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Abstract:

Stereotactic body radiation therapy (SBRT) is a curative therapeutic modality employing large fractional
doses of highly conformal radiation therapy for cancer treatment. To understand the mechanisms
underlying clinical responses to radiation therapy, SBRT offers a unique window for high-throughput
analysis of post-radiation molecular events to inform predictive biomarker discovery and strategies for
multi-disciplinary therapeutics. We performed longitudinal analysis of plasma proteins and metabolites
from patients treated with prostate SBRT, comparing cohorts of patientsin clinical remission to cohorts
experiencing PSA-determined cancer progression. We observed onset of post-SBRT DNA Damage
Response (DDR), cdll cycle arrest, and immune response signaling in patients within one hour of
treatment and innate immune response signaling that persisted for up to three months following
treatment. Furthermore, patientsin remission experienced more robust immune responses and
metabolite el evations consistent with a pro-inflammatory, M 1-mediated innate immune activation in the
short-term following SBRT, whereas patients with disease progression had less robust immune
responses and M2-mediated metabolite elevations. We interpret these data to support acritical role for
innate immune activation in the clinical outcomes of patients receiving radiation therapy for prostate

cancer potentially improving future multidisciplinary therapeutic strategies.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830; this version posted January 6, 2022. 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(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.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.

Introduction

Prostate cancer isamajor cause of death and disability in men, with estimates of 248,530 diagnoses and
34,130 deathsin 2021 in the U.S. [1]. Radiation therapy (RT) is an effective modality for curative
treatment of prostate cancers as a single agent and in combination with hormonal therapies or after
surgery. Efforts to improve outcomes of RT have focused on advances in imaging, beam shaping and
dose fractionation. The development of stereotactic body radiation therapy (SBRT) utilizing a robot
mounted linear accelerator to deliver precise, highly conformal radiation therapy to the prostatein large
fractional doses has yielded excellent clinical outcomes and shortened the overall treatment time from
two months to two weeks [2, 3]. Understanding signaling pathways and the molecular mechanismsin
patients undergoing SBRT offers the opportunity to gain insight into cellular and systemic responses to
RT.

The immune system has been implicated in patients undergoing RT through observations of “abscopal”
cancer responses, aswell asimproved clinical outcomesin recent clinical trials [4-6]. Recent advances
in immune directed therapies and personalized medicine have also been extended to treating advanced,
metastatic prostate cancers [ 7]. Observed benefits, risks, and late effects in the heterogeneous clinical
responses of patients receiving curative doses of radiation therapy (RT), underscore the complexity of
clinical therapeutics and the urgent need to understand the biology. Integrated responses of tumors and
normal tissues following radiation therapy enable the discovery of predictive biomarkers and therapeutic
molecular targets.

Although cancers confined to the prostate can be cured by radiation therapy, dose limitations of normal
tissues at risk and the potential for undiagnosed metastases underlie treatment failures and cancer
recurrences. Recent advances in determining roles for the DNA Damage Response (DDR) and cell cycle

arrest after radiation exposure have focused on cancer cell sensitization strategies. In addition, reports of
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abscopal antitumor immune response have implicated a contribution by the immune system to both,
local tumor control and regression of metastases. Regardless of the antitumor immune responses
generated by RT, irradiated tumors can recruit monocytes to the injured area, which are quickly
differentiated into tumor-associated macrophages (TAMS) [8, 9]. TAMs are mainly polarized towards
the protumoral M2 phenotype and are strongly associated with a poor prognosis in cancer ([10-13].
TAMSss produce anti-inflammatory cytokines, induce hypoxia, express immunosuppressive mediators,
and support tumor growth. These functional characteristics of M2 macrophages have a detrimental effect
on CD8 effector T cell function [14, 15]. Thus, controlling the recruitment or polarization of
macrophages in irradiated tumors could be an attractive option to prevent the activation of survival
pathways with RT.

To understand molecular events characterizing the global clinical responsesin irradiated patients, we
enrolled 132 patients receiving stereotactic body radiation therapy (SBRT) for prostate cancers on an
IRB approved protocol to serialy collect blood and quality of life data prior to and after treatment.
Plasma protein and metabolite profiles were determined relative to the pre-RT clinical specimensin a
time course after SBRT. We then analyzed the global responses using high-throughput proteomics and
metabolomics as well as comparisons of cohorts of patients experiencing disease remission to those with
cancer progression. We report here the robust immune system signaling in irradiated patients and a
strong correlation of innate immune system activation to clinical outcomes.

