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Abstract
Background

Introduction of immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICls) has modified treatment modalities for patients
with lung cancer, offering new alternatives for treatment. Despite improved survival benefits, ICls
may cause side-effects impacting patients’ quality of life (QoL). We aim to study the changes in
global QoL (gQol) up to 18 months of patients with advanced stage lung cancer after treatment with
ICIs between 2015-2021.

Methods and Analysis

A longitudinal cohort study was conducted using OncolifeS data-biobank from the University
Medical Center Groningen. Participants completed the EORTC QLQ-C30 questionnaire, at the
beginning of their IC| treatment (baseline) and then at 6, 12 and 18 months. Using joint modelling,
the predicted trajectory of gQolL was studied by treatment regimens up to 18 months, while
accounting for the competing risk of death and adjusting for pre-specified covariates.

Results
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Of 418 participants with median age 66 years, 39% were women. Patients receiving first line
immuno-monotherapy with palliative intent had a small improvement ([5-8] points) in their gQolL
within first six months, and no clinically significant change ([-5 to 5] points) thereafter, while patients
with second/further line immunotherapy with palliative intent had no clinically significant change in
their gQoL over 18 months. Patients receiving first line chemo-immunotherapy with palliative intent
had a small improvement in their gQolL over 18 months, while patients receiving first line chemo-
radiotherapy followed by Durvalumab with curative intent had no clinically significant change in
their gQol over 18 months.

Conclusion

The differences in gQol over time among patients with varying treatment regimens based on drug
intensity, line and intent of treatment may help clinicians and patients understand the potential
dynamic of treatments on QoL. It may further influence treatment decisions and patient
management strategies, reflecting the practical implications of different treatment regimens.
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Key Messages

What is already known on this topic

Immunotherapy has significantly helped in modifying treatment modalities for patients with
advanced stage (stage 3 and 4) lung cancer, despite the unsatisfactory prognosis of this disease. In
comparison to conventional therapies like chemotherapy, various trials reported more favourable
outcomes in the health related QoL domain for patients who underwent treatment with immune
checkpoint inhibitors (ICls), which is a type of immunotherapy. Despite its benefits in terms of
survival, longer time until deterioration in QoL and better control of symptoms after
immunotherapy, ICls may impact patients’ QoL due to its side-effects. However, such evidence has
largely been drawn from clinical trials which not only have a strict eligibility criteria but also a
relatively short follow-up of under one year, while treatment with immunotherapy may last up to
two years. Although some patients with lung cancer achieve deep and durable responses with ICls,
not all patients benefit and develop side-effects which may impact their QoL.

What this study adds

The main aim of this analyses was to study the changes in gQoL (measure by the European
Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer Quality of Life, EORTC QLQ-C30 questionnaire,
version 3) over a period of 1.5 years after receiving treatment with ICls for advanced stage lung
cancer. Using joint models which account for the competing risk of death and adjusts for
prespecified covariates such as baseline sociodemographic and clinical characteristics of the
patients, we predicted and assessed the differences in the gQoL over time of patients who had
different treatment regimens for their lung cancer diagnosis. Our analyses showed that patients
receiving first line immuno-monotherapy with a palliative intent had a small improvement in their
gQoL within first six months of ICl treatment, a trivial change up to one year and then a small
deterioration thereafter, compared to patients with second/further line immunotherapy, who had a
trivial change in their gQol over 1.5 years after ICI treatment. Moreover, patients who had first line
chemo-radiotherapy followed by Durvalumab with a curative intent had a small deterioration in
their gQolL in first six months following ICI treatment, a trivial change up to one year and then a small
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improvement thereafter. Patients receiving first line chemo-immunotherapy with a palliative intent
had a small improvement in their gQol over 1.5 years. As a secondary outcome, we studied how the
functional scores of patients change over 1.5 years, indicating their physical, social, emotional, role
and cognitive wellbeing. While emotional, social and cognitive scores had trivial changes over time,
physical and role functioning had a small deterioration over 1.5 years after ICI treatment.

How this study might affect research, practice or policy

The differences in gQol over time among patients with varying treatment regimens based on drug
combination, line and intent of treatment may help guide clinicians and patients of potential
benefits and impairments of treatments on QolL.

Introduction

Lung cancer is the leading cause of cancer-related death worldwide (about 1.8 million (18%) deaths
globally in 2020"), largely because of high proportion of advanced-stage tumours with poor
prognosis. The pattern is similar in the NL, where advanced disease represents 49% of diagnosed
cases, with 1-year overall survival at 46% for patients diagnosed between 2012-2018°. The
prognosis of advanced-stage disease is poor, with 1-year overall survival of 46% in the Netherlands
for patients diagnosed between 2012-2018°. Despite relatively recent advances in diagnosis and
therapy, the prognosis for patients with advanced-stage lung cancer is still unsatisfactory. Since
2014, introduction of immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICls) has modified treatment modalities for
patients with lung cancer, offering new alternatives for this disease in advanced stages’. Despite its
undeniable benefit in terms of survival®, ICIs can cause immune-related adverse events (IRAEs),
which in turn have an impact on the patients’ quality of life (QoL)® .

In comparison to conventional therapies like chemotherapy, various studies report smaller
impairments in health related QoL scales, longer time until deterioration in QoL and better control of
symptoms after immunotherapy®®. This may be related to lower risk of adverse events for
immunotherapy compared to chemotherapy'®. However, this evidence has largely come from clinical
trials which have strict eligibility criteria, e.g., these data exclude patients with poor performance
status (Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group (ECOG) performance status (PS) >1), concomitant
cancers, or comorbidities. Hence, generalising clinical benefits of ICIs seen in trial settings to real-
world cohorts is hazardous.

