, which was a limitation of most previous studies. This, in
combination with the cross-validation setup, adds significantly to the strength of the
presented analysis.

This study has two potential limitations. First, a large group of patients was excluded due
to unavailability of a contrast-enhanced baseline CT scan. Our hypothesis for the small
difference in disease stage between in- and excluded patients is that patients with more
advanced disease are more likely to present to medical oncology directly, instead of being
referred after an FDG-PET CT scan has been performed. The risk of selection bias is limited
however, as absolute differences in characteristics between in- and excluded patients are
small. Second, performance of the deep learning model could in theory improve with the
inclusion of more than five lesions per patient. However, we believe this is unlikely to change
the conclusion, as a sensitivity analysis in a subset of the data did not show a difference in
performance when more lesions were included. Furthermore, more than half of patients have
at most five lesions.

In conclusion, a deep learning model based on baseline CT imaging of melanoma
lesions had limited value for predicting checkpoint inhibitor treatment outcomes.
Furthermore, this approach was unable to add information over a clinical model. The
predictive value of the deep learning model was very comparable to a radiomics model,
indicating that the predefined features of a handcrafted radiomics approach are not the
limiting factor. Instead, the limited predictive power suggests a lack of predictive information
regarding checkpoint inhibitor response in the single-energy CT images of melanoma
lesions. Future research may investigate spectral CT imaging, or body composition metrics
extracted from baseline CT imaging. Furthermore, research in other modalities remains
necessary to move towards accurate baseline predictions of treatment response.

Funding

This research was funded by The Netherlands Organization for Health Research and
Development (ZonMW, project number 848101007) and Philips Healthcare.

Conflict of interest statement

AvdE has advisory relationships with Bristol-Myers Squibb, MSD Oncology, Amgen, Roche,
Novartis, Sanofi, Pfizer, Ipsen, Merck, Pierre Fabre and has received research study grants
not related to this paper from Sanofi, Bristol-Myers Squibb, TEVA, Idera and has received
travel expenses MSD Oncology, Roche, Pfizer, Sanofi, Pierre Fabre and has received
speaker honoraria from BMS and Novartis.

JdG has consultancy/advisory relationships with Bristol Myers Squibb, Pierre Fabre, Servier,
MSD, Novartis.

PJ has a research collaboration with Philips Healthcare and Vifor Pharma.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133; this version posted July 27, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

MBS has consultancy/advisory relationships with Pierre Fabre, MSD and Novartis, none
related to current work and paid to institute.

EK has consultancy/advisory relationships with Bristol Myers Squibb, Novartis, Merck, Pierre
Fabre, Lilly, Bayer, EISAI and Ipsen paid to the institute, and received research grants not
related to this paper from Bristol Myers Squibb, Delcath, Novartis and Pierre Fabre.

PD has consultancy/advisory relationships with Paige, Pantarei and Samantree paid to the
institution and research grants from Pfizer, none related to current work and paid to institute.

KS has advisory relationships with Bristol Myers Squibb, Novartis, MSD, Pierre Fabre,
AbbVie, Sairopsa and received honoraria from Novartis and MSD and research funding from
Bristol Myers Squibb, TigaTx and Philips.

TL has received research funding from Philips.

GH consultancy/advisory relationships with Amgen, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Roche, MSD,
Pfizer, Novartis, Sanofi, Pierre Fabre and has received research grants from Bristol-Myers
Squibb, Seerave. All payments to the Institution.

HW received honoraria from Merck, Astellas, Roche and travel expenses from Ipsen and
Astellas

All remaining authors have declared no conflicts of interest.

References

[1]  van Zeijl MCT, Haanen JBAG, Wouters MWJM, de Wreede LC, Jochems A, Aarts MJB, et al. Real-world
Outcomes of First-line Anti-PD-1 Therapy for Advanced Melanoma: A Nationwide Population-based Study.
J Immunother 2020;43:256-64. https://doi.org/10.1097/CJI1.0000000000000334.

[2] Korn EL, Liu P-Y, Lee SJ, Chapman J-AW, Niedzwiecki D, Suman VJ, et al. Meta-Analysis of Phase I
Cooperative Group Trials in Metastatic Stage IV Melanoma to Determine Progression-Free and Overall
Survival Benchmarks for Future Phase Il Trials. J Clin Oncol 2008;26:527—-34.
https://doi.org/10.1200/3JC0.2007.12.7837.

