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Abstract 34 
 35 
Background: KRAS mutation status, stage and tumor size at the time of diagnosis are well-36 
established independent prognostic factors in non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC). Here, we 37 
investigate the prognostic value of combining survival data on KRAS mutation status and 38 
tumor size in early-stage NSCLC.  39 
 40 
Methods: We studied the combined impact of KRAS mutational status and tumor size on 41 
overall survival (OS) and risk of death in patients with stage I-II NSCLC. We performed a 42 
retrospective study including 310 consecutively diagnosed patients with early (stage I-II) 43 
NSCLCs. All consecutive patients molecularly assessed and diagnosed between 2016-2018 44 
with stage I-II NSCLC in the Västra Götaland region of western Sweden were included in this 45 
multi-center retrospective study. The primary study outcome was OS and risk of death (hazard 46 
ratio).  47 
 48 
Results: Out of 310 patients with stage I-II NSCLC, 37% harbored an activating mutation in 49 
the KRAS gene. Our study confirmed staging and tumor size as prognostic factors. However, 50 
KRAS mutational status was not found to impact OS and there was no difference in the risk of 51 
death when combining KRAS mutational status and primary tumor size.  52 
 53 
Conclusions: In our patient cohort, KRAS mutations in combination with primary tumor size 54 
are not associated with a worse prognosis in stage I-II NSCLC.   55 
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Introduction 56 
Non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) is the second most common cancer worldwide with 2.1 57 
million new cases annually and the highest mortality rate with 1.8 million deaths. [1] Staging 58 
is a crucial aspect of NSCLC management, as it is one of the most important predictors of 59 
survival. The TNM staging system describes key tumor characteristics such as size, location, 60 
and whether the disease has spread to lymph nodes and/or distant organs [2-5]. There are 61 
four main stages in NSCLC (stage I-IV), with stage IV having the worst prognosis. Pathological 62 
stage is considered the most important prognostic factor for resected patients, with 5-year 63 
survival rates, gradually decreasing across stages, of 83% for stage IA, 71% for IB, 57% for 64 
IIA, 49% for IIB, 36% for IIIA, and 23% for IIIB [4].  65 
 66 
The most frequent oncogenic driver in NSCLC is the Kirsten rat sarcoma viral oncogene 67 
(KRAS), which is present in up to 40% of all cases, with the most common mutations being 68 
G12C, G12V, and G12D [6]. KRAS mutations are associated with worse outcomes after 69 
chemotherapy and radiotherapy, with shorter OS in stage III and IV patients [7-14]. In early-70 
stage NSCLC, however, while several studies have shown that KRAS mutations negatively 71 
influence the prognosis [15-17], others have shown no significant effect [18]. Most recently, it 72 
was reported that KRAS G12C mutation (but not other KRAS mutations or with no mutation in 73 
KRAS) significantly increased risk of disease recurrence in stage I surgically resected lung 74 
adenocarcinomas [19]. However, while the study found this in two distinct local cohorts of IRE-75 
LUAD (Rome, Italy) and MSK-LUAD (New York, USA), data extracted from The Cancer 76 
Genome Atlas (TCGA) showed no significant difference. Hence, the debate about the 77 
prognostic value of KRAS mutational status in early NSCLC is ongoing [20, 21]. In fact, given 78 
the lack of consensus regarding its effects on prognosis, testing for KRAS mutations for 79 
resectable stage I and II tumors is currently not recommended in clinical guidelines [22]. In 80 
addition, several inhibitors that specifically bind KRAS-G12C have been investigated in clinical 81 
