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Highlights 

• Anti-PD-(L)1 immunotherapy still faces the problem of resistance in lung cancer 

• Resistance can be classified as primary or secondary (acquired) 

• Outcomes and mechanisms of both situations need to be characterized 

• This unique comparative study reveals diverging survival and progression patterns 

• Prior durable clinical benefit associates with longer post-progression survival  

• This data benefits our understanding and management of resistance to anti-PD-(L)1 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

Aims: Anti-PD-1/PD-L1 can face the issue of tumor resistance in advanced non-small cell 

lung cancer (aNSCLC), mostly as primary resistance to the treatment. Still, disease 

progression (PD) also occurs after prior durable clinical benefit (DCB). Comparison of both 

situations and tools to evaluate residual benefit of PD-1/PD-L1 blockade are needed to 

understand and manage resistance. 

 

Methods: We reviewed aNSCLCs with anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy, and disease 

progression per RECIST 1.1 (PD) in our center. Primary objective was comparison of post-

progression survival (PPS) in primary resistance versus PD after DCB. Secondary objectives 

were to characterize patterns of PD after DCB; assess the feasibility and relevance of Tumor 

Growth Rate (TGR) in PD after DCB. 

 

Results: 148 patients were included. Median PPS were 5.2months (95% CI: 2.6-6.5) and 

21.3months (95% CI: 18.5-36.3) (p<0.0001) for primary resistance and PD after DCB 

respectively. Multivariable hazard ratio for death in PD after DCB versus primary resistance 

was 0.14 (95% CI: 0.07-0.30). 76.7% of PD after DCB occurred in ≤3 lesions; 72.1% 

occurred only in preexisting lesions. TGR suggested a persistent benefit of PD-1/PD-L1 

blockade in at least 44.2% of cases. 

 

Conclusions: PD after DCB was an independent factor of longer post-progression survival, 

with specific patterns of progression. TGR is a promising tool to assess residual benefit of 

immunotherapy. 

 

Keywords: Non-small cell lung cancer; Immune checkpoint inhibitors; PD-1; Acquired 

resistance; Tumor growth rate; Oligoprogression 

 

Introduction 
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1.Epidemiology of non-small cell lung cancer 

Lung cancer is currently the leading cause of cancer death in the world, non-small cell 

lung cancer (NSCLC) being the most frequent subtype.1 Advanced stages of the disease 

(aNSCLC) are associated with poor prognosis in historical cohorts: median survival was 3.3 

months if untreated and 8.6 months under conventional chemotherapies.2 

 

2.Current immunotherapies. Indications of anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy. 

Advances in cancer immunotherapy have significantly improved this situation. NSCLC 

is among the first cancers that benefited from immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICI), especially 

monoclonal antibodies blocking the Programmed Death-1/Programmed Death Ligand-1 axis 

(anti-PD-1/PD-L1), with profound and durable responses in some cases.3,4 These drugs have 

been first approved as monotherapy for aNSCLC in 2015.5–7 They were designed to block 

signaling pathways dampening the anti-tumor immune response, although the precise 

pharmacodynamics are still not comprehensively elucidated.8,9 

 

3.Definitions for resistance to anti-PD1 

As other cancer types responding to PD-1/PD-L1 blockade, some aNSCLC will 

experience durable clinical benefit (DCB) under anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy, defined as a 

≥6 month duration of controlled disease per RECIST 1.1 by the Society of Immunotherapy of 

Cancer (SITC).10 Unfortunately, still a majority of cases display tumor progression after 

initiation of these treatments, leading to new challenges in defining optimal therapeutic 

strategies and understanding the underlying biological processes. In order to standardize 

studies, the SITC taskforce recently advised a classification for this outcome:10  

- Primary resistance, if tumor progression per RECIST 1.1 occurs <6 month after anti-PD-

1/PD-L1 initiation. 

- Secondary resistance, if tumor progression occurs under anti-PD-1/PD-L1 treatment 

and after ≥6 month of clinical benefit from the start of the therapy. 

- Late progression, if tumor progression occurs after anti-PD-1/PD-L1 discontinuation and 

after ≥6 month of clinical benefit from the start of the therapy. 