Results

SBRT isaradiation modality that utilizes advanced image-based technology for precise targeting and
delivery of hypo-fractionated RT over an interval of 1 to 2 weeks [2]. Radiation dose fraction sizesin
this study range from 6.5 to 7.25 Gy, doses that are approximately three times greater than conventional

daily RT fraction sizes. We previously reported our clinical outcomes of tumor control and radiation late
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effects using the Accuray CyberKnife, aclinical, robot-mounted linear accelerator system at the
MedStar Georgetown University Hospital (M-GUH) [3, 16, 17]. Patients were enrolled into an
ingtitutional review board approved, prospective quality of life clinical protocol. We used a multi-omics
based molecular phenotyping approach to characterize serum samples from a cohort of patients (N=132)
who received SBRT at M-GUH to treat localized prostate cancer. Of the 132 enrolled patients,
seventeen patients experienced recurrence as defined by PSA progression [18]. Peripheral blood was
drawn before the treatment (Pre), after 1 hour, 24-hour, 1 month, 3 months, 6 months, and 12 months
(Figure 1, Pandl A). Our patient population included 60% Caucasian and 34% African American males.
The clinical data for disease burden assessment, including baseline PSA, biopsy Gleason score, and
tumor score were used to assign the subjectsto risk categories according to the D’ Amico criterig[19].
Briefly, patient mean age was 70 years, mean PSA was 8.6 ng/mL and 28% were high risk, 53%
intermediate risk and 16% low risk groups (Figure 1, Panel B). Processed study samples were analyzed
by SomalL ogic, Inc., using the SOMAscan Version 3 proteomic assay. Relative distribution of
significantly dysregulated pathways was evaluated using Doughnut charts, which showed discreet
differences within 24 hours of RT (top) with persistent changes at 1-month (bottom) that included early
onset of changes in immune response, interleukin signaling, PI3K activated AKT signaling, and MAPK
signaling pathways upon RT (Figure 1, Pand C).

Un-paired t-tests were used to determine overall changesin global protein expression at each time point
(1 hour, 24 hour, 1 month, 3 month, 6 month, and 12 month) following RT as compared to pre-treatment
(basdline) levels (Supplementary Table 1). Reactome pathway analyses [20] were performed for all

significantly changed metabolites using their UniProt ID (Supplementary Table 2).
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Untargeted metabolomics was performed in a subset of patients classified as low, high and recurrence
groups (N= 10 each) and further validated through tandem mass spectrometry (MS/MS) for selected
metabolites (Supplementary Table 3). Un-paired t-tests were conducted to study overall radiation
response (Supplementary Table 4) while linear mixed effects models were used to identify molecular
determinants of tumor response using a retrospective clinical outcome analysis (Supplementary Table
5). Hierarchical clustering-based heat map visualization showed distinctive patterns of metabolic
abundance in plasma amongst low, high and recurrence risk groups as scored by current clinical criteria,
suggesting distinct metabotypes that were worthy of further investigations (Figure 1, Panel D).

DDR and innate immune response could be an early indicator of tumor outcomes of RT

We used Reactome analysis to interrogate the longitudinal proteomics data set to gain insightsinto
pathway perturbations following RT. Interestingly, we found that DDR, cell cycle arrest, and immune
response signaling activated within one hour after RT, DDR and cell cycle activation were short-lived
and waned by the 1-month post-RT time point while immune activation persisted for up to 3 months
(Figure 2, Panels A and B). These observations suggest that robustness of the immune signaling
response in this analysis was greater than that of either DDR or cell cycle arrest. Next, we asked if
immune response activation correlated with PSA determined tumor recurrence; hence, we used linear
mixed effects models to identify significantly dysregulated proteins. Herein, we use “time” as a random
effect and “recurrence” as afixed effect to determine significant differences between recurrence groups
adjusted for time for each protein as an outcome measurement (Supplementary Table 6). Examination of
patterns of serum protein abundance revealed increased expression of DDR and immune response
proteins including interferon gamma, proteasome subunit alpha and ubiquitin-conjugating enzyme
among others within an hour of RT in patients that went into remission while the serum abundance

remained relatively unchanged (as compared to baseline) in patients with clinical recurrence (Figure 2,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830; this version posted January 6, 2022. 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.