Population-based studies have revealed that patients’ socio-demographic characteristics such as
age, sex, and education, as well as health status captured via performance status, comorbidities or
tumour stage may impact their QoL™™. Hence, the effect of cancer treatments on QoL outcomes
may be confounded by such factors. Therefore, identifying determinants of QoL is key to optimise
patients’ QoL™.

Very few methodical studies have been published on post-treatment longer-term QoL from
observational real-world data focusing on immunotherapy as well as on other cancer treatments
such as chemotherapy and radiotherapy*™® °. Moreover, studies that investigated QoL in this
population so far had a follow-up of under one year’, while ICI treatment regimens typically have an
intended duration of two years'. Patients’ QoL may therefore be affected, even long after
treatment with ICls is initiated. The goals of therapy for advanced stage lung cancer should not only
focus on controlling the disease but should also be directed towards optimising patient’s longer-
term Qol.
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This study aims to determine how global quality of life (gQol) of patients with advanced stage lung
cancer changes over 18 months following treatment with ICls. With this knowledge, clinicians and
patients can be better informed as to what to expect from a treatment with ICls, both during and
after receiving the treatment.

Methods

Data source

This study was based on a subset of the OncolLifeS (Oncological Life Study: Living well as a cancer
survivor) data'®, which is a hospital-based biobank of clinical well-being and QoL of patients with an
oncological diagnosis and treated with anti-PD-1/PD-L1/CTLA-4 ICls at the University Medical Center
Groningen (UMCG), the Netherlands. These data consist of linked routine clinical data, including
cancer treatments, comorbidities, lifestyle, radiological and pathological findings, IRAEs with patient-
reported data, including QoL, that are collected during and after their cancer treatment. This
biobank was developed for oncological research with an overall aim to link routine clinical data with
preserved biological specimens and QoL assessments. It includes, amongst others, patients
diagnosed with lung cancer and treated with ICls from January 2015 onwards, who filled
questionnaires measuring their QoL around the time of ICl initiation and then at every 6 months, up
to two years. The data was pseudonymized by the project coordinator of OncolifeS before
analysis®.

Inclusion criteria

The OncolifeS database includes patients who were >18 years of age at the time of signing an
informed consent. Patients receiving ICl treatment are those who have received one of the
following monoclonal antibodies: Nivolumab, Pembrolizumab, Cemiplimab, Atezolizumab, Avelumab
or Durvalumab®’. We included patients who were diagnosed with advanced stage (3 or 4) lung
cancer and treated with ICls between January 2015 to November 2021, with no missing information
on cancer treatments and who filled at least one QoL questionnaire at baseline - either at the time of
ICl initiation or up to six weeks before.

Patient and public involvement

Patients and the public were not involved in the design, conduct, reporting, or dissemination plans
of this research.

Outcomes, exposure and covariables

Our primary outcome of interest was the gQolL score of patients diagnosed with lung cancer and
treated with ICls, measured by the EORTC QLQ-C30. The European Organization for Research and
Treatment of Cancer Quality of Life” (EORTC QLQ-C30) questionnaire (version 3) is a part of an
integrated system which provides a QoL instrument to facilitate international clinical trials in
oncology. This is a 30-item questionnaire which assesses the gQol, five functional scales (emotional,
physical, social, role and cognitive), eight symptom scales (pain, fatigue, nausea/vomiting, dyspnoea,
insomnia, loss of appetite, constipation, and diarrhoea) and perceived financial impact of the
disease. These scales produce a continuous measure ranging from 0 to 100 with higher scores
representing higher gQoL/ higher level of functioning/ higher level of symptoms. The secondary
outcomes of interest were the five functional scales of QolL.

Patients were classified into four groups according to their type and line of treatment (Table 1).
Hence, cancer treatment group (the exposure) was a categorical variable. These groups reflect the
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the therapeutic intention (and indirectly patient's prognosis).

Table 1: Criteria for classification of patients by their treatment regimen.
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Treatment group

Description

Line of treatment

Intent of treatment

Group 1

chemo-radiotherapy followed by
Durvalumab within 6 weeks to 3
months

1* line

Curative

Group 2 immuno-monotherapy 1% line Palliative
Group 3 immuno-chemotherapy 1% line Palliative
Group 4' immunotherapy (as monotherapy 2™ or further line | Palliative

or with chemotherapy)

'Reference group
Statistical analyses

The aim of this analysis was to study the changes in QoL of advanced stage lung cancer patients,
following their ICI treatment to up to 18 months. The repeated measurements on QoL scores
enabled us to study how QoL changed over time. Violin plots were used to describe the trajectories
of continuous scores (i.e., gQoL and the functional scales) over time from baseline to up to 18
months, conditional on patients’ survival at each follow-up time. Violin plots could not be used for
symptom scores because of the discrete nature of these sub-scores.

For assessing the longitudinal trajectory of QoL over time after ICl treatment, the competing risk of
death was accounted for as it precludes patients from the outcome of interest, i.e., QoL. Joint
models®® were used to estimate the effect of treatment on QoL over time following IC| treatment. Its
two components allowed the simultaneous analysis of longitudinal and time-to-event data, which
were linked using an association structure that quantifies the relationship between the changes in
Qol and survival. Due to high number of patients drop-out from either death or incomplete follow-
up, we restricted our analysis to up to 18 months. Models were adjusted at the time of analysis for
pre-specified covariates, identified using a directed acyclic graph (DAG) created using DAGitty v3.0**
(Figure A.1). Baseline covariables — age, sex, weight, education, ECOG PS, presence of concomitant
cancer, presence of comorbidities (diabetes, hypertension, COPD, CVD, rheumatological conditions),
number of months since lung cancer diagnosis, and tumour stage were identified as adjustment
factors. ICI treatment response, IRAEs and ‘ICI stopping early’ were mediators in the path between
treatment and QoL and hence not adjusted for in the analysis.