trials, with sotorasib becoming the first treatment to gain approval for adults with stage IV 82 
NSCLC harboring a KRAS-G12C mutation as second-line therapy [23-27]. However, 83 
treatment with sotorasib is not currently recommended for patients with early-stage NSCLC 84 
due to lack of evidence showing positive outcomes of treatment in this group.  85 
 86 
Therefore, further investigations are warranted to identify potential subgroups in Stage I-III 87 
disease who may still have to gain from effective and well-established treatments, and to add 88 
to the pool of clinical data required to study this further. One strategy is to stratify patients 89 
according to KRAS mutational status together with other key prognostic factors, such as tumor 90 
size. Primary tumor size is an established prognostic factor in NSCLC, with larger tumors 91 
being associated with poorer survival [21, 28-31]. The reason for this association is not yet 92 
fully understood but larger tumors may be more resistant to therapy due to having poorer blood 93 
supply, differential metabolism, and potentially a higher likelihood of micrometastatic disease 94 
compared to smaller tumors [32-35]. Further research is needed to elucidate the underlying 95 
mechanisms. However, when considering primary tumor size, the grouping as early (I-II), 96 
advanced (III), and metastasized (IV) NSCLC can be argued to be more clinically relevant due 97 
to that stage I-II is primarily based on tumor size whereas a spread to the lymph nodes, a 98 
negative prognostic factor, is more common in stage III [3, 21].  99 
 100 
To our knowledge, no one has investigated the combined impact of primary tumor size and 101 
KRAS mutational status on OS and risk of death in stage I-II NSCLC. However, in Sweden, 102 
reflex testing for targetable alterations in NSCLC, including KRAS mutational status, has been 103 
widely implemented since 2015 for all stages. By including all consecutive patients diagnosed 104 
with stage I-II NSCLC and molecularly assessed between 2016-2018 in Västra Götaland, the 105 
second largest county in Sweden with a population of 1.7 million, the current retrospective 106 
cohort study provides a unique real-world dataset for assessing the impact of combining KRAS 107 
mutations with primary tumor size. 108 
 109 
To summarize, primary tumor size is a key determinant of prognosis especially in the early 110 
stages of NSCLC. At the same time, the prognostic value of KRAS mutational status in early 111 
disease stages remains unclear. Hence patients diagnosed at an early stage are not 112 
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automatically tested for KRAS mutations and recommended treatment with KRAS-targeted 113 
therapy. Here, we investigate whether there is prognostic value in combining KRAS mutational 114 
status with tumor size to aid in clinical stratification of potentially treatment-responsive 115 
subgroups in early-stage NSCLC. 116 
 117 
 118 
Materials and Methods 119 
 120 
Patient population 121 
We conducted a multi-center retrospective study including all consecutive NSCLC patients 122 
diagnosed with stage I-II NSCLC and molecular assessment performed between 2016-2018 123 
in Västra Götaland, Sweden (n = 310). Further inclusion criteria included the availability of 124 
tumor size from CT scanning or a pathology report as well as follow-up data. Patients were 125 
excluded if diagnosed before 2016, had no digitally accessible patient charts, no tumor 126 
measurements noted in the patient charts, or had recurrent disease. 127 
 128 
Patient demographics (age, sex, Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group [ECOG] performance 129 
status [PS], and smoking history), cancer stage, pathological details (histology, mutational 130 
status including KRAS mutational status and subtype), first-line treatment and outcome data 131 