[8] Asher N, Ben-Betzalel G, Lev-Ari S, Shapira-Frommer R, Steinberg-Silman Y, Gochman N, et al. Real
World Outcomes of Ipilimumab and Nivolumab in Patients with Metastatic Melanoma. Cancers
2020;12:2329. https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers12082329.

[4] Leeneman B, Uyl-de Groot CA, Aarts MJB, van Akkooi ACJ, van den Berkmortel FWPJ, van den Eertwegh
AJM, et al. Healthcare Costs of Metastatic Cutaneous Melanoma in the Era of Immunotherapeutic and
Targeted Drugs. Cancers 2020;12:E1003. https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers12041003.

[5] VermaV, Sprave T, Haque W, Simone CB, Chang JY, Welsh JW, et al. A systematic review of the cost
and cost-effectiveness studies of immune checkpoint inhibitors. J Immunother Cancer 2018;6:128.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40425-018-0442-7.

[6] Wolchok JD, Chiarion-Sileni V, Gonzalez R, Grob J-J, Rutkowski P, Lao CD, et al. Long-Term Outcomes
With Nivolumab Plus Ipilimumab or Nivolumab Alone Versus Ipilimumab in Patients With Advanced
Melanoma. J Clin Oncol 2022;40:127-37. https://doi.org/10.1200/jc0.21.02229.

[71  Silva IP da, Ahmed T, McQuade JL, Nebhan CA, Park JJ, Versluis JM, et al. Clinical Models to Define
Response and Survival With Anti—-PD-1 Antibodies Alone or Combined With Ipilimumab in Metastatic
Melanoma. J Clin Oncol 2022. https://doi.org/10.1200/JC0.21.01701.

[8] Morrison C, Pabla S, Conroy JM, Nesline MK, Glenn ST, Dressman D, et al. Predicting response to
checkpoint inhibitors in melanoma beyond PD-L1 and mutational burden. J Immunother Cancer 2018;6:32.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40425-018-0344-8.

[9] Gillies RJ, Kinahan PE, Hricak H. Radiomics: Images Are More than Pictures, They Are Data. Radiology
2016;278:563-77. https://doi.org/10.1148/radiol.2015151169.

[10] Afshar P, Mohammadi A, Plataniotis KN, Oikonomou A, Benali H. From Handcrafted to Deep-Learning-
Based Cancer Radiomics: Challenges and Opportunities. IEEE Signal Process Mag 2019;36:132—60.
https://doi.org/10.1109/MSP.2019.2900993.

[11] Park C, Na KJ, Choi H, Ock C-Y, Ha S, Kim M, et al. Tumor immune profiles noninvasively estimated by
FDG PET with deep learning correlate with immunotherapy response in lung adenocarcinoma.
Theranostics 2020;10:10838-48. https://doi.org/10.7150/thno.50283.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133; this version posted July 27, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

(12]

(13]

(14]

(18]

(16]

(17]

(18]

(19]

(20]

(21]

(22]

(23]

(24]

(29]

(26]

[27]
(28]
[29]

(30]

(31]

(32]

(33]

(34]

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

He B, Dong D, She Y, Zhou C, Fang M, Zhu Y, et al. Predicting response to immunotherapy in advanced
non-small-cell lung cancer using tumor mutational burden radiomic biomarker. J Immunother Cancer
2020;8. https://doi.org/10.1136/jitc-2020-000550.

Mu W, Jiang L, Zhang JY, Shi Y, Gray JE, Tunali I, et al. Non-invasive decision support for NSCLC
treatment using PET/CT radiomics. Nat Commun 2020;11. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19116-X.
Tian P, He B, Mu W, Liu K, Liu L, Zeng H, et al. Assessing PD-L1 expression in non-small cell lung cancer
and predicting responses to immune checkpoint inhibitors using deep learning on computed tomography
images. Theranostics 2021;11:2098-107. https://doi.org/10.7150/thno.48027.

Rundo F, Bersanelli M, Urzia V, Friedlaender A, Cantale O, Calcara G, et al. Three-Dimensional Deep
Noninvasive Radiomics for the Prediction of Disease Control in Patients With Metastatic Urothelial
Carcinoma treated With Immunotherapy. Clin Genitourin Cancer 2021;19:396-404.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clgc.2021.03.012.