 

4.Need to characterize progression after DCB (PD after DCB) 

Secondary resistance and late progression are less often encountered than primary 

resistance, given that still a minority of cases exhibits prior durable clinical benefit and that 

ICI are still of relatively recent use in this setting.4,11,12 Hence, clinical and biological data 

about aNSCLC progression after durable clinical benefit is scarce and uses various 

definitions of resistance to immunotherapy.10 There is therefore a crucial need for 

characterizing PD after DCB, in order to adapt therapeutic strategy to the specificities of 

those patients.13  

Treatment continuation beyond progression is increasingly attempted on the basis of 

the theoretical pharmacodynamics of immunotherapy, even in clinical trials.14 Tian et al. 

recently reported an association between PFS under anti-PD-1/PD-L1 regimen and post-

progression survival (PPS) of aNSCLC, but this retrospective data was focused on patients 

treated beyond progression and only 4% of the cohort was under monotherapy.15 Yet, there 

is a lack of harmonization of practice based on objective data in this new clinical setting. In 

particular, there is a need for objective and feasible tools to assess residual benefit of anti-

PD-1/PD-L1 beyond progression.  Tumor Growth Rate (TGR) appears as a promising tool to 

measure the effect of treatment in NSCLC under anti-PD-1/PD-L1.16,17 
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Beside, clinical and radiological data about aNSCLC progression after durable clinical 

benefit under anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy is precious to decipher its biological 

mechanisms because it allows the observation and understanding of the resistance 

phenomenon in human individuals subject to pure PD-1/PD-L1 blockade. Indeed, latest 

approved regimens are combinations such as chemo-immunotherapy or anti-PD-1/anti-

CTLA-4. Thus, looking at those patients, responses or progressions could be attributed to the 

combined drugs, precluding robust conclusions on anti-PD-1/PD-L1 escape. 

In order to acquire better understanding of the specificities of PD after DCB and 

compare post-progression survival (PPS), we collected clinical and radiological data of 

aNSCLCs on anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy in our center. This enabled us, on the basis of 

SITC guidelines, to identify and characterize cases of primary resistance and PD after DCB. 

We then performed a comparative analysis of PPS between these groups and an in-depth 

characterization of PD after DCB. 

 

Materials and Methods 

1.Cohort selection, exclusion criteria, radiological definitions 

This monocentric, retrospective study included patients from European Georges 

Pompidou Hospital who started anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy between 30th June 2015 and 

31th October 2019, and presented documented disease progression per RECIST 1.1 (PD) 

after at least 1 cycle of anti-PD-1/PD-L1. 

Patients were excluded in case of other active neoplasm in the last 5 years; prior anti-

PD-1/PD-L1 treatment course; concomitant immunosuppressive therapy (including systemic 

corticosteroid above 10mg per day); non-cancer related death before PD; lost to follow up 

before PD; insufficient baseline imaging data for subsequent disease assessment. 

Included patients were classified into 2 groups: 

- Anti-PD-1/PD-L1 primary resistance if PD occurred less than <6 months after anti-

PD-1/PD-L1 initiation. 

- Progression after DCB if PD occurred at least ≥6 months after anti-PD-1/PD-L1 

initiation. 

Within the PD after DCB group, patients were either categorized as oligoprogressive (OPD) if 

the number of progressive lesions per RECIST1.1 was ≤3 (including intracranial lesions), or 

categorized as non-OPD if >3 progressive lesions.18,19 

 

2.Tumor kinetics evaluation by Tumor Growth Rate (TGR)  

This exploratory analysis was run to evaluate the interest and feasibility of TGR, as 

an objective tool to assess remaining benefit of immunotherapy on tumor growth beyond PD 

after DCB. The global growth kinetics of cancer at a given date was estimated by the TGR, in 

percentage of global tumor volume increase per month. It was calculated from the sum of 

longest diameters of target lesions by RECIST 1.1, as previously published (Supplementary 

Fig. S1).16,17 

TGR was assessed for patients of the PD after DCB group at baseline of ICI 

treatment and at PD, provided there was no change in antineoplastic treatments between the 

2 consecutive imaging studies used to calculate the TGR. The TGR was also used to 

specifically estimate the growth kinetics of progressive lesions in OPD patients of the PD 

after DCB group. In this case it was calculated from measures of progressive lesions only. 