Panel C). Western blot analysis of CD86 showed an initial increase in serum levelsin the remission
group as compared to the recurrence group that showed minimal change suggesting that an onset of a
M1 macrophage (inflammatory) phenotype following RT could be an early determinant of tumor
response (Supplementary Figures 1A and 1B). Since radiation damage to DNA and the tumor
microenvironment (TME) underlie molecular and cellular processes that induce DDR, arrest cell cycle
progression, and activate the immune system, these results suggest that DDR and Immune response may
likely modulate tumor responseto RT.

Anti-inflammatory metabotype correlateswith biochemical recurrencein prostate cancer

To validate the proteomics data, we analyzed the metabolomic profiles to determine the segregation of
key molecules associated with macrophage metabolism. Figure 3, panel A shows principal component
analysis (PCA)-based separation of patient cohorts by risk of recurrencein pre-SBRT and post-SBRT
clinical samples. Macrophages can be classified according to their inflammatory phenotype into
proinflammatory M1 and anti-inflammatory M 2, which are known to promote an immunosuppressive or
immunoreactive TME, respectively [21-23]. Macrophage phenotype in the TME correlates with the
aggressiveness in most types of cancer [24, 25]. M1 and M2 macrophages exhibit distinct metabolic
types; for example, M1 macrophages are glycolytic and break down amino acid arginine to nitric oxide,
while the M2 macrophages produce ornithine and uric acid [26]. We found that expression markers and
metabolic phenotype of the M2 macrophages are upregulated in prostate cancer patients with
progressive disease after RT (Figure 3, Pandl B and Supplementary Table 5) thus confirming the
correlation of immunosuppressive response associated metabolites in predicting prostate cancer
recurrence. Plasma levels of metabolites including citric acid, ornithine and uric acid (produced by M2
macrophages) were elevated in high-risk and recurrence groups post-RT as compared to the low-risk

groups athough baseline levels of these metabolites were comparable in all three groups (Figure 3,
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Panel C). This suggests that tumor failure following RT, at least in part, could be attributed to an anti-
inflammatory immune-metabolic phenotype.

Discussion

A significant percentage of cancer patients (50-55%) receive radiation therapy (RT) either aloneor in
combination with surgery or chemotherapy during the course of their treatment. However, the biological
and molecular basis of tumor response to radiation remain understudied areas of research. lonizing
radiation induces various molecular, cellular, and biological effects both directly by interacting with
DNA or indirectly by forming free radical speciesthat damage DNA. In normal and transformed cells,
the resultant biochemical and molecular signals may lead to the expression of specific DDR genes,
protein modifications, activation of metabolic reactions, generation of pattern recognition receptors
(PRRs), and induction of cell surface antigens. In turn, the signaling cascades may result in activation of
cellular pathways (apoptosis, necrosis or autophagy) and the innate immune system to reshape the
composition of the TME [27-29].

Radiation therapy of prostate cancers offers awindow into the local regional effects on tumors as well as
the systemic immune pathway activation. A better understanding of the role of the immune response
informs predictive biomarkers and identifies therapeutic targets to enhance the effort to cure these
cancers. In this clinical investigation we applied state-of-the art molecular analyses and big data analysis
to gain insight into cancer and host responses to SBRT.

We used metabolomics and proteomics-based molecular phenotyping approach to study tumor response
to radiation in a cohort of 132 prostate cancer patients treated with Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy
(SBRT) at Medstar-Georgetown University Hospital (M-GUH) in alongitudinal, quality-of-life study.
We discovered that activation of DNA damage response (DDR) pathways upon irradiation of tumor and

the subsequent activation of innate immune response strongly correlated with tumor regression in our
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cohort of prostate cancer patients, afinding that corroborates studies reported by others with murine
models [30, 31].

Pasma metabolomics helped corroborate these findings suggesting immunometabolic activation may
play acritical rolein dictating tumoral response to RT. Several recent publications have reported that the
presence of M2 macrophages is directly associated with poor prognosis in cancer, through enhancement
of tumor immune-evading mechanisms [24, 25, 32-34]. Additionally, this association can be extended to
patients treated with immunotherapy and targeted therapies [35-37]. However, the correlation between
the M1/M 2 macrophage ratio and improved prognosis in cancer has not been described comprehensively
in the context of RT.

