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Abstract 37 

Immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICIs) blocking programmed death receptor 1 or its ligand (anti-38 

PD-1/PD-L1) are a burgeoning class of promising cancer treatments. However, not all patients 39 

respond to these treatments. Although studies have suggested potential biomarkers to predict 40 

patients likely to respond to treatment, no consensus biomarker has been identified. Here, 95 41 

peer-reviewed studies representing 18,978 subjects across 15 cancer types were meta-analyzed to 42 

determine biomarkers that best predicted ICI response within and across cancers. Performance 43 

was assessed using the sensitivity, specificity, area under the receiver operating characteristic 44 

curve, and others. Across all cancers, multimodal biomarkers and tumor mutational burden 45 

discriminated ICI response better than PD-L1 immunohistochemistry assays (IHC) (P=.04) with 46 

sensitivities of 0.57 and 0.70 and specificities of 0.76 and 0.53, respectively. Marginal 47 

improvements were also observed for nascent microbiome biomarkers compared to IHC (P=.06). 48 

Current ICI biomarker performances indicate that additional research is needed to develop highly 49 

accurate and precise biomarkers for widespread clinical adoption. 50 

 51 
Introduction 52 

Immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICIs) have become a cornerstone of cancer therapy across 53 

multiple histologies.1,2 ICIs blocking programmed death protein receptor 1(PD-1) or its ligand 54 

(PD-L1) are at the forefront of clinical implementation. These therapies re-activate the immune 55 

response to tumor cells by inhibiting the interaction of PD-L1 and PD-1, and multiple studies 56 

have demonstrated their clinical benefit over standard treatments.3–7 Although ICIs show 57 

evidence of durable clinical benefit for individuals that respond, a systematic meta-analysis 58 

estimates that the overall response rate to anti-PD-1/anti-PD-L1 therapies is 24% (95% CI= 59 

21%-28%).2 In addition, approximately 16% (95% CI: 12%-21%) of patients experience 60 
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significant toxicity, including colitis, pneumonitis and endocrine organ dysfunction.2 For these 61 

reasons, it is critical that robust predictive biomarkers are identified that can guide clinical 62 

decision making. 63 

Many studies have explored whether PD-L1 or PD-1 protein expression8–11, tumor 64 

mutational burden12–16, specific somatic mutations (e.g., KRAS, BRAF)2,17–22 and more recently, 65 

immune related adverse events23 can discriminate between responders and non-responders to 66 

anti-PD-1/anti-PD-L1 immunotherapies. However, results from these studies are often 67 

inconsistent or inconclusive. For example, Bellmunt et al. reported a PD-L1 expression threshold 68 

above 10% discriminated patients with urothelial bladder cancer24; whereas Massard et al. 69 

reported a threshold of 25% for the same cancer type.25 Differences in patient populations, 70 

samples collection, sample processing, technological platform, biomarker thresholds and the ICI 71 

used may all impact variability across studies. In addition to methodological differences, many 72 

ICI studies have limited sample sizes that may impact statistical power for discovering 73 

biomarkers. Although most reviews aim to qualitatively condense information across studies, the 74 

predictive accuracies of biomarkers are not always summarized in a quantitative manner 26,27. 75 

Relevant statistical summaries for these biomarkers can be ascertained from the literature using 76 

meta-analysis, and this approach has been gaining traction as an approach to develop consensus 77 

around important clinical questions2,28. An additional benefit of meta-analyses is that biomarkers 78 

can be concurrently evaluated across different treatments, threshold values and cancer types. 79 