 

3.Clinical, pathological and radiological data 
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Clinical, pathological and radiological data were extracted from electronic patient files.  

PD-L1 expression in tumor tissue prior anti-PD-1/PD-L1 treatment was found in 

pathological reports and expressed as Tumor Proportion Score (TPS). TPS resulted from 

exploratory analyses run on some patients before 1st line Pembrolizumab approval, and after 

that, from routine pathological evaluation as required from european and french guidelines. 

Patients were followed with contrast-enhanced chest-abdominal-pelvic CT, and brain 

MRI when warranted. RECIST1.1 evaluation was collected from imaging reports for all 

patients. For the PD after DCB group, RECIST1.1 evaluation, OPD status assessment and 

measures were performed by a radiologist specialized in immunotherapy of lung cancer (Dr 

M. Ung) and a medical oncologist trained in radiological evaluation (Dr I. Pourmir). In this 

group, the consecutive imaging performed after the first PD assessment was also 

systematically reviewed. 

Survival data was completed from the publically available national death register 

(Institut National de la Statistique et des Etudes Economiques). Study data was collected 

and managed using REDCap electronic data capture tools hosted at our institution.20,21 

 

4.Statistical analyses 

The primary objective was to compare PPS between aNSCLC patients with primary 

resistance versus PD after DCB on anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy. Secondary objectives 

were to analyze: PPS according to OPD status in the PD after DCB group; progression sites 

in primary resistance and PD after DCB groups. The endpoint PPS was defined as the time 

elapsed between progression time on ICI and death or last-contact.  

Survival rates were estimated using the Kaplan-Meier method and statistical significance of 

post-survival differences used the Log-rank test. We used a Cox regression full model 

including the following covariables of interest to obtain hazard ratios (HR) with their 95% 

confidence intervals (95% CI): age at progression, sex, histology, treatment line of ICI, 

ECOG-PS (0-1 vs > 2) at ICI initiation and at progression time, and disease stage (localized 

vs advanced/metastatic). 

Characteristics of individuals were compared between the PD after DCB and primary 

resistance groups using a Wilcoxon rank sum test for numerical values and exact Fisher test 

for categorical values. PDL1 TPS categories were compared using a weighted global Fischer 

test. 

Follow-up completion was assessed using Clarck’s index (Lancet, 2002). 

Covariables effect sizes in multivariable model were statistically significant if their p-values 

were < 0.05. Statistical analyses were performed using R.4.1.3. 

 

5.Ethics 

The present study has been accepted and registered to the relevant institutional 

research and ethical committee (European Georges Pompidou Hospital); it has been 

conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. All patients provided informed 

consent under the European Georges Pompidou Hospital approved protocol allowing 

collection and analysis of data.  

 

Results 

1.Patient's characteristics  

Among the 189 patients who started a first course of anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy 

for aNSCLC from 30th June 2015 through 31th October 2019 were screened, 148 were  
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Figure 1: Study flowchart 

 

 

included in the study, 41 were excluded for reasons detailed in study diagram (Fig.  1). 

Baseline characteristics of included patients are shown in Table 1. A total of 43 patients were 

classified into the PD after DCB groups and 105 patients in the primary resistance group, 

and then analyzed for the primary objective. As of PD, global median follow up index was 

respectively 0.99 (95% CI: 0.98-0.99) and 0.99 (95% CI: 0.44-0.99) in primary resistance and 

PD after DCB groups. PD-L1 score categories were balanced between primary resistance 

and PD after DCB groups although a substantial proportion of patients (42.6%) had no PD-

L1 TPS evaluation prior to ICI available. Out of 15 patients with a known baseline TPS ≥50%, 

9 (60%) received Pembrolizumab as their first line of treatment. 

 

2.Comparative analysis of PPS in primary resistance and PD after DCB groups 

 

Median PPS of aNSCLC treated with anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy was 5.2months 

for primary resistance (95% CI: 2.6-6.5) and 21.3months (95% CI: 18.5-36.3) (p<0.0001) for 

PD after DCB respectively (Fig. 2). Multivariable hazard ratio for death in PD after DCB 

versus primary resistance was 0.14 (95% CI: 0.07-0.30) (Fig. 3). 