Recent findings have identified a critical role of the TME cellular composition after exposure to
ionizing radiation. In this context, RT initially triggers activation of proinflammatory, anti-tumor M1
macrophages, followed by the recruitment of tumor-associated macrophages (TAMS) that predominantly
exhibit the M2 phenotype [38-40]. Additionally, macrophages are critical modulators of the metabolic
landscape in tumors, akey component of cancer aggressiveness [41, 42]. Therefore, the ratio of
antitumora M1 and protumoral M2 macrophages (M1/M2) have been proposed as a potential biomarker
for various malignancies, including prostate cancer [25, 43-45]. Thus, our work offers a new perspective
and possibilities to identify more accurate and significant markers of responses pre- and post-SBRT.
Variationsin clinical sensitivities to radiation have been observed in patients with genetic syndromes,
mutations in genes associated with DNA repair processes, cell cycle checkpoints and immunological
diseases [46].

In summary, RT induces DNA damage, activating cellular processes that lead to DNA damage response
(DDR) mechanisms and DNA repair. Cellular injuriesin the irradiated tumor microenvironment (TME)

also trigger activation of the innate immune system and recruitment of an orchestrated pool of immune


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830; this version posted January 6, 2022. 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.

cells. As such, systematic studies of molecular interactions and cellular crosstalk underlying immune
responses, DDR, and TME activation by RT are imperative to understand the biologic basis of radiation
response to improve therapeutic strategies in RT-based cancer treatment. This would help advance
personalized medicine in radiation oncology, optimizing radiation treatment planning based on the
individual patient’s unique biological signatures.

Materialsand Methods
Patient Recruitment and Study population: Patients were enrolled at M edStar—Georgetown

University Hospital (GUH) into IRB protocol 2012-1175; an approved quality of lifeclinical trial. The
protocol permits longitudinal collection of clinical samples, symptom monitoring and quality of life data
which have contributed to interim published reports of clinical outcomes including GU and Gl acute and
late effects [2, 7, 17]. This study population is apart of ongoing recruitment of PC patients coming in
through the referral network to GUH. The study participants include men of Caucasian, African
American, Asian and Hispanic descent, as well as men of other ethnicities, aged 35-70 years, residing in
Washington DC and surrounding areas, who were diagnosed with localized prostate cancer by biopsy.
Patients are recruited from the Departments of Radiation Medicine and Urology at the GUH.
Approximately 150 newly diagnosed patients with prostate cancer receive SBRT for prostate cancer
each year. All protocol enrolled participants complete informed consent for blood and urine collection
and periodic self-reported symptom monitoring. Prior to enroliment, all patients undergo physical
examination, including adigital rectal examination (DRE). Phlebotomy (by trained phlebotomists) and
urine collection are performed before treatment and at each following visit thereafter (1, 3, 6, 9 and 18
months) after SBRT treatment. Patient eigibility criteriainclude histologically confirmed
adenocarcinoma of the prostate (biopsy within 1 year of enrollment); Gleason score 2-10; clinical stages
T1c-T3c; no clinically or pathologically involved lymph nodes on imaging; no distant metastases on

bone scan; measurement of prostate serum antigen (PSA) levels <60 days prior to registration; no
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history of pelvic radiotherapy, chemotherapy, or radical prostate surgery; no recent (within 5 years) or
concurrent cancers other than non-melanoma skin cancers; no medical or psychiatric illnesses that
would interfere with treatment or follow-up; a baseline AUA/IPSS score of < 20; and no history of
inflammatory bowe disease. All patients sign a study-specific consent form. Patients complete a
detailed questionnaire regarding familial cancer history, tobacco use, medication use, occupational
history and socioeconomic status, the 26-item EPIC (sexual, bowel, and urinary symptoms). Other
patient data such as patient de-identifier number, prostatic volume, Gleason’s grade, prior hormonal
therapy, clinical co-morbidities, age, ethnicity, body massindex etc. were recorded. Blood samples are
processed for serum and plasma collection. In this study we have used plasma samples for metabolomic
profiling. Buffy coat, mononuclear cells and RBCs are also collected and stored for future studies. All
samples are processed within four hours of collection, aliquoted and stored at -80°C within 4 h of

collection to preserve sample integrity.