The first component of the joint model was fitted using a linear mixed effect model with a patient-
specific random intercept to account for the repeated measurements of QoL. The estimand was the
adjusted mean difference in QoL between cancer treatments (Tablel), from baseline and then every
six months and up to 18 months. This was assessed by the difference between the predicted mean
gQolL in the treatment groups compared above, pooled at each time point. The other component of
the joint model was the time-to-event model, in the form of a proportional hazards model adjusted
for the same pre-specified covariates. As a primary analysis, a complete-case analysis was performed
using JM R package® so the observations with missing data in the covariates were excluded from
this analysis (Appendix 4).

Since a complete-case analysis may lead to biased results if data are not missing completely at
random (MCAR) or if the missingness mechanism is not covariate-dependent only, we applied
multiple imputation for handling missing data in the covariates - weight, education, and PS under a
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missing at random (MAR) mechanism allowing for a possible association between missingness,
treatment groups, covariates, and outcome. Complex models such as joint models for longitudinal
and survival data, in the presence of missing values, cannot be handled adequately by standard
multiple imputation techniques. Using JointAl R package®®, we fitted joint models using a fully
Bayesian approach by modelling the analysis model (the joint model described above) jointly with
the incomplete covariates under MAR assumption®’, such that the analysis and imputation of
missing data were performed simultaneously while ensuring compatibility between longitudinal and
survival sub-models. Posterior mean difference (PM) and its 95% Cl was used to describe the
measure of association between gQol and covariates. Model summaries are presented in Table A.3.
To assess the differences between the trajectory of predicted mean gQol by treatment group, we
included an additional interaction term between observation time of QoL and treatment group
(Figure A.13). Similarly, an additional interaction term between observation time of QoL and
comorbidities was included in the model where we assessed the differences between the trajectory
of predicted mean gQol by presence of comorbidities at baseline (Figures A.14-A.16).

Sensitivity analyses

We performed a sensitivity analysis by imputing missing observations on education under two
extreme missing not at random (MNAR) mechanisms (i.e., missing information related to non-
measured data), assuming in turn that all the patients with missing education had a low level of
education, and then assuming they had a high level of education. We then compared the predicted
trajectory of gQol with the results obtained using multiple imputation above. We did not conduct
such a sensitivity for weight and PS, as the proportion of missing data on these variables was very
low.

All analyses were performed using R software version 4.3.0%.
Results

There were 508 patients diagnosed with lung cancer between 1987-2021 and treated with ICls
between 2015-2021 at UMCG. Among these, 418 (82%) patients were included in our analysis
because they filled at least one QoL questionnaire and were diagnosed with stage 3 or 4 lung cancer.
A consort diagram was used to describe the timeline of filling EORTC QLQ-C30 questionnaires (Figure
A.2). Patients’ characteristics at baseline are presented in Table 2 by treatment groups. The median
age of patients at baseline was 66 years (Q1=59, Q3=71) and 161 (39%) were women. Majority
patients (n=262, 63%) had second/further line immunotherapy (group 4). Most patients had stage 4
lung cancer (n=369, 88%), about half of the patients were restricted in physically strenuous activity
(PS=1, n=204, 49%), while 38% had a history of CVD (n=158), 58% had low level of education
(n=243). The observed median gQol of all patients at baseline was 58.3 (Q1=50, Q3=75) (Figure 1A).
The observed evolution of the gQol of patients from baseline to up to 18 months, among those who
were alive for at least 6, 12, and 18 months are shown using violin plots in Figure 1B-D respectively.
The number of patients alive at follow-up times rapidly decreased, with only 53% patients alive at 12
months and 43% alive for at least 18 months. Patients who survived longer (at least 6 months) after
immunotherapy had a higher gQol at baseline and over time compared to those who died earlier
(Figure 1B-D). A decline in the gQolL, physical and role functioning scores among those who survived
after one year of ICl treatment was also observed (Figures 1 and A.3-A.7).