Rundo F, Banna GL, Prezzavento L, Trenta F, Conoci S, Battiato S. 3D Non-Local Neural Network: A Non-
Invasive Biomarker for Immunotherapy Treatment Outcome Prediction. Case-Study: Metastatic Urothelial
Carcinoma. J Imaging 2020;6. https://doi.org/10.3390/jimaging6120133.

Trebeschi S, Drago SG, Birkbak NJ, Kurilova I, Calin AM, Delli Pizzi A, et al. Predicting response to cancer
immunotherapy using noninvasive radiomic biomarkers. Ann Oncol Off J Eur Soc Med Oncol
2019;30:998-1004. https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdz108.

Brendlin AS, Peisen F, Almansour H, Afat S, Eigentler T, Amaral T, et al. A Machine learning model trained
on dual-energy CT radiomics significantly improves immunotherapy response prediction for patients with
stage IV melanoma. J Immunother Cancer 2021;9. https://doi.org/10.1136/jitc-2021-003261.

Peisen F, Hansch A, Hering A, Brendlin AS, Afat S, Nikolaou K, et al. Combination of Whole-Body
Baseline CT Radiomics and Clinical Parameters to Predict Response and Survival in a Stage-IV
Melanoma Cohort Undergoing Immunotherapy. Cancers 2022;14:2992.
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers14122992.

Maat LS ter, Duin I1AJ van, Elias SG, Leiner T, Verhoeff JJC, Atz ER a. N, et al. CT radiomics to predict
checkpoint inhibitors treatment outcomes in patients with advanced cutaneous melanoma
2022:2022.12.19.22283574. https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.19.22283574.

Xia X, Gong J, Hao W, Yang T, Lin Y, Wang S, et al. Comparison and Fusion of Deep Learning and
Radiomics Features of Ground-Glass Nodules to Predict the Invasiveness Risk of Stage-I Lung
Adenocarcinomas in CT Scan. Front Oncol 2020;10.

Fradet G, Ayde R, Bottois H, El Harchaoui M, Khaled W, Drapé J-L, et al. Prediction of lipomatous soft
tissue malignancy on MRI: comparison between machine learning applied to radiomics and deep learning.
Eur Radiol Exp 2022;6:41. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41747-022-00295-9.

Li X, Yang L, Jiao X. Comparison of Traditional Radiomics, Deep Learning Radiomics and Fusion Methods
for Axillary Lymph Node Metastasis Prediction in Breast Cancer. Acad Radiol 2022.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acra.2022.10.015.

Castillo T. JM, Arif M, Starmans MPA, Niessen WJ, Bangma CH, Schoots IG, et al. Classification of
Clinically Significant Prostate Cancer on Multi-Parametric MRI: A Validation Study Comparing Deep
Learning and Radiomics. Cancers 2022;14:12. https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers14010012.

ter Maat LS, van Duin IAJ, Elias SG, van Diest PJ, Pluim JPW, Verhoeff JJC, et al. Imaging to predict
checkpoint inhibitor outcomes in cancer. A systematic review. Eur J Cancer 2022;175:60-76.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2022.07.034.

Eisenhauer EA, Therasse P, Bogaerts J, Schwartz LH, Sargent D, Ford R, et al. New response evaluation
criteria in solid tumours: Revised RECIST guideline (version 1.1). Eur J Cancer 2009;45:228-47.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2008.10.026.

He K, Zhang X, Ren S, Sun J. Deep Residual Learning for Image Recognition, 2016, p. 770-8.

Hu J, Shen L, Sun G. Squeeze-and-Excitation Networks, 2018, p. 7132-41.

Tan M, Le Q. EfficientNet: Rethinking Model Scaling for Convolutional Neural Networks. Proc. 36th Int.
Conf. Mach. Learn., PMLR; 2019, p. 6105-14.

Xie S, Girshick R, Dollar P, Tu Z, He K. Aggregated Residual Transformations for Deep Neural Networks,
2017, p. 1492-500.

van Zeijl MCT, de Wreede LC, van den Eertwegh AJM, Wouters MWJM, Jochems A, Schouwenburg MG,
et al. Survival outcomes of patients with advanced melanoma from 2013 to 2017: Results of a nationwide
population-based registry. Eur J Cancer 2021;144:242-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2020.11.028.
LeDell E, Petersen M, van der Laan M. Computationally efficient confidence intervals for cross-validated
area under the ROC curve estimates. Electron J Stat 2015;9:1583-607. https://doi.org/10.1214/15-
EJS1035.