Proteomic Analysis

Serum samples were analyzed on the proteomic discovery platform described by Gold et al [47]. Briefly,
this technology uses novel DNA aptamers, which are chemically modified nucleotides, to act as highly
specific protein binding reagents, thereby transforming the quantify of each targeted protein into a
custom hybridization array. Protein quantities were recorded as relative fluorescent units (RFU), which
can be converted to concentrations with standard curves. The samples were batch processed using the
SOMAscan Version 3 assays according to the manufacturer’ sinstructions. This assay is commercially
available and has been used to investigate other disease systems including lung cancer. In this study,
1129 protein targets were measured in 15 pL of serum for each subject, and all serawere analyzed in a
continuous process. All samples were normalized and calibrated using standard procedures prior to

analysis. The identity of the samples was completely blinded throughout the proteomic analysis process.
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Pathway analysis was performed using Reactome [20]. After data pre-processing and normalization, the
proteomics data was log transformed. Statistical analysis was performed by unpaired t-test using R
(Version 4.0.2).

M ass Spectrometry Based M etabolomic Profiling: Metabolite extraction was performed using 25 pL
of plasma sample which was mixed with 175 pL of 40% acetonitrile in 25% methanol and 35% water
containing internal standards (10 pL of debrisoquine (Img/mL), 50 pL of 4, nitro-benzoic acid
(Img/mL), 27.3ul of Ceramide (1mg/ml) and 2.5ul of LPA (4mg/ml) in 10 mL). The samples were
incubated on ice for 10 minutes and centrifuged at 14,000 rpm at 4°C for 20 minutes. The supernatant
was transferred to a fresh tube and dried under vacuum. The dried samples were resuspended in 200 pL
of 5% methanol, 1% acetonitrile, 94% Water. Samples were centrifuged again at 13,000 rpm for 20
minutes at 4°C and the supernatant was transferred to MSvials for UPLC-ESI-Q-TOF-MS analysis.
Each plasma sample (2 pL) was injected onto a reverse-phase CSH C18 1.7uM 2.1x100mm column
using an Acquity G2-QTOF system (Waters Corporation, USA). The gradient mobile phase comprised
of water containing 0.1% formic acid solution (A), 100% acetonitrile (B) and 10% acetonitrile in IPA
containing 0.1% formic acid and 10mm Ammonium format (D). Each sample was resolved for 13 min at
aflow rate of 0.5 ml/min for 8 min and then 0.4 ml/min at 8 to 13 min. The G2-QTOF gradient
consisted of 98% A and 2% B for 0.5 min then a ramp of curve 6 to 60% B and 40% A from 0.5 min to
4.0 min, then aramp of curve 6 to 98% B and 2% A from 4.0 to 8.0 min, then aramp of curve 6 to 5% B
and 95% D from 9.0 min to 10.0 min at 0.4ml/min, followed by 98% A and 2% B from 11.0 min to 13
minutes. The column eluent was introduced directly into the mass spectrometer by electrospray. Mass
spectrometry was performed on a performed on a Q-TOF instrument (Xevo G2 QTOF, Waters Corp,
USA) operating in either negative (ESI-) or positive (ESI+) electrospray ionization mode with a

capillary voltage of 3200 V in positive mode and 2800 V in negative mode, and a sampling cone voltage
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of 30 V in both positive and negative modes. Pooled quality controls were analyzed throughout the

batch to assess chromatographic reproducibility and data consistency.

Mass Spectrometry Based M etabolomic Analysis. The untargeted metabolomics datawas initially
normalized by internal standard. Following data pre-processing and ion annotation, the m/z values of the
measured metabolites are normalized with log transformation that stabilizes variance. Differential
expression between various patient groups is assessed using t-test constrained by p-value <0.05. Among
these differentially expressed metabolites, each m/z value is scored for annotation against the HM DB,
Metlin, MMCD and Lipid Maps databases within a 5ppm mass tolerance. We adjust for multiple
comparisons using the Bonferroni correction. The heat maps were generated for the significant
metabolites using the log2 transformed values of fold changes and hierarchically clustered by Pearson
correlation. Statistically significant metabolites were validated using tandem mass spectrometry-based

fragmentation matching.