 

3.Occurrence of PD after DCB 

43 out of 61 (70.5%) aNSCLCs having DCB and meeting eligibility criteria eventually 

experienced PD, with a median time to progression of 11.4 months (95% CI: 9.4-16.4 

months). Within the PD after DCB group, 33/43 (76.7%) patients were classified as 

secondary resistance in line with SITC criteria, 10/43 (23.3%) patients experienced PD after 

a break from therapy and met the criteria for being classified as late progression. 
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 Primary resistance 
(N=105) 

PD after DCB  
(N=43) 

Overall 
(N=148) 

P-
value 

Age at PD (years) 
    

  Median (IQR) 70 (± 14) 67 (± 12) 69 (± 14) 0.999 

Sex (n(%)) 
    

  Female 39 (37 %) 16 (37 %) 55 (37 %) 1 

  Male 66 (63 %) 27 (63 %) 93 (63 %) 
 

Smoking (n(%)) 95 (90 %) 40 (93 %) 135 (91 %) 
 

Histology (n(%)) 
    

  Squamous 25 (24 %) 8 (19 %) 33 (22 %) 0.827 

  Non-squamous 80 (76 %) 35 (81 %) 115 (78 %) 
 

Prior surgery (n(%)) 
    

  Yes 18 9 27 0.864 

  No 87 34 121  

Disease stage at PD (n(%)) 
 

 
  

  Localized non resectable (II,III) 8 (8 %) 6 (14 %) 14 (9 %) 0.465 

  Metastatic (IV) 97 (92 %) 37 (86 %) 134 (91 %) 
 

ICI therapeutic line (n(%)) 
    

  1st-line 14 (13 %) 9 (21 %) 23 (16 %) 0.778 

  2nd-line 69 (66 %) 24 (56 %) 93 (63 %) 
 

  ≥3rd-line 22 (21 %) 10 (23 %) 32 (22 %) 
 

Immune checkpoint inhibitor (ICI) (n(%)) 
    

  Atezolizumab 5 (5 %) 1 (2 %) 6 (4 %) 0.864 

  Nivolumab 81 (77 %) 31 (72 %) 112 (76 %) 
 

  Pembrolizumab 19 (18 %) 11 (26 %) 30 (20 %) 
 

Prior-ICI TPS value (%) (n(%)) 
    

  0 18 (17 %) 6 (14 %) 24 (16 %) 0.718 

  [1-50[ 18 (17 %) 8 (19 %) 26 (18 %) 
 

  ≥50 20 (19 %) 15 (35 %) 35 (24 %) 
 

  Missing 49 (46.7%) 14 (32.6%) 63 (42.6%) 
 

Disease sites at baseline (n(%))     

  Adrenal 30 (29 %) 7 (16 %) 37 (25 %) 
 

  Pleura 39 (37 %) 20 (47 %) 59 (40 %) 
 

  Liver 26 (25 %) 8 (19 %) 34 (23 %) 
 

  Bone 52 (50 %) 15 (35 %) 67 (45 %) 
 

  Lymph nodes 86 (82 %) 36 (84 %) 122 (82 %) 
 

  Other 12 (11 %) 2 (5 %) 14 (9 %) 
 

ECOG-PS at baseline (n(%)) 
    

  0-1 76 (72 %) 32 (74 %) 108 (73 %) 0.984 

  >=2 29 (28 %) 11 (26 %) 40 (27 %) 
 

ECOG-PS at PD (n(%)) 
    

  0-1 57 (54 %) 36 (84 %) 93 (63 %) 0.003 

  >=2 48 (46 %) 7 (16 %) 55 (37 %) 
 

Table 1: Patients characteristics. "at baseline": at baseline of anti-PD-1/PD-L1 treatment. 

"at PD": at first PD after anti-PD-1/PD-L1 initiation. 

 

4.OPD prevalence in PD after DCB and association with PPS 

Within the PD after DCB group, 33/43 (76.7%) patients had PD occurring in ≤3 

lesions and were thereby classified as OPD, whereas 10/43 (23.3%) patients had PD 

occurring in >3 lesions and were classified as non-OPD. Most OPD patients (58%) displayed 

PD in only 1 lesion. Median PPS was 22.0 months (95% CI: 20.5-NR) and 19.2 months (95% 

CI, 12.2-NR) in OPD and non-OPD respectively, with univariable HR for death in OPD = 0.65 

(95% CI: 0.27-1.57). Upon multivariable analysis including PDL-1 expression and PFS on 

anti-PD-1/PD-L1 (significant factors in full model), OPD was found to be a protective factor  
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Figure 2: Comparison of PPS in PD after DCB versus primary Resistance. Kaplan–

Meier survival curves showing PPS of primary resistance versus PD after DCB groups. P-

value for Log-rank test. 