were retrospectively collected from patient charts and the Swedish Lung Cancer Registry. 132 
Clinical staging was based on TNM staging guidelines 7th edition [4]. TNM staging 8th edition 133 
released in 2017 was introduced in Swedish guidelines in 2018, and full implementation was 134 
reached in 2019. Ethical approval was obtained from the Swedish Ethical Review Authority 135 
prior to study commencement (Dnr 2019-04771 and 2021-04987). No informed consent was 136 
required due to all data presented in a de-identified form according to the Swedish Ethical 137 
Review Authority.  138 
 139 
Mutational status 140 
Patients were assessed with next-generation sequencing (NGS) for mutational status on DNA 141 
from formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded (FFPE) blocks or cytological smears using the Ion 142 
AmpliSeq™ Colon and Lung Cancer Panel v2 from Thermo Fisher Scientific as part of the 143 
diagnostic workup process at the Department of Clinical Pathology at Sahlgrenska University 144 
Hospital, assessing hotspot mutations in EGFR, BRAF, KRAS, and NRAS. Until June 2017, 145 
ALK-fusions were assessed with immunohistochemistry (IHC), and with fluorescence in situ 146 
hybridization (FISH) if positive or inconclusive IHC. ROS1 was analyzed upon request with 147 
FISH. Thereafter, ALK, ROS1, and RET fusions were assessed on RNA using the Oncomine 148 
Solid Tumor Fusion Panel from Thermo Fisher Scientific. 149 
 150 
Tumor size 151 
To obtain the most recent and accurate untreated primary tumor size, measurements were 152 
collected from the radiology report of computed tomography (CT) performed before a final 153 
diagnosis of NSCLC was established; this is referred as clinical staging. In patients who 154 
underwent surgical resection, the actual primary tumor size was also collected from the 155 
pathology report, also referred as pathological staging (PAD). The largest tumor diameter was 156 
collected and reported in millimeters. 157 
 158 
Study objectives 159 
The primary outcome of this study was OS and risk of death, defined as the interval between 160 
the date of first treatment and the date of death from any cause. Patients alive or lost to follow-161 
up at the cut-off date were censored at last contact. Median follow-up time was estimated 162 
using the reverse Kaplan-Meier method. We compared OS and risk of death stratified by 163 
KRAS mutational status, i.e., with no mutation in KRAS (wildtype, KRASWT), all KRAS 164 
mutations (KRASMUT), KRAS G12C mutations (KRASMUT G12C) and all KRAS mutations other 165 
than G12C (KRASMUT not G12C). 166 
 167 
 168 
 169 
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Statistical analysis 170 
Clinical characteristics were summarized using descriptive statistics and evaluated with 171 
univariate analysis in table form. Survival was estimated using the Kaplan-Meier method. The 172 
log-rank test was used to assess significant differences in OS between KRASWT and KRASMUT 173 
groups. To evaluate if there was a significant difference in primary tumor size between 174 
KRASMUT and KRASWT, the Mann-Whitney U test was used. Cox proportional hazard 175 
regression was conducted to measure the influence of tumor size on the risk of death (hazard 176 
ratio [HR]) stratified by KRAS mutational status. We defined an interaction term between tumor 177 
size (largest diameter in mm) and KRAS mutational status to assess the combined impact on 178 
the risk of death (HR). Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05 and no adjustments were 179 
made for multiple comparisons. Data analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 180 
version 27 and GraphPad Prism version 9. 181 
 182 
Results 183 
 184 
Patients and tumor characteristics  185 
A total of 310 consecutive patients, who were diagnosed with stage I-II NSCLC during 2016-186 