Here we conducted the largest meta-analysis of predictive biomarkers for ICI therapy to date, 80 

including 95 peer-reviewed studies representing data from 18,978 patients. We also investigated 81 

whether the microbiome or immune mediated adverse events show evidence of biomarker 82 

potential. Furthermore, whereas most studies qualitatively assess area under the receiver 83 
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operating characteristic curve (AUCs) performance, we evaluated whether the AUCs for 84 

biomarker performance were statistically different from one another. The objective of this study 85 

was to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the current state of predictive accuracies of the 86 

most commonly considered biomarkers for ICI treatment response.  87 

Results 88 

After performing quality control, a total of 95 studies met the inclusion criteria for 89 

analysis, and all studies were conducted between the years 2010-2020. Objective response rate 90 

was reported in 85.27% of studies, and clinical benefit (CB) and six-months progression free 91 

survival (PFS) were reported in 8.42% and 6.30% of studies, respectively. The counts for 92 

reported studies are provided in Supplementary Figure 1. The most frequent cancer types in the 93 

dataset were non-small -cell lung cancer (27.40%) and melanoma (23.20%), and the most 94 

frequently explored biomarker for all cancer types was PD-L1 expression (Supplementary Figure 95 

1). Below we present the meta-analysis results by cancer-type (Fig. 1 and Table 1) followed by 96 

an overall characterization across cancer types for each biomarker (Fig. 2 and Table 2). The 97 

meta-analysis results across all cancer types and other analyses are shown in Supplemental Table 98 

5-8. All of the included studies are listed in Supplementary Table 2 and Supplementary Table 9. 99 

Non-small-cell lung cancer (NSCLC): In studies of NSCLC, PD-L1 expression (N=26), 100 

tumor mutational burden (TMB) (N=9), Gene expression profiles (GEP) (N=1) and multimodal 101 

biomarkers (N=3) were investigated for prognostic biomarker potential (Supplementary Table 5). 102 

TMB and PD-L1 expression classified responders better than chance (P<.05 for both) (Fig. 1). 103 

The gAUC estimates for TMB, PD-L1 expression and multimodal biomarker were 0.70 (95% 104 

CI: 0.60-0.74), 0.61 (95% CI: 0.56-0.66) and 0.71 (95% CI: 0.43-0.90), respectively. GEP was 105 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 29, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.25.20238865doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.25.20238865
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


not meta-analyzed because only a single study was available, and this study classified responders 106 

with a sensitivity and specificity of 0.49 and 0.61, respectively. 107 

Melanoma: In studies of melanoma, fluorescent multiplex immunohistochemistry assays 108 

(mIHC/IF) (N=2, global area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (gAUC)= 0.82, 109 

95% CI: 0.53-0.93), PD-L1 immunohistochemistry (IHC) (N=14, gAUC= 0.60, 95% CI: 0.53-110 

0.66) and multimodal biomarkers (N=2, gAUC= 0.65, 95% CI: 0.56-0.73) were significantly 111 

more accurate than random assignment (gAUC=0.50) (P<.05 for all). Conversely TMB had the 112 

lowest gAUC of 0.37 (95% CI: 0.33-0.83, N=4) (Fig. 1). Furthermore, bootstrap hypothesis 113 

testing showed that the gAUC estimate for TMB was significantly lower than PD-L1 IHC, 114 

multimodal biomarkers, mIHC/IF and microbiome (Supplementary Fig. 2). The three most 115 

accurate biomarkers had both similar sensitivities in capturing responders and misclassification 116 

rate (Fig. 1). The greatest specificity estimate value of 0.90 was observed for microbiome (95% 117 

CI: 0.50-0.99). In addition to microbiome, only multimodal biomarker captured more non-118 

responders than 0.50 (specificity=0.62, 95% CI: 0.54-0.70).  119 

Biomarker efficacy across cancers: The prognostic efficacy of each biomarker was 120 

evaluated for 1) the five biomarkers with greatest cohort sizes (i.e., PD-L1 IHC, TMB, adverse 121 

events of special interest (AEs), International Metastatic RCC Database Consortium risk score 122 

(IMDC)29,30, GEP and multimodal biomarkers), 2) multimodal and mIHC/IF biomarkers and 3) 123 

for specific targeted somatic mutations. Because presence of a targeted somatic mutation can be 124 

representative of either an increased or reduced likelihood to benefit from ICI treatment, each 125 

mutation was meta-analyzed evaluating both possibilities (Fig. 3). 126 

Frequently explored biomarkers: Across all evaluated cancer types, the performance for 127 

biomarkers with cohort sizes > 500 were investigated. These were PD-L1 IHC (N=13,601 128 
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subjects), AEs (N=1,747), TMB (N=1,724), GEP (N=775), multimodal biomarker (N=559) and 129 