Table 2: Baseline clinical and demographic characteristics of patients with lung cancer by treatment
group
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Treatment groups
Group 1: Group 2: Group 3: Group 4:
chemo- immuno- immuno- | immunotherapy
radiotherapy monotherapy chemotherapy
followed by
Durvalumab
1* line 1" line 1*line | 2"further line
: Curative intent | Palliative intent | Palliative intent | Palliative intent
Variable Overall
Sample size (n,%) 418 37 (8.9) 70(16.7) 49 (11.7) 262 (62.7)
Females (n,%) 161 (38.5) 13 (35.1) 25(35.7) 14 (28.6) 109 (41.6)
Age at IClI treatment
(years)
Mean (SD) | 65.12 (9.03) 63.70 (9.52) 65.07 (9.78) 67.47 (8.11) 64.90 (8.89)
Median (Q1,Q3) 66 (59,71) 65 (61,71) 66 (59,73) 70 (62,73) 66 (58,71)
Weight (kg)
Mean (SD) 78.78 81.26 (15.51) 81.32 (18.76) 82.52 (17.78) 77.13 (14.73)
(15.96)
Median (Q1,Q3) 77 (67,90) 81(71,93) 80 (69,94) 82 (73,93) 75 (67,87)
Missing (n,%) 11(3) 0(0) 4 (6) 4 (8) 3(1)
ECOG performance status
(n,%)
no limit to normal activity: 182 (43.5) 26 (70.3) 26 (37.1) 20 (40.8) 110 (42.0)
0
ambulatory, but restricted 204 (48.8) 11(29.7) 35 (50.0) 25(51.0) 133 (50.8)
in strenuous activity: 1
able to perform self-care, 22(5.3) 0 (0.0) 7 (10.0) 2(4.1) 13 (5.0)
active >50% of daytime: 2
only partly able to perform 4(1.0) 0 (0.0) 1(1.4) 0(0.0) 3(1.1)
self-care, resting >50% of
daytime: 3
Missing 6 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1(1.4) 2(4.1) 3(1.1)
Diabetes (n,%) 67 (16.0) 8(21.6) 13 (18.6) 11 (22.4) 35 (13.4)
Hypertension (n,%) 182 (43.5) 20 (54.1) 32(45.7) 26 (53.1) 104 (39.7)
COPD (n,%) 119 (28.5) 11 (29.7) 19 (27.1) 12 (24.5) 77 (29.4)
Rheumatological 37(8.9) 5 (13.5) 11 (15.7) 3(6.1) 18 (6.9)
conditions (n,%)
History of CVD (n,%) 158 (37.8) 18 (48.6) 27 (38.6) 24 (49.0) 89 (34.0)
Concomitant cancer’ (n,%) 34 (8.1) 1(2.7) 6 (8.6) 6(12.2) 21 (8.0)
Education (n,%)
Low 243 (58.1) 21 (56.8) 39 (55.7) 28 (57.1) 155 (59.2)
Medium 71(17.0) 8(21.6) 12 (17.1) 8(16.3) 43 (16.4)
High 75 (17.9) 7 (18.9) 11 (15.7) 12 (24.5) 45 (17.2)
Missing 29(6.9) 1(2.7) 8(11.4) 1(2.0) 19 (7.3)
Number of months since
lung cancer diagnosis
Mean (SD) | 6.64 (8.20) 4.43(2.29) 2.69(4.94) 1.39 (3.04) 8.99 (9.11)
Median (Q1,Q3) 4(1,10) 4 (3,5) 2(1,2) 1(0,2) 7 (2,13)
Lung cancer stage (n,%)
3 49 (11.7) 36 (97.3) 4% (5.7) 22 4.1) 7*2.7)
4 369 (88.3) 1(2.7) 66 (94.3) 47 (95.9) 255 (97.3)
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SD: standard deviation; Q1: 1% quartile; Q3: 3™ quartile; kgs: kilograms; COPD: chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease; CVD: cardiovascular disease; ICl: immune checkpoint inhibitors; Yconcomitant
cancers include skin, breast, colorectal, bladder, prostrate, oropharynx, anorectal, esophagus,
lymphoma, endometrium, myelodysplastic syndrome, pancreatic, vulva carcinoma; Tumour too
large for curative radiotherapy or disease progression after chemo-radiotherapy after 6 months;
recurrence after cT2bN3MO treated with curative intent after 6 months or recurrence after
cTANOMO treated with radiotherapy with curative intent after 6 months; “recurrence after chemo-
radiotherapy before 6 months or ¢cT4AN3MO and progression after palliative chemotherapy or
progression after first line chemotherapy (carbo-pemetrexed), fields too large for radiotherapy or
recurrence cTANOMO after chemo-radiotherapy, carboplatin-gemcitabin, progression or carboplatin-
gemcitabin for cT3AN1MO no curative options

n=418 n= 306 n=223 n=178

[

Time (months) since IC| treatment initiation
Figure 1: Violin plots with superimposed smoothing curve (fitted using weighted least squares)

describing the observed (unadjusted) evolution of gQolL scores among patients who survived after
ICI treatment, where ‘n’ is the number of patients alive at baseline (panel A), up to 6 months (panel
B), up to 12 months (panel C), and up to 18 months (panel D).

Covariables with missing values were ECOG PS (1.4%), weight (3.0%) and education (6.9%), which led
to an exclusion of 40 (9.5%) patients in the complete-case analysis (Appendix 4). The results from the


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439; this version posted April 30, 2024. 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.

sensitivity analysis performed using multiple imputation of missing covariates, were similar to the
complete-case analysis (see below).

Any clinically relevant changes in QoL over time is defined according to the evidence-based
guidelines for interpreting changes in EORTC QLQ-C30 gQol scores as no clinically significant change
([-5 to 5] points), small ([-10 to -5] / [5 to 8] points), medium ([-16 to -10] / [>8] points), or large ([< -
16] / not evaluable) deterioration/improvement®. These guidelines were developed by combining
expert opinions and meta-analysis results from studies reporting QoL data using the EORTC QLQ-
C30. While large, medium, and small differences were defined as those with unequivocal, probable,
and subtle clinical relevance, respectively, trivial differences were defined as those likely to lack
clinical relevance. Overall, there was no clinically significant change in predicted gQol scores over 18
months of all lung cancer patients treated with ICI, conditional on their survival (Figure A.17).
However, there were significant differences in these trajectories by treatment groups (Figure 2A).
Patients with first-line immuno-monotherapy with palliative intent (group 2) had a small
improvement ([5 to 8] points) in their gQoL score within the first six months of immunotherapy, and
no clinically significant change ([-5 to 5] points) thereafter. Patients with first-line chemo-
radiotherapy followed by Durvalumab with curative intent (group 1), had no clinically significant
change in their gQolL over 18 months. Patients receiving first-line chemo-immunotherapy with a
palliative intent (group 3) had a small improvement ([5 to 8] points) in their gQolL over 18 months.
Group 4 patients with second/further-line immunotherapy with palliative intent had no clinically
significant change in their gQolL over 18 months after immunotherapy (Figures 2A and A.13).
Variation in predicted mean gQol trajectories by ECOG PS and comorbidities are shown in Figures
2B-D. Patients with ‘fully active’ PS at baseline had higher gQolL over time compared to those who
were ambulatory, but restricted in strenuous activity (PS=1). Patients with CVD or concomitant
cancer had a lower gQoL compared to those who did not have these conditions respectively.
Difference in predicted mean gQol trajectories by other covariates were not clinically significant and
hence not presented in this paper.