2018 in Västra Götaland, Sweden and for whom genetic data was available, were included in 187 
this retrospective cohort study (Fig. 1). In the total population, majority of patients were female 188 
(187, 60.3%), with a median age of 70 years, and most were current or former smokers (267, 189 
86%) (Table 1). Most patients had good PS with ECOG 0-1 at diagnosis (285, 92%) and the 190 
proportion of N1 was low (18, 5.8%). NSCLC was predominantly adenocarcinoma of the lung 191 
(281, 90.6%), while squamous cell carcinoma incidence was relatively low (11, 3.5%), which 192 
was expected due to the selection of histological type for NGS assessment. Of included 193 
patients, over a third (115, 37%) had a KRAS mutation (Table 1). This percentage matches 194 
what has been previously reported [9], showing good representativeness of the patient group 195 
studied here.  When comparing the baseline characteristics of KRASWT with KRASMUT patients, 196 
a greater proportion of those with KRASMUT were female and current or former smokers. There 197 
were no cases of squamous cell carcinoma in the KRASMUT group. The most common KRAS 198 
mutation was G12C (47%). In the total population, majority of patients underwent surgical 199 
resection (273, 88%; Table 2). Three patients did not receive any treatment and were excluded 200 
from further survival analyses. Median follow-up time was 63 months (95% CI, 59.7-68.3) and 201 
the data cut-off date was 31 October 2022. 202 
 203 
 204 
No significant difference in survival for all patients stratified by KRAS mutations 205 
When comparing OS for all (stage I-II) patients stratified by KRAS mutational status, no 206 
significant difference was detected with a mean OS (median not reached) of 74 months for 207 
KRASWT vs 63 months for KRASMUT (p = 0.847; Fig 2A). Further stratification of the KRAS 208 
mutated group by the G12C mutation also did not significantly change survival: 74 months for 209 
KRASWT, 61 months for KRASMUT not G12C and 63 months for KRASMUT G12C (p = 0.834; Fig 2D).  210 
 211 
 212 
No significant difference in survival for patients in Stage I or Stage II disease combined 213 
with KRAS mutations 214 
There were also no significant differences according to KRAS mutational status in stage I (Fig 215 
2B, 2E) or Stage II (Fig 2C, 2F). Similarly in resected patients, no significant difference was 216 
observed with a mean OS (median not reached) of 78 months for KRASWT vs 65 months for 217 
KRASMUT (p = 0.856; Supplemental Fig. 1A), or between the subgroups of KRASMUT (p = 0.471; 218 
Supplemental Fig.1B).  219 
 220 
Next, we stratified by stage and found mean OS (median not reached) of 79 months for stage 221 
I vs 50 months for stage II (Fig. S2A). We then conducted the analysis separately according 222 
to KRAS mutational status. For KRASWT, the mean OS (median not reached) was 78 months 223 
for stage I vs 46 months for stage II (Fig. S2B), and for KRASMUT, 65 months for stage I vs 53 224 
months for stage II (Fig. S2C).  225 
 226 
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 227 
No significant difference in survival for patients with TNM-stage T1, T2 or T3 disease 228 
combined with KRAS mutations 229 
Next, we stratified patients using T-staging and studied OS according to KRAS mutational 230 
status. Among those with T1 disease, KRASWT had 83 months while KRASMUT had 66 months 231 
OS (p = 0.751; Fig 3A). Further, KRASMUT not G12C patients had survival of 70 months and 232 
KRASMUT G12C had 61 months (p = 0.344; Fig 3D). In the T2 group, KRASWT had 53 months 233 
while KRASMUT had 59 months OS (p = 0.495; Fig 3B). KRASMUT not G12C patients had survival 234 
of 51 months and KRASMUT G12C had 66 months (p = 0.389; Fig 3E). Similarly, in the T3 group, 235 
KRASWT had 47 months while KRASMUT had 50 months OS (p = 0.966; Fig 3C). KRASMUT not 236 