 

with a lower hazard for death after DCB compared to non-OPD: adjusted HR for death = 0.37 

(95% CI: 0.09-1.59). 

 

5.TGR evaluation in patients continuing PD-1/PD-L1 blockade beyond PD after DCB 

An exploratory analysis of TGR was done in patients of the PD after DCB group 

having sufficient imaging data available. In at least 19/43 (44.2%) patients, TGR suggested 

ongoing benefit of anti-PD-1/PD-L1 treatment despite PD. For these patients, TGR assessed 

at PD was either null/negative, or inferior to TGR measured at baseline before ICI when both 

time points were available (Supplementary Table S1). Overall, the global kinetics of cancer 

growth explored by TGR in the PD after DCB group was low to moderate with a median 

volume growth of 2.1%/month (IQR 19.6%/month). In OPD assessable patients (n=24), 

median TGR measured specifically on progressive lesions was 24.6 %/month (IQR 

17.8%/month) (Supplementary Table S2). Which is to say that, progressive lesions in OPD 

patients had a median volume growth of about one-quarter per month. 

 

6.Sites of PD after DCB 

Mains sites of PD for the PD after DCB group were lungs for 19/43 (44.2%), lymph 

nodes for 15/43 (34.9%) and central nervous system (CNS) for 5/43 (11.6%) patients. PD 

occurred exclusively in lymph nodes in 11/43 (25.6%) patients, consistent with previously 

published observations.22 At least 8 of these 11 cases showed no extra lymphatic 

progression at next imaging. In 31 out of 43 (72.1%) patients, progression occurred  
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Figure 3: Cox multivariable model for PPS in PD after DCB versus primary Resistance. 

Forest plot showing hazard ratios for death in PD after DCB versus primary Resistance and 

other significant covariables. 

 

exclusively in preexisting lesions (i.e. lesions that had been already identified prior ICI 

treatment). There were no substantial differences regarding these patterns of progression 

between secondary resistance and late progression as defined by the SITC. Interestingly, 

spreading to previously non affected organs occurred more frequently in primary resistance 

than in the PD after DCB group (Table 2). 

 

7.Disease spreading after OPD  

24/28 (85.7%) radiologically assessable patients with OPD after DCB showed no new 

lesion appearance at next evaluation, with a median time of 2.38 months between PD 

imaging and the next imaging (Supplementary Table S2 ). 

 

Discussion 
Progression appears as a frequent event even among patients experiencing DCB on 

anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy, it was found in 70.5% of those patients. This is to our 

knowledge the first study providing a comparative assessment of outcomes from aNSCLC 

progressing on anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy before or after DCB, as defined by the SITC. It 

confirms diverging outcomes and patterns of progression between both situations. This is 
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also the first study to explore the feasibility and usefulness of TGR in the setting of 

progressive aNSCLC after DCB. 

 

1.Management of PD after DCB 

Our results suggest a drastic difference in PPS depending on whether or not PD 

occurs after DCB. They support preliminary data of non-comparative studies, suggesting that 

PD after DCB is a particular situation with dramatically different prognosis compared to 

primary resistance.22–25 This distinctive feature must be taken into account when discussing 

the management of PD after DCB for a given aNSCLC patient. In addition of extended PPS, 

most patients of the PD after DCB group (36/43 – 83.7%) had a Performance Status ≤1 at 

PD. These characteristics allow considering a broad scale of drug and non-drug treatments 

of NSCLC for subsequent treatment. However, among patients experiencing PD after DCB, 

the OPD and non-OPD categories must also be distinguished.25 Subsequent treatments 

received by patients of the primary resistance and PD after DCB groups are detailed in 

Supplementary Table S3. 