First line immuno-monotherapy (versus second/further line immunotherapy) was associated with
6% higher gQoL over time (95% CI=[0.1%, 11%)]). However, first line chemo-radiotherapy followed by
Durvalumab, and first line immuno-chemotherapy (versus second/further line immunotherapy) were
not associated with lower or higher gQoL over time. Having a history of CVD (posterior mean
difference (PM)=-5%, 95% Cl=[-10%, -0.1%]) or concomitant cancer at baseline (PM =-9%, 95% Cl=[-
17%, -2%)) were associated with 5% and 9% lower gQoL over time respectively. Being ambulatory,
but restricted in strenuous activity (PS=1) at baseline (versus fully active, PS=0) was associated with a
9% lower gQolL over time (PMps-1=-9%, 95% Cl=[-13%, -5%]) after adjustment on other covariates
and accounting for the competing risk of death. Other comorbidities (diabetes, hypertension, COPD
and rheumatological conditions), tumour stage, number of months since tumour diagnosis, age, sex,
weight, and education were not associated with the gQol over time (Table A.3).

The results from sensitivity analysis after imputing education under a MNAR mechanism (as ‘low’ or
‘high’) were similar to models fitted with multiple imputation (Figures A.17-A.19) giving reassurance
that our results were robust to departure from the MAR assumption assumed for multiple
imputation.

The predicted mean trajectory of the five functional scores of lung cancer patients from baseline to
up to 18 months from the joint model with multiple imputation is shown in Figure 3. While the
physical ([-10 to -5] points) and role ([-14 to -7] points) functioning had a small deterioration over 18
months, changes in emotional ([-3 to 6] points), social ([-6 to -3] points), and cognitive ([-1 to 3]
points) functioning were not clinically significant, conditional on patients’ survival.
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Figure 2: Predicted trajectory of gQoL scores of patients using joint model with multiple imputation
accounting for the competing risk of death by A. treatment group, B. ECOG PS, C. Concomitant
cancer, D. History of CVD. Violin plots summarise the subject-level predicted (adjusted) gQol score
and are superimposed with a curve showing the population-level predicted (adjusted) mean gQolL
score for each sub-group of patients in the full cohort. Group-wise trajectories of predicted gQol are
presented here only for those groups which were significantly different. Group 1: first line chemo-
radiotherapy followed by Durvalumab with curative intent; Group 2: first line immuno-monotherapy
with palliative intent; Group 3: first line immune-chemotherapy with palliative intent; Group 4:
second/further line immunotherapy with palliative intent; Patients with ECOG PS =0 at baseline are
those who are fully active; Patients with ECOG PS 2 1 at baseline are those who are restricted |
physical activity.
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Figure 3: Predicted trajectory of functional scale scores from a Joint model with multiple imputation
to account for missing data for the full cohort. Violin plots summarise the subject-level predicted
(adjusted) functional QoL score and are superimposed with a curve showing the population-level
predicted (adjusted) functional score for the full cohort.

Discussion

Qol indicators measured by patient-reported outcomes are pivotal in assessing the effect of cancer
treatments on the Qol of patients with advanced stage lung cancer. Such patients may experience a
change in their QoL over time due to their prognosis and treatment-related side-effects. Hence,
research and clinical practice are ascending towards optimising patients’ QoL*. The changes in QoL
of lung cancer patients following ICI treatment has only received limited and recent attention in
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research®®. In this longitudinal cohort study, we aimed at studying the changes in gQol of patients
with advanced stage lung cancer who were treated with ICls and other cancer treatments at a
tertiary cancer hospital in the Netherlands. Using joint modelling which accounted for survival time
and key confounders, we showed that there were differences in the trajectories of gQol of patients
with different treatment regimens based on its intensity, line, and intent. As expected, patients who
had treatment was with curative intent (group 1) had a higher baseline gQolL than those with
palliative treatments (groups 2-4), reflecting less extensive disease (mainly stage 3) and/or better PS
(generally = 0). However, because the treatment intensity was maximal (chemo-radiotherapy
followed by Durvalumab) among those patients (group 1), they tended to have more side-effects
from the treatment associated with a transient decrease in their gQoL over 18 months. Overall, the
presence or absence of chemotherapy in the treatment seemed to be associated with transient
deterioration (group 1) or improvement (group 2) of the gQol, respectively. This agrees with
previous studies which have shown ICls to be associated with higher QoL and longer time to clinical
deterioration compared to chemotherapy alone in different types of solid tumours®* *>. However, in
agreement with other studies® *, we found a small improvement in the gQol of patients treated by
Pembrolizumab, a PD-1 inhibitor, concurrently with chemotherapy (group 3), even if this
improvement was initially slower than in the immuno-monotherapy group (group 2).

Qol of patients with lung cancer treated with ICls and pre-existing CVD is a complex and important
consideration. Previous studies have shown that pre-existing CVD among lung cancer patients
treated with immunotherapy is associated with poorer overall survival®. Our analysis showed that
lung cancer patients with a history of CVD had a lower gQol over time (versus those with no CVD),
which is a strong prognostic factor for survival in NSCLC patients™®. Since the incidence of clinically
significant symptoms, impacting Qol, is greater among patients with advanced stage lung cancer and
poor PS*’, we also observed a lower gQoL over time among those with relatively poor PS (21) in our
cohort. Patients with concomitant cancer within one year of ICI treatment initiation had a lower
gQol over time in our analysis, however, we did not find any evidence from literature studying the
impact of concomitant cancer on QoL. There was no association between age at ICI initiation and
changes in gQolL in our study, which also supports the results of a recent study based on OncolifeS
data-biobank™ of lung cancer patients treated with ICIs. A study on older patients with advanced
lung cancer treated with systemic therapy reported a deterioration in physical functioning over a
period of six months®, which agrees with our results. There were no studies yet showing the
changes in other EORTC functional scales among lung cancer patients treated with ICls.