Western blot analysis. Patient plasma samples were immune-depl eted of fourteen high-abundance
proteins in human plasma using the Multiple Affinity Removal Column Human 14 (Agilent, USA).
Samples were then rebuffered in MPER lysis buffer. BCA protein estimation assay was performed in all
the samples to quantify protein. LDS sample buffer, DTT, and DNase/RNase-free distilled water were
added to the lysates (30ug of protein in 30uL total volume) prior to denaturing (samples were boiled for
10 minutes) before being separated by electrophoresis using 4-12% NuPAGE Bis-Tris gel (cat.
NP0322BOX; Invitrogen). Western blotting for human sera was performed using methods previously
described [48, 49]. Briefly, equal amounts of serum protein (30ug; Supplementary Figure 1) were loaded
and resolved in each lane, transferred to a PV DF membrane (iBlot 2 Transfer Stacks, cat. 1B24002;
Invitrogen) and washed with Ponceau S to confirm the successful transfer of proteins to the membranes

(Supplementary Figure 1B). The membranes were then washed with TBST and blocked for 1 hour (5%
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milk in TBST). Next, the membranes were incubated overnight at 4°C with a CD86 polyclonal antibody
(dilution 1:500; cat. 13395-1-AP, ProteinTech). Primary antibodies were detected using horseradish
peroxidase-conjugated secondary antibodiesto rabbit IgG (1:5000). Membrane images were captured
using Amersham Imager 600 and band intensity was determined through densitometric analysis using

the Image J program.
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Figure L egends:

Figure 1. Summary of main findings showing that radiation therapy (RT) induces robust
molecular alterationsthat modulate tumor responsein prostate cancer. Pand A. Overall study
design. Enrolled patients (N=132) were diagnosed with prostate cancer and elected SBRT radiation

treatment. Patient plasma samples were obtained before treatment (pre-RT), after 1 hour, 24-hours, 1-, 3-


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830; this version posted January 6, 2022. 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.

, 6-, and 12-months post-RT. Tumor response to RT was characterized by performing multi-omics
analyses (metabolomics, lipidomics and proteomics) of patient plasma samples. Panel B. Doughnut
chart with proportions of significantly dysregualated proteomics pathway, based on the number of
entities found in each pathway showed discreet differencesin the 24 hoursvs. basdline (top) and 1-
month vs. basdline (bottom) groups. Panel C. Clinical characteristics of the prostate cancer cohort that
received RT for treatment of prostate cancer. Seventeen patients experienced recurrence episodes. Panel
D. Hierarchical clustering-based heat map visualization of metabolite patterns that segregate prostate

cancer patients based on clinical risk group.

Figure 2. Radiation induced early immune response is associated with tumor responsein prostate
cancer. Panel A. Reactome based longitudinal pathway analysis of the plasma proteomics data set. A
robust immune signaling response was observed within an hour of SBRT and the duration of signaling
extended longer than DDR or cell cycle signaling. Analysis of selected markers of immune response
shows a more muted innate immune response in patients with cancer recurrence. Panel B. Reactome
based pathway analysis shows activation of DDR and cell cycle within 1 hour after RT, attenuation of
the response by 24 hours and return to pre-RT baseline by 1 month. Panel C. Trend lines showing
differential pattern of protein expression changes over time for immune response (sub-panelsi - iv),
DDR and céll cycle (sub-panelsiv - viii), in patients undergoing remission (blue) as compares to the
recurrence group (red). Proteins overlapping across different functional groups are marked with asterix*.
Figure 3. Metabolomic profiles can segregate PC patients based on recurrence. Panel A. 2D-PCA
for metabolomics data showing separation for Pre, 24-hour, 1 month, and 3-month samples. Panel B.
Linear mixed effects models for longitudinal metabolomics using “time” as a random effect and tumor

recurrence as afixed effect, to see are there any significant differences between Recurrence groups
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adjusted for time for each protein as outcome measurement. M etabolites associated with immune
response are significantly dysregulated. Panel C. Box plots showing metabolites associated with M2

macrophage phenotype are upregulated in patients that experienced recurrence.