OPD appears as the most frequent pattern of PD after DCB and as a good prognosis 

factor in this situation, consistent with other studies.22–26 OPD is theoretically defined as the 

development of a restricted number of tumor lesions.18 There is yet no consensus about a 

precise number of progressive lesions that should be used to categorize OPD or non-OPD 

patients. Notwithstanding, it is largely admitted that such a number should be based on 

possibilities of local treatment.27 For this reason the limit of ≤3 progressive lesions was 

chosen for our study, which is widely used in aNSCLC publications and reflects the practice 

in our center.23,25,26 

The predominance of OPD status should lead to consider local treatments such as 

stereotactic body radiation therapy (SBRT), thermo-ablative therapy or even surgery.28 To 

date our study is the first to show that most OPD occurring after DCB experience no further 

spreading of aNSCL on the short/medium term. This important data strengthen the interest of 

local treatment. The estimation of TGR for OPD lesions provided in this study may also be 

useful to decide time and technic for such treatment. For instance, a given TGR of OPD 

lesions would prompt quick initiation of SBRT before the gross tumor volume exceeds the 

technical possibilities. 

Furthermore, we have found, as other authors, that PD after DCB is frequently 

exclusively located in preexisting lesions.22,25 This should be taken into account to decide 

local treatment. Such a strategy has been shown as potentially beneficial in oncogene-

addicted aNSCLC, but results of comparative prospective studies remain to be published.29 

In spite of these theoretical advantages, a minority of PD after DCB (4/43 – 9.3%) was 

treated with local therapies in our cohort (Supplementary Table S3). This might be due, to 

some extent, to the lack of follow-up data available at that time for clinician to support such 

treatments in PD after DCB. 

On the other hand, our study suggests a potential benefit of systemic immunotherapy 

continuation in case of PD after DCB through the assessment of TGR. This is for instance 

the case if a patient experiences PD after DCB, if the TGR, calculated with help of an 

additional imaging performed a couple of weeks later on ICI, is still inferior to the baseline 

TGR. It therefore suggests a persistent effect on tumor growth, in spite of PD. This makes ICI 

continuation and combination (with additional agents such as chemotherapies, targeted 

therapies, ICI, etc.) a promising option to be preferred to treatment line switch.28 This is to our 

knowledge the first published work to apply the TGR in the setting of progressive aNSCLC 

after DCB, although it has been used in other studies including NSCLC patients treated by  
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  Primary resistance 
(N=105) 

PD after DCB  
(N=43) 

New disease sites at PD (n(%))   

  Liver 8 (7.6) 1 (2.3) 

  Nodes 4 (3.8) 1 (2.3) 

  Pleura 10 (9.5) 0 (0) 

  Adrenal 5 (4.8) 1 (2.3) 

  Bones 6 (5.7) 0 (0) 

  Brain 7 (6.7) 1 (2.3) 

Table 2: Tumor progression occurring in previously non affected organs. 

 

ICI.30,16,17,31 TGR appears as a promising and feasible tool, given the current paucity of 

objective criteria to establish a persistent benefit of ICI after PD. It should be noted that TGR 

relies only on RECIST measures of target lesions. For this reason, a negative TGR can be 

observed although there is a tumor progression, for instance in non-target lesions. 

Nonetheless, this would still indicate persistent benefit, at least on the proportion of disease 

burden residing in target lesions. 

 

2.Considerations for the mechanisms of PD after DCB and acquired resistance 

Despite prior sustained controlled disease on anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy, 

aNSCLC still end up progressing in the vast majority of patients. Mechanisms of resistance 

to anti-PD1/L1 immunotherapy still need to be elucidated, although multiple hypothesis 

based on preclinical models have been formulated.32 Resistance after DCB or secondary 

resistance could rely on distinct but also common mechanisms to primary resistance.33 In this 

context, implementation of clinical, pathological and biological data gathered in cohorts of 

patients treated with anti-PD1/L1 monotherapy seems pivotal to select and delve into the 

most relevant of these hypotheses. 