Strengths and limitations

Our analyses were based on a large set of real-world data where patients were followed
longitudinally over a period of 18 months after their ICl treatment. Linkage of these data with clinical
records allowed us to adjust for important covariates. We have studied QoL using the EORTC QLQ-
€30, a tool widely used in oncological research®, which helped us to compare our results with
similar studies. With repeated measurements on Qol, we developed a model which predicted the
Qol trajectory of patients with advanced stage lung cancer, from the start of their ICl treatment to
up to 18 months. Exploration of the association between missingness and covariates, outcomes and
treatment suggested some evidence of an outcome-dependent MAR mechanism. We addressed this
issue of missing data in the covariates and performed a sensitivity analysis using multiple imputation
under a Bayesian framework. We also checked the robustness of our results by imputing missing
observations in ‘education’ under a MNAR mechanism and compared them with the results obtained
using multiple imputation. Since the results were similar, we believe our results were robust to some
departure of the MAR assumption postulated for multiple imputation.
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Specifically for lung cancer, the problem of incomplete questionnaires from dropouts or missing data
from deceased patients during the observation period was inevitable®. Hence, we could not
perform our analysis on the full two-year period, and instead had to restrict it to 18 months. There
was a possibility for selection bias as patients with higher QoL were more likely to participate in the
study than patients with lower QoL*'. If patient’s health deteriorated after treatment, their
participation would have drastically reduced. There was an absence of a control group of patients
who did not have ICls but only received other anti-cancer treatments such as chemotherapy. This did
not allow us to compare the evolution of gQoL over time between those who had only
immunotherapy versus those who had only chemotherapy. We could not assess the interaction
effect of treatment groups and PS on QoL due to small numbers in these sub-groups.

Conclusion and recommendation for clinical practice

Our findings suggest that the differences in trajectories of gQolL over time among patients with
varying treatment regimens based on drug combination as well as line and intent of treatment may
help guide clinicians and patients of potential benefits and impairments of treatments on QoL. This
may further help identify patients who need additional care during their treatment for lung cancer at
advanced stages. Since decision making is largely driven by randomised trials, which do not provide a
full picture because of their restricted inclusion criteria, hence, assessing the benefits of treatments
through QoL measurements based on observational data is crucial.

Acronyms

QoL — quality of life

gQoL — global quality of life

ICl —immune checkpoint inhibitors
IRAEs - immune-related adverse events

Data availability

The OncolifeS data-biobank follows the requirements of the European General Data Protection
Regulation for scientific research. Data from the OncolifeS database can be accessed via a protected
workspace after approval of the steering committee. Interested researchers may contact the
OncolifeS initiative directly (http://www.oncolifes.nl) to inquire about access to the data.

Acknowledgement

We thank all participants enrolled in OncolLifeS database who consented to use their medical data
for this study. We also thank the developers and managers of OncolifeS data-biobank for sharing
their data with us.

Author contributions

Conceptualisation: Ananya Malhotra, Clemence Leyrat, Manuela Quaresma and Bernard Rachet.
Methodology: Ananya Malhotra, Clemence Leyrat, Manuela Quaresma and Bernard Rachet. Formal
analysis: Ananya Malhotra. Data curation: Ananya Malhotra, Erick Suazo Zepeda. Writing — original
draft: Ananya Malhotra. Writing — review and editing: all co-authors. Supervision: Manuela
Quaresma, Clemence Leyrat and Bernard Rachet.

Ethics declaration

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439; this version posted April 30, 2024. 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.

This study was approved by the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine (LSHTM) Research
Ethics Committee. OncolifeS has been approved by the medical ethics committee of the UMCG
(UMCG METC approval 2010/109) and has been ISO certified (9001:2008 Healthcare). It was
registered in the Dutch Trial Register under the number: NL7839. Participants of the OncolifeS data
biobank are included only after a written informed consent form.

Conflict of interest
The authors of this study declare no competing interests.
Funding

AM, PV, and WM are funded by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme under grant agreement number 875171. ESZ is supported by Mexico’s National Council
of Science and Technology (CONACYT) [Grant No 1074186]. MQ and BR are funded through the
Cancer Research UK Population Research Committee Funding Scheme: Cancer Research UK
Population Research Committee—Programme Award (C7923/A18525 and C7923/A29018). CL is
supported by the UK Medical Research Council (Skills Development Fellowship MR/T032448/1).

References

1. Sung H, Ferlay J, Siegel RL, et al. Global Cancer Statistics 2020: GLOBOCAN Estimates of Incidence
and Mortality Worldwide for 36 Cancers in 185 Countries. CA: A Cancer Journal for Clinicians
2021;71(3):209-49. doi: https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21660

2. Hendriks LEL, Dingemans A-MC, De Ruysscher DKM, et al. Lung Cancer in the Netherlands. Journal
of Thoracic Oncology 2021;16(3):355-65. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtho.2020.10.012

3. Onoi K, Chihara Y, Uchino J, et al. Immune Checkpoint Inhibitors for Lung Cancer Treatment: A
Review. Journal of clinical medicine 2020;9(5) doi: 10.3390/jcm9051362 [published Online
First: 2020/05/10]

4. Horn L, Spigel DR, Vokes EE, et al. Nivolumab Versus Docetaxel in Previously Treated Patients With
Advanced Non-Small-Cell Lung Cancer: Two-Year Outcomes From Two Randomized, Open-
Label, Phase Ill Trials {CheckMate 017 and CheckMate 057). Journal of clinical oncology :
official journal of the American Society of Clinical Oncology 2017;35(35):3924-33. doi:
10.1200/jco.2017.74.3062 [published Online First: 2017/10/13]

5. Henoch |, Bergman B, Gustafsson M, et al. The impact of symptoms, coping capacity, and social
support on quality of life experience over time in patients with lung cancer. Journal of pain
and symptom management 2007;34(4):370-9. doi: 10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2006.12.005
[published Online First: 2007/07/10]

6. Abdel-Rahman O, Oweira H, Giryes A. Health-related quality of life in cancer patients treated with
PD-(L)1 inhibitors: a systematic review. Expert review of anticancer therapy
2018;18(12):1231-39. doi: 10.1080/14737140.2018.1528146 [published Online First:
2018/09/27]