Supplementary Figure 1A. Western blot analysis shows upregulation of M 1 macr ophage mar ker
CD86 in prostate cancer patients showing remission after RT. (Panel A). Albumin-depleted serum
lysate samples for 10 prostate cancer patients (five each from the recurrence and non-recurrence groups)
were analyzed via SDS-PAGE and western blotting with M1 macrophage polarization marker CD86.
Representative (n=10) western blot depicting anti-CD86 hybridization from sera of two post-radiation
prostate cancer patients with cancer recurrence and non-recurrence at baseline, 24 hours, 1 month, 3
months and 6 months. (Panel B). Average CD86 expression fold-change values from baseline to
respective timepointsin recurrence (n=5) cohort and non-recurrence cohort (n=5). At 1-month post-
radiation, average CD86 expression in the non-recurrence cohort was ~3.1-fold greater than baseline
whereas expression was 0.6-fold baseline patient expression.

Supplementary Figure 1B. Ponceau S staining to visualize protein loading and successful membrane
transfer.

Supplementary Figure 2. Volcano plot showing significant dysregulation of plasma metabolites at 24
hours (Panel A), one month (Panel B), 3 months (Panel C) and six months (Panel D) as compared to
baseline (pre-RT). The red dots depict metabolites with a significant p-value (< 0.05) and fold change (<
0.50r>2).

Supplementary Figure 3. Heatmap visualization of significantly dysregulated following RT. The

metabolites were validated using fragmentation matching of tandem M S spectra.
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Supplementary Table 1. Overall longitudinal (24 hours to 24 months) test statistics for proteomics data
set comparing each time post-RT to baseline for the prostate cancer cohort.

Supplementary Table 2. Reactome based longitudinal pathway analysis showing significantly
dysregulated pathways at 1 h, 24 hours, 1-, 3- and 6-months following RT in the GU prostate cancer
cohort.

Supplementary Table 3. Validation of metabolite identification using tandem mass spectrometry-based
fragmentation matching.

Supplementary Table 4. Test statistics comparing each post-RT time point to baseline (pre) in the GU
cohort.

Supplementary Table 5. Linear mixed effects modd analysis of metabolomics data augments
validation of immune response findings with proteomics analyses.

Supplementary Table 6. Linear Mixed Effect Models analysis of proteomics data combining all time

points post-RT.
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Supplementary Figure 1A. Western blot analysis shows upregulation of M1 macrophage marker CD86 in prostate cancer patients showing remis z h after

RT (Panel A). Albumin-depleted serum lysate samples for 10 prostate cancer patients ( 5 each from the recurrence and non-recurrence groups) were analygefd via
SDS-PAGE and western blotting with M1 macrophage polarization marker CD86. Representative (n=10) western blot depicting anti-CD86 hybridization fg@n sera
of two post-radiation prostate cancer patients with cancer recurrence and nonrecurrence at baseline, 24 hours, 1 month, 3 months and 6 months. (Panel B)E@Verage

CD86 expression fold-change values from baseline to respective timepoints in recurrence (n=5) cohort and nonrecurrence cohort (n=5). At 1-month post-r@%ation,
average CD86 expression in the nonrecurrence cohort was ~3.1-fold greater than baseline whereas expression was 0.6-fold baseline patient expression. 3
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Ponceau S staining to visualize protein loading and successful membrane transfer.