G12C patients had survival of 50 months and KRASMUT G12C had 53 months (p = 0.984; Fig 3F). 237 
 238 
We further analyzed the impact of T stage on survival and found that it correlated as expected 239 
with mean OS of 82 months for T1, 55 months for T2, and 46 months for T3 (p < 0.001; Fig. 240 
S3A). The same trend was observed when separately analyzing KRASWT with a mean OS 241 
(median not reached) of 83 months for T1, 53 months for T2, and 45 months for T2 (p < 0.001; 242 
Fig. S3B), and KRASMUT with a mean OS of 65 months for T1, 58 months for T2, and 48 243 
months for T3 (p < 0.023; Fig. S3C).  244 
 245 
 246 
KRAS mutations are associated with smaller tumor size measured from CT scans, but 247 
not resection specimens/PAD 248 
To evaluate differences between primary tumor size from CT scans at diagnosis stratified by 249 
KRAS mutational status, we used the Mann-Whitney U test. The test revealed that KRASMUT 250 
primary tumors were significantly smaller at diagnosis, with a median size of 20 mm (n = 115) 251 
vs KRASWT primary tumors with a median size of 25 mm (n = 190) (p = 0.043; Fig. 4A). 252 
However, when looking at tumor size as assessed in resected specimens, there were no 253 
differences; KRASWT median size 22 mm (n = 171) vs KRASMUT median size 21 mm (n = 102) 254 
(p = 0.16; Fig. 4B).  255 
 256 
 257 
Larger tumor size measured from resection specimens/PAD, but not CT scans, is 258 
associated with a higher risk of death  259 
We found that increase in primary tumor size determined from CT scans did not have a 260 
significant effect on risk of death (HR, 1.006; 95% CI, 0.922-1.021; p > 0.5) (Fig 4C). However, 261 
when testing the correlation between primary tumor size as assessed in resection specimens, 262 
we found a significantly increased risk of death (HR, 1.029; 95% CI, 1.012-1.046; p < 0.001) 263 
(Fig 4D). The risk of death increases with 2.9% for every mm increase of size.  264 
 265 
The combination of KRAS mutational status and tumor size does not impact the risk of 266 
death  267 
To test if the combination of tumor size and KRAS mutational status impacts the risk of death, 268 
we defined an interaction term including both variables. For primary tumor size from CT scans 269 
and KRAS mutational status, no significant difference in the risk of death was detected (HR, 270 
1.008; 95% CI, 0.988-1.030; p > 0.5) (Fig 4C). Similarly, there were no significant differences 271 
for primary tumor size and KRAS mutational status when measured in resection specimens 272 
(HR, 1.002; 95% CI, 0.978-1.027; p = 0.807) (Fig 4D). 273 
 274 
 275 
Discussion  276 
 277 
In this study, we assessed the prognostic value of combining KRAS mutational status with 278 
tumor size in early-stage NSCLC. We found that combining these variables had no significant 279 
effect on overall survival or the risk of death.  280 
 281 
In alignment with previous findings, we found in our patient cohort that later disease stage and 282 
larger primary tumor size is associated with worse survival. Interestingly, we found that these 283 
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correlations are sustained independent of KRAS mutational status. Importantly, the 284 
established literature on how KRAS mutations affect outcomes in early-stage NSCLC is 285 
varying between worse survival and no significant difference. Here, we find as the latter, that 286 
KRAS mutational status alone does not significantly impact OS or risk of death in patients with 287 
stage I-II NSCLC. Patients harboring a KRAS G12C mutation did not have a worse OS. Taken 288 
together, these findings show good representativeness of this well-defined patient cohort. 289 
 290 
Our study included only patients with stage I-II disease due to the focus on primary tumor size 291 
and to limit the prognostic impact of local invasion and regional lymph node involvement. Only 292 