7. Dafni U, Tsourti Z, Vervita K, Peters S. Immune checkpoint inhibitors, alone or in combination with
chemotherapy, as first-line treatment for advanced non-small cell lung cancer. A systematic
review and network meta-analysis. Lung cancer (Amsterdam, Netherlands) 2019;134:127-40.
doi: 10.1016/j.lungcan.2019.05.029 [published Online First: 2019/07/20]

8. Hall ET, Singhal S, Dickerson J, et al. Patient-Reported Outcomes for Cancer Patients Receiving
Checkpoint Inhibitors: Opportunities for Palliative Care—A Systematic Review. Journal of
pain and symptom management 2019;58(1):137-56.e1. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2019.03.015

9. Yun S, Vincelette ND, Green MR, et al. Targeting immune checkpoints in unresectable metastatic
cutaneous melanoma: a systematic review and meta-analysis of anti-CTLA-4 and anti-PD-1

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439; this version posted April 30, 2024. 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.

agents trials. Cancer medicine 2016;5(7):1481-91. doi: 10.1002/cam4.732 [published Online
First: 2016/05/12]

10. Magee DE, Hird AE, Klaassen Z, et al. Adverse event profile for immunotherapy agents compared
with chemotherapy in solid organ tumors: a systematic review and meta-analysis of
randomized clinical trials. Annals of oncology : official journal of the European Society for
Medical Oncology 2020;31(1):50-60. doi: 10.1016/j.annonc.2019.10.008 [published Online
First: 2020/01/09]

11. Dapueto JJ, Servente L, Francolino C, Hahn EA. Determinants of quality of life in patients with
cancer. Cancer 2005;103(5):1072-81. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.20870

12. Jordhgy MS, Fayers P, Loge JH, et al. Quality of life in advanced cancer patients: the impact of
sociodemographic and medical characteristics. British journal of cancer 2001;85(10):1478-
85. doi: 10.1054/bjoc.2001.2116 [published Online First: 2001/11/27]

13. Kao Y-L, Tsai Y-S, Ou F-Y, et al. Determinants of quality of life in prostate cancer patients: A single
institute analysis. Urological Science 2015;26(4):254-58. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.urols.2015.06.288

14. Suazo-Zepeda E, Vinke PC, Heuvelmans MA, et al. Quality of life after treatment with immune
checkpoint inhibitors for lung cancer; the impact of age. Lung cancer (Amsterdam,
Netherlands) 2023;176:89-97. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lungcan.2022.12.017

15. Suarez-Almazor M, Pinnix C, Bhoo-Pathy N, et al. Quality of life in cancer care. Med
2021;2(8):885-88. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.med].2021.07.005

16. Beaulieu E, Spanjaart A, Roes A, et al. Health-related quality of life in cancer immunotherapy: a
systematic perspective, using causal loop diagrams. Quality of life research : an international
journal of quality of life aspects of treatment, care and rehabilitation 2022;31(8):2357-66.
doi: 10.1007/511136-022-03110-5 [published Online First: 2022/03/18]

17. Fragkiadakis GF, Spiliotopoulou M. Investigating the Quality of Life for Cancer Patients and
Estimating the Cost of Immunotherapy in Selected Cases. Cureus 2022;14(12):€32390. doi:
10.7759/cureus.32390 [published Online First: 2023/01/14]

18. Sun L, Bleiberg B, Hwang WT, et al. Association Between Duration of Immunotherapy and Overall
Survival in Advanced Non-Small Cell Lung Cancer. JAMA oncology 2023;9(8):1075-82. doi:
10.1001/jamaoncol.2023.1891 [published Online First: 2023/06/04]

19. Sidorenkov G, Nagel J, Meijer C, et al. The OncolifeS data-biobank for oncology: a comprehensive
repository of clinical data, biological samples, and the patient’s perspective. Journal of
Translational Medicine 2019;17(1):374. doi: 10.1186/512967-019-2122-x

20. committee OS. Comments and decision OncolLifeS Scientific committee on study, 2021.

21. Tang J, Yu JX, Hubbard-Lucey VM, et al. The clinical trial landscape for PD1/PDL1 immune
checkpoint inhibitors. Nature Reviews Drug Discovery 2018;17(12):854-55. doi:
10.1038/nrd.2018.210

22. Aaronson NK, Ahmedzai S, Bergman B, et al. The European Organization for Research and
Treatment of Cancer QLQ-C30: a quality-of-life instrument for use in international clinical
trials in oncology. Journal of the National Cancer Institute 1993;85(5):365-76. doi:
10.1093/jnci/85.5.365 [published Online First: 1993/03/03]

23. Rizopoulos D. Joint Models for Longitudinal and Time-to-Event Data

With Applications in R. 1st Edition ed: CRC Press 2023.

24. Textor J, van der Zander B, Gilthorpe MS, et al. Robust causal inference using directed acyclic
graphs: the R package ‘dagitty’. International Journal of Epidemiology 2017;45(6):1887-94.
doi: 10.1093/ije/dyw341

25. Rizopoulos D. JM: An R Package for the Joint Modelling of Longitudinal and Time-to-Event Data.
Journal of Statistical Software 2010;35(9):1 - 33. doi: 10.18637/jss.v035.i09

26. Erler NS, Rizopoulos D, Lesaffre EMEH. JointAl: Joint Analysis and Imputation of Incomplete Data
in R. Journal of Statistical Software 2021;100(20):1 - 56. doi: 10.18637/jss.v100.i20

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439; this version posted April 30, 2024. 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.