IMDC (N=547). All biomarkers other than adverse events were meta-analyzed, because adverse 130 

events all came from a single published report23. The greatest and lowest gAUC values were 131 

observed for multimodal biomarker (gAUC=0.70, 95% CI: 0.61-0.76) and GEP (gAUC=0.56, 132 

95% CI: 0.49-0.65), respectively. Multimodal biomarkers and TMB were significantly more 133 

accurate than PD-L1 IHC (P=.04) (Supplementary Fig. 6). GEP was most sensitive to responders 134 

(sensitivity=0.71, 95% CI: 0.55-0.84) whereas AEs were the least sensitive (sensitivity=0.36). 135 

Multimodal biomarker and TMB had sensitivity estimates of 0.57 (95% CI: 0.47-0.67) and 0.70 136 

(95% CI: 0.63-0.77), respectively. In addition to having the second greatest estimated sensitivity, 137 

accurate classification of non-responders by TMB (Specificity=0.53, 95% CI: 0.46-0.60) was 138 

second only to multimodal biomarker (Specificity=0.76, 95% CI: 0.66-0.83). The complete 139 

results are shown in Fig. 2. 140 

Multimodal and mIHC/IF biomarkers: Five studies were available that investigated 141 

multimodal biomarkers, and three studies were available that investigated mIHC/IF. The number 142 

of individuals for each biomarker was 559 and 177, respectively. The meta-analyzed gAUC 143 

estimate indicated that both biomarkers performed better than random chance (gAUC > 0.50) for 144 

discriminating treatment responders (P<.05). However, the gAUC estimate for multimodal 145 

biomarkers (gAUC=0.70, 95% CI: 0.61-0.76) was not significantly different than the mIHC/IF 146 

estimate (gAUC=0.81, 95% CI: 0.58-0.91) (P>.05). mIHC/IF was a more sensitive biomarker 147 

(sensitivity=0.85, 95% CI: 0.68-0.94) compared to multimodal (sensitivity= 0.57, 95% CI: 0.47-148 

0.67). In addition, no significant differences were observed in the gAUC values of either of these 149 

biomarkers and TMB (Table 2) (P>.05). However, multimodal biomarkers classified patient 150 
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response better than PD-L1 IHC (P=.04) while mIHC/IF failed to reach statistical significance 151 

for improvement over PD-L1 IHC (P=.06) (Supplementary Fig. 6). 152 

Targeted somatic mutations: None of the targeted mutations were significantly better 153 

than random chance at classifying responders (gAUC=0.50) (Fig. 3, Supplemental Table 8). A 154 

single study31 investigating alterations in DNA damage response genes as biomarker for 155 

individuals with urothelial cancer, had the greatest observed sensitivity of 0.90, but its specificity 156 

was only 0.50.  Although only based on a single study32 of 38 individuals with melanoma, using 157 

wildtype for BRCA2 as a biomarker resulted in a sensitivity of 0.71 and but only had a specificity 158 

of 0.06, indicating it resulted in too many false positives for predicting who is likely to respond 159 

to treatment.  160 

Microbiome: To our knowledge, the microbiome has been assessed for association with 161 

response to anti-PD-1/PD-L1 treatment in only three studies, two of which were in patients with 162 

melanoma. However, as described above, the microbiome was highly specific (specificity=0.90, 163 