5.8% of the patients had N1 disease that could affect the prognosis. The major portion of the 293 
patients had tumor resection and more than 90% of tumors were adenocarcinoma. During this 294 
period, patients diagnosed with squamous cell carcinoma were molecularly assessed to a 295 
lesser extent, thus our study is more representative of adenocarcinoma. Even though most 296 
tumors were classified according the TNM staging guidelines 7th edition, changes included in 297 
the 8th edition, mainly covering substages that were not analyzed in this study, do not alter our 298 
findings [4].  299 
 300 
When combining tumor size and KRAS mutational status there was no increased risk of death. 301 
No significant differences were observed when comparing OS for all stage I-II patients 302 
stratified by KRAS mutational status. However, the mean OS was 11 months shorter for 303 
KRASMUT patients. The same trend was observed when looking at resected patients with a 13-304 
month shorter mean survival for KRASMUT patients. In this case, our results could differ from 305 
former studies due to earlier studies not being corrected for tumor size [15, 16]. Our cohort 306 
could be used as a historical reference if, in the future, sotorasib would be approved for 307 
adjuvant treatment for patients harboring KRAS G12C mutation.  308 
 309 
Outcome variables other than survival such as recurrence rates and progression-free survival 310 
were not examined here. In addition, there remain confounders that were not include in the 311 
analyses such as the effect of different treatment methods on survival. Further, we use the T 312 
descriptor of the TNM staging system for tumor size even though the descriptor also includes 313 
invasion status and or intrapulmonary metastasis. We found that larger tumor size measured 314 
from resection specimens, but not CT scans, is associated with a higher risk of death. 315 
However, one confounder here is that non-resected patients are included in the CT group but 316 
not in the PAD group, which biases towards worse prognosis.  317 
 318 
Going forward, much remains to be explored on the role of KRAS mutation in early NSCLC. 319 
In the age of precision medicine, our study contributes towards the detailed level clinical data 320 
that is required for future pooled analysis of prognosis assessments that can help guide clinical 321 
decisions. 322 
 323 
In conclusion, we confirm the importance of primary tumor size and stage as a prognostic 324 
factor for survival in stage I-II NSCLC. KRAS mutations were not found to impact OS and no 325 
difference in the risk of death was observed when combining KRAS mutations and primary 326 
tumor size. 327 
 328 
 329 
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Figure legends 465 
 466 
Table 1 Characteristics of the total cohort as well as stratified by KRASWT and KRASMUT. Data 467 
are presented as n (%).  468 
ECOG PS, Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group Performance Status. T, Tumor. N, Nodulus.  469 
 470 
Table 2 Summary of first-line treatments in the total cohort as well as stratified by KRASWT 471 
and KRASMUT. Data are presented as n (%).  472 
 473 
Figure 1. Patient selection 474 
Flow chart showing patient selection for the study.  475 
 476 
Figure 2. Impact of KRAS mutational status on overall survival in Stage I and II NSCLC. 477 
Kaplan-Meier estimates comparing overall survival between (A, D) all patients, (B, E) Stage I 478 
and (C, F) Stage II patients with no mutation in KRAS (wildtype, KRASWT), with all KRAS 479 
mutations (KRASMUT), only KRAS-G12C mutations (KRASMUT G12C) and KRAS mutations other 480 
than G12C (KRASMUT not G12C). 481 
 482 
Figure 3. Impact of KRAS mutational status on overall survival across TNM-stages in 483 
NSCLC 484 