27. RUBIN DB. Inference and missing data. Biometrika 1976;63(3):581-92. doi:
10.1093/biomet/63.3.581

28. RStudio: Integrated Development Environment for R [program]. Boston, MA: RStudio, PBC,,
2020.

29. Cocks K, King MT, Velikova G, et al. Evidence-based guidelines for interpreting change scores for
the European Organisation for the Research and Treatment of Cancer Quality of Life
Questionnaire Core 30. European Journal of Cancer 2012;48(11):1713-21. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2012.02.059

30. Hamann HA, Lee JW, Schiller JH, et al. Clinician perceptions of care difficulty, quality of life, and
symptom reports for lung cancer patients: an analysis from the Symptom Outcomes and
Practice patterns (SOAPP) study. J Thorac Oncol 2013;8(12):1474-83. doi:
10.1097/01.JT0.0000437501.83763.5d

31. Boutros A, Bruzzone M, Tanda ET, et al. Health-related quality of life in cancer patients treated
with immune checkpoint inhibitors in randomised controlled trials: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. Eur J Cancer 2021;159:154-66. doi: 10.1016/j.ejca.2021.10.005 [published
Online First: 20211106]

32. Garon EB, Cho BC, Reinmuth N, et al. Patient-Reported Outcomes with Durvalumab With or
Without Tremelimumab Versus Standard Chemotherapy as First-Line Treatment of
Metastatic Non-Small-Cell Lung Cancer (MYSTIC). Clin Lung Cancer 2021;22(4):301-12.e8.
doi: 10.1016/j.cllc.2021.02.010 [published Online First: 20210219]

33. Mazieres J, Kowalski D, Luft A, et al. Health-Related Quality of Life With Carboplatin-Paclitaxel or
nab-Paclitaxel With or Without Pembrolizumab in Patients With Metastatic Squamous Non-
Small-Cell Lung Cancer. Journal of clinical oncology : official journal of the American Society
of Clinical Oncology 2020;38(3):271-80. doi: 10.1200/jc0.19.01348 [published Online First:
20191121]

34. Brahmer JR, Rodriguez-Abreu D, Robinson AG, et al. Health-related quality-of-life results for
pembrolizumab versus chemotherapy in advanced, PD-L1-positive NSCLC (KEYNOTE-024): a
multicentre, international, randomised, open-label phase 3 trial. Lancet Oncol
2017;18(12):1600-09. doi: 10.1016/s1470-2045(17)30690-3 [published Online First:
20171109]

35. Batra A, Sheka D, Kong S, Cheung WY. Impact of pre-existing cardiovascular disease on treatment
patterns and survival outcomes in patients with lung cancer. BMC Cancer 2020;20(1):1004.
doi: 10.1186/s12885-020-07487-9

36. Langendijk H, Aaronson NK, de Jong JM, et al. The prognostic impact of quality of life assessed
with the EORTC QLQ-C30 in inoperable non-small cell lung carcinoma treated with
radiotherapy. Radiother Oncol 2000;55(1):19-25. doi: 10.1016/s0167-8140(00)00158-4

37. Hensing T, Cella D, Yount S. The impact of ECOG performance status on quality of life symptoms
in patients with advanced lung cancer. Journal of Clinical Oncology 2005;23(16_suppl):8099-
99. doi: 10.1200/jc0.2005.23.16_suppl.8099

38. Singhal S, Walter LC, Smith AK, et al. Change in four measures of physical function among older
adults during lung cancer treatment: A mixed methods cohort study. J Geriatr Oncol
2023;14(2):101366. doi: 10.1016/j.jgo.2022.08.015 [published Online First: 20220901]

39. Cocks K, Wells JR, Johnson C, et al. Content validity of the EORTC quality of life questionnaire
QLQ-C30 for use in cancer. European Journal of Cancer 2023;178:128-38. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2022.10.026

40. Gebert P, Schindel D, Frick J, et al. Characteristics and patient-reported outcomes associated
with dropout in severely affected oncological patients: an exploratory study. BMC Medical
Research Methodology 2021;21(1):77. doi: 10.1186/s12874-021-01259-0

41. de Rooij BH, Ezendam NPM, Mols F, et al. Cancer survivors not participating in observational
patient-reported outcome studies have a lower survival compared to participants: the
population-based PROFILES registry. Quality of life research : an international journal of

16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439; this version posted April 30, 2024. 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.

quality of life aspects of treatment, care and rehabilitation 2018;27(12):3313-24. doi:
10.1007/s11136-018-1979-0 [published Online First: 20180830]

17


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

. —T T
] D e

—_—
//{‘\

L ———a T e e g S
— I E—

]
| —
I
| 1
-

-
—_— —
— L
~—~—] | | .. | __—

—_— —_—
I —
e —
[ D e S B

I
—_— | ——
— | _—
—
ey S S N |

\\l{\)//
\\\.\ ——

—
—
| — —
—
—_— ‘\\\
III/('\\\

\\I ///
L—] I e
L — —_—
—_—

—
—_— L
— _—
//\\n

—
— 1

| _ — T
1

21092s 0D |eqo|9) (paisnlpeun) paAlesqQ

ICI treatment initiation

Time (months) since


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

A

Predicted (adjusted) Global QoL score

Cc
n=418 n=418 n=418 n=418
¢ Group1 ®1 Group2 ¢ 0 Concomitant cancer @ No @ Yes History of cardiovascular diseases @ MNo @ Yes
Treatment group ECOG performance status
¢ Group3 € Groupd ¢ 1 or higher
100 100
1004 1004
90 90
904 90+
80 80
804 / ‘ 80+
704 ) \ 704
\) 60 60
604 A 60+
\ V \ / / ) ® w
504 u 504
U
o 40 40
404 5 1 | I 40+
30 30
304 304
204 204 20 20
104 104 10 10
04 04 0 o
0 6 12 18 0 & 12 18 0 6 12 18 0 12 18

Time (months) since ICI treatment initiation


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

9100s 0D |euonoun4 (paisnipe) pajoipald

ICI treatment initiation

Time (months) since


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.26.24306439