 

2.1.Sites of progression: Preferential sites of progression after DCB could indicate 

specificities of the microenvironment favoring a delayed immune escape. In the PD after 

DCB group, most frequent progressive sites were lungs, lymph nodes and CNS. The same 

hierarchy was observed in secondary resistance and late progression subgroups as defined 

by SITC. A similar repartition have also been reported by Heo et al. in a cohort of aNSCLC 

mostly treated with anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy and using a comparable definition of 

secondary resistance.22 It has been hypothesized on the basis of preclinical models that lung 

microenvironment could be prone to secondary resistance.34–36 Clinical data presented here 

is consistent with this hypothesis. Interestingly, disease spread to new organs was more 

frequent in primary resistance than in PD after DCB (Table 2). 

 

2.2.Lymphatic progression after durable clinical benefit is a distinct entity: As previously 

reported, a substantial proportion (25.6%) of PD after DCB occurred only in lymph nodes.22 It 

could be objected that these lesions simply witness a subclinical growth of the disease in 

neighboring organs. Nevertheless, the observation in our study, that the majority of these PD 

showed no involvement of other organs at next imaging, supports the theory that a 

secondary resistance limited to lymph nodes is a distinct biological entity. It has been 

hypothesized that this could be due to long term effects of PD-1/PD-L1 blockade on intra-

lymphatic antitumor immune cells, either on their survival or on chemokine signals enabling 

their location in nodes.23,26 
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2.3.PD after DCB is a localized phenomenon arising in preexisting lesions: The majority of 

cases of PD after DCB in our study occurred as OPD in preexisting lesions, as reported in 

previous studies.25,24,22,37 Here again, the biological relevance of our observations is 

strengthened by the careful review of imaging performed after the first PD assessment. This 

suggests sustainability of the systemic immune surveillance under anti-PD-1/PD-L1 

monotherapy, along with the localized evolution of few preexisting lesions toward immune 

evasion or immune suppression. This localized resistance could arise for instance from 

cancer cells immunoediting, or from the development of immunosuppressive conditions 

within a given lesion.33 Furthermore, PD after DCB is less prone to arise in new organs 

compared to primary resistance. This might indicate an evolution of aNSCLC under long-

term PD-1/PD-L1 blockade toward a better fitness in already invaded tissue, rather than the 

colonization of completely new tumor microenvironments. 

 

3.Other considerations about strengths and limitations of this study 

In contrast with other publications using non-consensual and heterogeneous criteria, 

we used the definitions provided by the SITC, in order to contribute to the necessary 

harmonization of clinical and translational research about immunotherapy resistance. This 

would hopefully help collecting homogeneous data in the future and performing aggregative 

and reproducible analyses.  

It is worth noting that our PD after DCB group comprised the 2 subgroups of 

secondary resistance (n=33) and late progression (n=10) that should occasionally be 

differentiated. Indeed, aNSCLC progression in the setting of late progression could rely on 

different mechanisms from secondary resistance, given that it would happen off therapy. For 

instance, late progression could be due to an impaired global immune surveillance after PD-

1/PD-L1 blockade discontinuation and would indicate that the dysfunction of antitumor 

immune cells is not definitively reversed by anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy. However, 

although based on small numbers, there were no striking differences in the patterns of 

progression between these two subgroups. 

Nevertheless, definition of secondary resistance by the SITC might also be criticized, 

particularly in view of the 6 months DCB thresholds chosen to differentiate it from primary 

resistance. As explained by SITC experts, this minimal period of DCB is necessary to 

exclude aNSCLC growing slowly under ICI treatment with no prior benefit, but classified as 

stable disease (SD) per RECIST1.10. On the other hand, such thresholds may misclassify 

some aNSCLC as primary resistant, although they have showed prior response to 

immunotherapy before PD and might be relevantly categorized as secondary resistant from a 

biological point of view. Schoenfeld and colleagues have recently challenged these 

definitions and demand their adaptation.38 This controversy also illustrates the interest of 

TGR as a tool to objectively identify patients that experience some benefit early on ICI 

treatment (i.e. those who have a reduction in TGR, even if evaluated as SD by RECIST1.) 

prior to resistance, and improve secondary resistance definition. This approach has been 

used by Ferté et al. to evaluate benefit of anticancer drugs in early phase clinical trials data39. 

However, due to the retrospective design of our study, TGR could not be analyzed in all 

patients, which prevented us to include this parameter in multivariable analyses. 

Our study provides homogeneous data, as we only included patients under anti-PD-

1/PD-L1 monotherapy. This fact increases, among other things, the relevance of biological 

hypotheses about secondary resistance based on this data. Conversely, some previous 

publications pooled anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy with combinations including anti-CTLA-4,  
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Figure 4: Summary of findings and perspectives. 