95% CI: 0.50-0.99), but was poorly sensitive (sensitivity=0.58, 95% CI: 0.21-0.88). Similarly, 164 

the specificity and sensitivity for the study33 in mixed cancer cases was 0.90 and 0.22, 165 

respectively. In addition to the microbiome, multimodal biomarkers were the only other 166 

biomarker that accurately captured significantly more non-responders than expected by random 167 

chance (specificity=0.60, 95% CI: 0.54-0.70). 168 

Discussion 169 

ICIs targeting PD-1/PD-L1 have resulted in breakthrough treatments for a multitude of 170 

cancers, and the impact this class of drugs has on cancer treatment cannot be overstated. Despite 171 

these successes, only 24% (95% CI= 21%-28%) of patients respond to these treatments2. A 172 

variety of different biomarkers have been considered; however, no consensus exists regarding 173 
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which of these biomarkers is capable of or has potential to be clinically useful. This broad-based 174 

meta-analysis addresses the unmet need of characterizing commonly considered biomarkers for 175 

ICI treatment response in a variety of cancer types. To our knowledge, this is the most 176 

comprehensive study of published biomarkers for ICI response performed to date, and builds off 177 

of a recent meta-analysis performed by Lu et al.34. Here we extend that study in several ways by 178 

expanding the number of studies from 46 to 95, the number of patients from 8,135 to 18,978, 179 

investigating whether the microbiome or immune mediated adverse events show evidence of 180 

biomarker potential, and evaluating whether the AUCs of biomarker performance are statistically 181 

different. We also implemented bivariate linear mixed models which has been shown to provide 182 

more accurate estimates rather than estimating sensitivity and specificity separately, which can 183 

yield misleading results34. Lastly, we use a summary receiver operating characteristic curve 184 

(sROC) approach which addresses limitations for comparing binary tests across different studies 185 

and statistical thresholds35.  186 

We found that PD-L1 IHC, multimodal biomarkers, and mIHC/IF discriminate 187 

responders significantly better than random assignment across all cancer types as well as specific 188 

cancer types—melanoma and non-small-cell lung cancer (gAUC >0.5). TMB discriminated 189 

responders better than random assignment across all cancer types and non-small-cell lung cancer 190 

but not within melanoma patients. These findings are consistent with the results previously 191 

published by Lu et al34. In addition, Lu et al. reported that mIHC/IF and multimodal biomarkers 192 

performed better than TMB and PD-L1 expression; however, here the performance of these 193 

biomarkers was determined to be similar. Though the methodology is similar between these two 194 

studies, some key differences may have led to discrepancies between these two studies. One of 195 

the advantages to this study is the utilization of bootstrapping to test for statistical differences in 196 
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the biomarker accuracies. Similar to Lu et al34, we observed that the gAUC for mIHC/IF 197 

(gAUC=0.81, 95% CI: 0.58-0.91) was higher than that of TMB (gAUC= 0.65, 95% CI: 0.59-198 

0.68) and PD-L1 IHC (gAUC=0.58, 95% CI: 0.56-0.60); however, our approach did not find that 199 

these biomarkers were significantly different (P>.05). On the other hand, multimodal biomarkers 200 

classified patients more accurately than PD-L1 IHC (∆ gAUC= 0.12, P=.04). Another notable 201 

difference between the two studies is the definition of clinical response used. Here, in an effort to 202 

maintain as much consistency in reported outcomes across studies, we only considered studies 203 

that reported objective response rate (ORR), CB and PFS (6 months); whereas overall survival 204 

and different PFS time points were also considered in Lu et al.34 While some clinical studies 205 

have reported better efficacy of TMB than PD-L1 IHC36, other studies have found similar 206 

performances between the two.34,37 We found that TMB demonstrated better performance 207 

(gAUC= 0.65, 95% CI: 0.59-0.68) than PD-L1 IHC (gAUC=0.58, 95% CI: 0.56-0.60) (P<.05). 208 

Because clinical treatment decisions will be made on an individual patient level, we 209 

investigated whether the weight of evidence supporting the use of a given biomarker differed 210 

across cancer types. Cancer type is one of the sources of threshold and performance 211 

heterogeneity of biomarkers between clinical studies. For example, Zhang et al. reported greater 212 

treatment response in PD-L1 positive subgroups in melanoma, non-small-cell lung cancer and 213 

renal cell carcinoma, but not in ovarian cancer, bladder cancer and multiple, combined cancer 214 

types2. Here, we found that, in melanoma, biomarkers mIHC/IF (gAUC= 0.82, 95% CI: 0.53-215 