Supplementary Figure 1B


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830

A. 24h vs. Pre

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
60 - ;
| .
|
i B
! n-acetyldopamine |
|
e ) i N-oleoyl glutamic acid
-oleo amic aci
& 404 % r } Y g
S .IVI f6 £9:0/0: 0) !
| Adenylated mol bdo terin | Uric'gaid
I Y ybaop } 5- A¢etylam|no 6- brrﬁylanuno 3-methyluracil
1-Arachidonoylglycerol; 1 Ar hidonoyl- smglycerol s
\ I
pghifignne ] 11 (omime):
Subenc amd; 8b,7a- Dihydraky- 5b cholanoic acid
201 S- (Hydroxymeﬂwl)glutatmone !
\ 1
threo I§ocd'nc acid | | . aIphA—'[boopheroI acetate
Heme;Haen?;Rrofohdm i Ad|p:>| c acid °e
Salpha'}-Iyarbxyorgadoneg ! °
‘ $ epoxy-stearic acid; QS 10R-epoxy-stearic acid
. . I 1
________________________ AN 1 ]
0 ‘Hh'
T ‘ T L T
-4 0 4
i i
| 1
C.3mvs. Pre b
| 1
| | -
o
| 1
60 .
| I
. i i n-acetyldopamine
. i i .
i |
| I
a .o e | |
2 404 PE(183/14T_) ! ! ¢ e
2 Adenylated mogbdoptex i |
] ‘6.1/0 0/0°0) ! I N- oleoyl.glutarplc acid
I . $ $5 Acetylamlno -6- forfh.ylamlno -3-methyluracil
Argfhyl-.Argmme' i 'GIutamyI-Cysteme
. ®e | |
. o i i Orhithing .
201 (Hydroxymetﬁyl)gIumthlone 11Z- Octadecenylcarn'dine
. Subenc aci ! :
13/-H ! i ‘alpha- Toéopherol acetate
ArachT.ao'fllg.acid ! b
| 1 2%
L-beta-aspartyl-L-glufamic aci :q i *
___________________________ .« __ ol l;_. S
0 ] | 1 -
T . T : T
-4 0 4

—Logio P

—Logio P

60

20 4

B. 1m vs. Pre

. .
n-acetyldopaimine

E('8:3/14:}') -* Noleoyl ta'mlc acid

Glutamyll Cgfsieme

1-Arachidonoylglycerol; § Ara}hldoqoyl Sn- glycero

I
Argmy&Ar‘gmme 5- Acetyla?mmo- ro-3-methyluracil
I
I
I
I
I

S- Hydroxymethﬂ glutathloné

~ 11 Z-Octadecenylchrmtlne
. Subenc a0|d| |
15R-J—|EDE 9R;1OS ePoxy s:earlc aCId‘QS 10R-epoxy-stearic acid

LY A I Adigic acid * *
1,7-Dimethylxahthine i p! o
L-beta-aspartyI;L-gIul:amic aciii

-4 0 4

60

20 1

D. 6m vs. Pre

n-acetyld'opamine

Adenylated rﬁofybdorztelin .
MG(*#6:170:0/0:0)
1-Arachidonoylglycerol;1 %.rach?ddnoyl-sn—

ArginykArginine

]
S.‘ﬁ.benc acid! ! e
ne 3bl7a D|hydroxy Sp -chiolanoic acid

Heme;Haem: Protohéme .
11 i’Octade‘benyIcarmtme

15@- HEDE i
* s,; * 9R,108- epo>dy stearlc gmd QS 10R-epoxy-stearic acid

3alpha- Hydroxxoreadong aldha -Tocogherol acetate
L-beta-aspartyl;l- qlutam ! .,

. .

«Ofnithine ©
| »
I

]

e °

I
1
]
I
I
I
]
I
|
]
I
]
I
I
I
I
]
I
I
1
I
I
1
I
i
1
i 5- Acetylamlnb 6- formylamlno -3-methyluracil
I
$cherol
ro
]
I

udaad AIxypaw

eMm yolym)

Supplementary Figure 2. Volcamg plot
showing significant dysregulatlcﬁl @f plasma
metabolites at 24 hours (Panel Aiiane month
(Panel B), 3 months (Panel C) arad%,‘mx months
(Panel D) as compared to basel1@§pre RT).
The red dots depict metabolites %Hﬁh a
significant p-value (< 0.05) and fdfd change
(<0.50r>2).

Not sig.

Q!ss!wad INOYNIM pamojfe asnal ON "paniasal siybu ||y

1d ay1 Ae|dsip 01 8sUaI| B Aixypaul pajuelb sey oym ‘Ispuny/ioyine ayl si (malna
BuAdoo 8y "zzoz ‘9 Arenuer paisod UOISIBA SIU) 0£889222°90°T0'2202/TOTT 0

Log (base 2) F

p-value

p-value & Log (b@ 2) F

‘Aimadiad ul uLk
juudaud siy) Joy 1apjo


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.06.22268830

Pre 24h Im 6m

class

I I Adipic acid

n-acetyldopamine

I 5-Acetylamino-6-fo

I Ornithine

IJ_I. alpha-Tocopherol a

] 9R,10S-epoxy-stear

Supplementary Figure 3.
Heatmap visualization of
significantly dysregulated
following RT. The metabolites
were validated using
fragmentation matching of
tandem MS spectra.
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