 

chemotherapy or tyrosine kinase inhibitors. For instance, Schoenfeld et al. analyzed a cohort 

of patients treated either with anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy or combined with anti-CTLA-4, 

assuming that patterns and mechanisms of resistance should be similar between both types 

of therapies but without providing a subgroup analysis.25 In addition, our cohort consists 

mostly of Caucasian patients with data that might biologically better apply to population of 

western countries. For instance, one of the largest cohort of secondary resistance of 

aNSCLC (n=51 patients under anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy) originates from Korea and 

comprises a high proportion of EGFR-mutated NSCLC (≥17.4%).22 

In addition, our imaging review of PD after DCB, performed by two trained 

investigators, improves the confidence in patterns of progression that we demonstrated here. 

Indeed, these patterns could have been otherwise confounded by the interobserver variability  

of imaging, or insufficient sensitivity of morphological imaging. However, the prevalence of 

cancer progression in the CNS can be underestimated by the limitations and non-systematic 

use of brain imaging for the follow-up of aNSCLC without previous history of CNS metastasis 

in our retrospective study.  

Also, a substantial proportion of patients (42.6%) had no PD-L1 TPS evaluation prior 

to ICI available. This is explained by the fact that a large share of our cohort received 

Nivolumab as ≥2nd line treatment which was indicated regardless of TPS, before 1st line 

Pembrolizumab approval. Therefore, PD-L1 scoring was not routine practice at that time. To 

our knowledge, all other publications on this topic face the same issue, having many TPS 

value missing or not providing them at all.22,24–26,37 However, some exploratory pathological 

analyses of PD-L1 performed in our center enabled us providing TPS values even for some 

of these ≥2 line Nivolumab patients. 

 

We provide here the first real life comparative study of PPS between primary 

resistance and resistance after DCB in aNSCLC treated with immunotherapy. PD after DCB 

under anti-PD-1/PD-L1 monotherapy is shown to be an independent factor of extended PPS 

and displays distinct patterns. As previously reported, OPD status tends to associate with 

better prognosis among PD after DCB patients. TGR is a promising tool to guide decision of 
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ICI continuation and to refine secondary resistance definition. Altogether this data shall 

contribute to better basic understanding and clinical management of aNSCLC's secondary 

resistance to immunotherapy (Fig. 4). It will profitably add up with other studies and improve 

significance with larger numbers of observations. 
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Figures legends: 

Figure 1: Study flowchart 

Figure 2: Comparison of PPS in PD after DCB versus primary Resistance. Kaplan–

Meier survival curves showing PPS of primary resistance versus PD after DCB groups 

Figure 3: Cox multivariable model for PPS in PD after DCB versus primary Resistance. 

Forest plot showing hazard ratios for death in PD after DCB versus primary Resistance and 

other significant covariables. 

Figure 4: Summary of findings and perspectives. 

Supplementary Figure S1: Tumor Growth Rate model 

 

Tables legends: 

Table 1: Patients characteristics. "at baseline": at baseline of anti-PD-1/PD-L1 treatment. 

"at PD": at first PD after anti-PD-1/PD-L1 initiation. 

Table 2: Tumor progression occurring in previously non affected organs. 

Supplementary Table S1: Patients with potential benefit of continuing PD-1/PD-L1 

blockade beyond PD. Highlighted lines are patients whose TGR assessed at PD was either 

null/negative, or inferior to TGR measured at baseline before ICI when both time points were 

available. Total = 19/43 patients. 

Supplementary Table S2: Oligoprogression characterization. « Oligo PD lesions»: 

number of progressing lesions in OPD under PD-1/PD-L1 blockade; « New lesions PD2 »: 

presence of new lesions on « PD2 » imagery following first PD; « Interval PD-PD2 »: time 

(months) elapsed between both imageries; « TGR oligo »: TGR calculated specifically on 

progressing lesions in assessable OPD patients. 

Supplementary Table S3: Subsequent treatment after primary resistance or PD after 
DCB with anti-PD-1/PD-L1. « Locoregional treatment » : radiation therapy, local ablative 
therapies or surgery 
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