Kaplan-Meier estimates comparing overall survival between (A, D) T1, (B, E) T2 and (C, F) 485 
T3 patients with no mutation in KRAS (wildtype, KRASWT), with all KRAS mutations 486 
(KRASMUT), only KRAS-G12C mutations (KRASMUT G12C) and KRAS mutations other than 487 
G12C (KRASMUT not G12C). 488 
 489 
Figure 4. KRAS mutations are associated with smaller tumor size at diagnosis 490 
Primary tumor size from (A) CT scans and (B) resection specimens (PAD) in patients with no 491 
mutation in KRAS (wildtype, KRASWT) or with KRAS mutations (KRASMUT). Forest plot of 492 
multivariate COX regression analysis for patients with tumor size from (C) CT scan and (D) 493 
resection specimens (PAD). 494 
 495 
Supplemental Figure 1 496 
Kaplan-Meier estimates of overall survival for resected Stage I-II NSCLC patients stratified by 497 
KRAS mutational status. (A) No mutation in KRAS (wildtype, KRASWT), with all KRAS 498 
mutations (KRASMUT). (B) Only KRAS-G12C mutations (KRASMUT G12C), KRAS mutations other 499 
than G12C (KRASMUT not G12C). 500 
 501 
 502 
Supplemental Figure 2 503 
Kaplan-Meier estimates comparing overall survival for (A) all patients, (B) patients with no 504 
mutation in KRAS (wildtype, KRASWT), and (C) with all KRAS mutations (KRASMUT), stratified 505 
by Stages I and II. 506 
 507 
Supplemental Figure 3 508 
Kaplan-Meier estimates comparing overall survival for (A) all patients, (B) patients with no 509 
mutation in KRAS (wildtype, KRASWT), and (C) with all KRAS mutations (KRASMUT), stratified 510 
by TNM-stages T1, T2 and T3. 511 
 512 
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Table 1. Characteristics all patients stage I-II NSCLC 
 Total KRAS WT KRAS MUT 
  n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Total  310 (100) 195 (63.0) 115 (37.0) 
Age in years, median (range) 70 (35-85) 70 (35-85) 70 (48-84) 
Sex       
Male 123 (39.7) 88 (45.1) 35 (30.4) 
Female  187 (60.3) 107 (54.9) 80 (69.6) 
Smoking history       
Current smoker  99 (31.9) 51 (26.2) 48 (41.7) 
Former smoker 168 (54.2) 106 (54.4) 62 (53.9) 
Never smoker 43 (13.9) 38 (19.5) 5 (4.3) 
Perfomance status       
ECOG 0 144 (46.5) 82 (42.1) 62 (53.9) 
ECOG 1 141 (45.5) 96 (49.2) 45 (39.1) 
ECOG 2 24 (7.7) 16 (8.2) 8 (7.0) 
ECOG 3 1 (0.3) 1 (0.5) 0 
ECOG 4 0 0 0 
Histology       
Adenocarcinoma 281 (90.6)  168 (86.2) 113 (98.3) 
Squamous cell carcinoma 11 (3.5) 11(5.6) 0 
NCSLC NOS 18 (5.9) 16 (8.2) 2 (1.7) 
Mutation status       
None known 124 (40.2) 124 (63.6)   
KRAS 115 (37.0) 0   
EGFR 54 (17.4) 54 (27.7)   
BRAF 6 (1.9) 6 (3.1)   
ALK 4 (1.3) 4 (2.1)   
ROS1 3 (1.0) 3 (1.5)   
RET 1 (0.3) 1 (0.5)   
Other 3 (1.0) 3 (1.5)   
KRAS submutation       
G12A     9 (7.8) 
G12C     54 (47.0) 
G12D     15 (13.0) 
G12V     26 (22.6) 
Other     11 (9.6) 
TNM       
T1a 99 (31.9) 55 (28.2) 44 (38.3) 
T1b 76 (24.5) 54 (27.7) 22 (19.1) 
T1c 12 (3.9) 7 (3.6) 5 (4.3) 
T2a 67 (21.6) 46 (23.6) 21 (18.3) 
T2b 28 (9.0) 15 (7.8) 13 (11.3) 
T3 28 (9.0) 18 (9.2) 10 (8.7) 
N0 292 (94.2) 185 (94.9) 107 (93.0) 
N1 18 (5.8) 10 (5.1)  8 (7.0) 
Measurement modality       
CT-scan (mm) 305 (98.4) 190 (97.4) 115 (100) 
PAD 273 (88.0) 171 (88.7) 102 (88.7) 
At last follow up 31/10-2022       
Alive 206 (66.5) 128 (65.6) 78 (67.8) 
Deceased 104 (33.5) 67 (34.4) 37 (32.2) 
Survival       
Mean survival (months)  63 62 64 
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Table 2. Treatment table all patients stage I-II NSCLC 
 Total KRAS WT KRAS MUT 
  n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Total 310 (100) 195 (63.0) 115 (37.0) 
Surgery 273 (88.0) 171 (87.7) 102 (88.7) 
Curative chemoradiotherapy 7 (2.3) 6 (3.1) 1 (0.9) 
Medical treatment 2 (0.6) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.9) 
Stereotactic radiotherapy 11 (3.5) 11 (5.6) 0 (0) 
Radiotherapy 14 (4,5) 3 (1,5) 11 (9.6) 
No treatment 3 (1.0) 3 (1.5) 0 (0) 
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