Larkin J, Chiarion-Sileni V, Gonzalez R, Grob J-J, Rutkowski P, Lao CD, et al. Five-Year Survival with
Combined Nivolumab and Ipilimumab in Advanced Melanoma. N Engl J Med 2019;381:1535-46.
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM0a1910836.

Robert C, Long GV, Brady B, Dutriaux C, Giacomo AMD, Mortier L, et al. Five-Year Outcomes With
Nivolumab in Patients With Wild-Type BRAF Advanced Melanoma. J Clin Oncol 2020.
https://doi.org/10.1200/JC0.20.00995.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133; this version posted July 27, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.25.23293133; this version posted July 27, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 1 Characteristics of included patients

n 730
Age, median [Q1,Q3] 68.0 [58.0,75.0]
Female 285 (39.0)
Sex, n (%)
Male 445 (61.0)
Anti-PD1 458 (62.7)
Therapy, n (%)
Ipilimumab & Nivolumab 272 (37.3)
lnc 28 (3.8)
IV Mla 56 (7.7)
IV M1b 114 (15.6)
Stage, n (%)
IV Mic 344 (47.1)
IV M1d 182 (24.9)
Missing 6 (0.8)
0 356 (48.8)
1 271 (37.1)
ECOG performance status, n (%)
2-4 73 (10.0)
Missing 30 (4.1)
absent 497 (68.1)
. asymptomatic 94 (12.9)
Brain metastases, n (%) -
symptomatic 88 (12.1)
missing 51 (7.0)
absent 471 (64.5)
Liver metastases, n (%) present 224 (30.7)
missing 35 (4.8)
normal 459 (62.9)
1-2x ULN 199 (27.3)
LDH, n (%)
>2x ULN 62 (8.5)
missing 10 (1.4)
<3 432 (59.2)
Number of affected organs, n (%)
=3 298 (40.8)
Complete response 94 (12.9)
Partial response 279 (38.2)
Best overall response, n (%) Stable disease 115 (15.8)
Progressive disease 237 (32.5)
Death 5(0.7)
o . benefit 435 (59.6)
Clinical benefit, n (%)
no benefit 295 (40.4)
o response 373 (51.1)
Objective response, n (%)
no response 357 (48.9)

Abbreviations
ECOG=Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group LDH=lactate dehydrogenase, ULN=upper limit of normal, defined as
250 IU/L
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Figure 1 — Graphical overview of the proposed method
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Figure 2 — Flowchart of the inclusion process
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Figure 3 — Receiver operator characteristic curves for predicting clinical benefit
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Figure 4 — Calibration curves for predicting clinical benefit
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Figure 5 — t-SNE analysis on lesion level of the representation learned by the deep-learning model for predicting clinical benefit (outer fold

‘Amsterdam UMC’, inner fold 3)
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Based on the training data, the deep learning model learns to map every lesion to a point in space where, intuitively, similar lesions are closer together. This mapping is visualized in this figure in
2D using t-SNE. Every point corresponds to a single lesion. Relative distance indicates how similar lesions are according to the model; absolute location is not informative in this figure. Lesions
are colored in the four different plots to show how the information learned by the model corresponds with information about the lesion. (A) Lesions located in different organs are clustered
together, indicating that the deep learning model detects the lesion’s location. (B) There is no clear separation of lesions with and without benefit, indicating that the model cannot accurately
discriminate between lesion treatment outcomes. (C) Although some clusters of large and small lesions can be seen, lesion size appears to be less determining for the model's output than
location. (D) Overall, predicted probability of benefit is lower in lesions marked as liver lesions in Figure 4A, and higher in lung lesions.
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Figure 6 — Patient level predictions of the deep learning model for probability of clinical benefit, compared across clinical variables
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(A-E) Boxenplots of known clinical predictors with the output of the deep learning model for predicting clinical benefit per patient. P-values of the Kruskal-Wallis test for difference in distribution
are given in the plot titles. (A) The output of the deep learning model is not significantly different for patients with or without brain metastases. (B-E) The output of the deep learning model is
significantly different for patients with and without liver metastases (B), with varying levels of LDH (C), different ECOG performance status (D) and with less than 3 and 3 or more affected organs
(E). (F) Kernel-density estimate plot of log-transformed lesion volume versus the lesion-level prediction of the deep learning model. The output of the deep learning model per lesion is
significantly lower in larger lesions.
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