0.93) and PD-L1 IHC (gAUC= 0.60, 95% CI: 0.53-0.66) were not significantly different from 216 

one another (P>.05); whereas these were marginally significant across all cancer types (P=.06) 217 

with gAUCs of 0.70 (95% CI: 0.61-0.76) and 0.58 (95% CI: 0.56-0.60) for mIHC/IF and PD-L1 218 

expression, respectively. The mIHC/IF PD-L1 expression level had better predictive value than 219 
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single PD-L1 expression IHC assays with a gAUC improvement of 0.23 with marginal 220 

significance (P=.06) across all cancer types. Tumor type, observing pathologist, assay type and 221 

lack of broader assessment of tumor microenvironments assessment have all been reported to 222 

negatively affect the efficacy of PD-L1 IHC34. TMB performance in melanoma varied greatly 223 

(gAUC= 0.37, 95% CI: 0.33-0.83), and was more homogeneous in non-small-cell lung cancer 224 

(gAUC= 0.70, 95% CI: 0.60-0.74) and across all cancer types (gAUC=0.65, 95% CI: 0.59-0.68). 225 

Given these findings, there are likely other factors than just cancer type that contribute to 226 

heterogeneity in performance and additional studies are needed to identify other factors that may 227 

affect biomarker performance. However, meta-analyses provide relevant summaries of results 228 

and aid in understanding relationships and heterogeneity in the context of multiple studies.38 229 

Two of the more novel putative biomarkers of ICI treatment response included here are 230 

AEs and the microbiome. The AEs biomarker is distinct from the others in that it is ascertained 231 

after treatment has begun, limiting its potential use as a pre-treatment biomarker. However, if 232 

determined to be effective it could still serve as a leading indicator of response, providing 233 

opportunities to modify or enhance treatment. To our knowledge, AEs and response to ICIs have 234 

only been explored in patients with urothelial cancer.23 Despite being significantly associated 235 

with ORR,23 AEs were found to be the least sensitive for detecting responding individuals 236 

(sensitivity= 0.36). Defining this biomarker with a different criterion in different cancer types 237 

may produce different results. To this point, the microbiome had a greater meta-analyzed 238 

sensitivity estimate (sensitivity= 0.58, 95% CI= 0.21-0.88) for studies in melanoma patients than 239 

the study conducted in multiple cancers (sensitivity= 0.22). In addition, the microbiome was 240 

highly specific for detecting non-responders in patients with melanoma (specificity=0.90, 95% 241 

CI: 0.50-0.99) and multiple cancers (specificity=0.90), suggesting that it may have potential use 242 
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as a biomarker if used in combination with more sensitive biomarkers. The microbiome results 243 

here also justify the investigation of this biomarker in other cancer types and potentially for use 244 

with other classes of ICIs. The results of these constituent studies have not been prospectively 245 

validated in an independent cohort. However, these meta-analyses provide what could be 246 

considered an indication of the discriminatory potential for response to ICI treatment. 247 

Multimodal and TMB outperformed PD-L1 IHC when all cancers were combined 248 

(P<.05), with marginal improvements also seen for TMB and the microbiome over PD-L1 IHC 249 

(P<.10). mIHC/IF, PD-L1 IHC and multimodal biomarkers adequately captured responders and 250 

non-responders in patients with melanoma, non-small-cell lung cancer and across combined 251 

cancer types better than random chance (P<.05). Although TMB discriminated responders and 252 

non-responders similar to other biomarkers for patients with non-small cell lung cancer and 253 

when cancers were combined, TMB for patients with melanoma produced mixed results. 254 

Overall, biomarker performance greatly depends on cancer type and studies vary widely based 255 

on their methods; however, several biomarkers show promise for predicting treatment response 256 

to ICIs and additional standardization will needed to maximize their clinical utility.  257 

Methods 258 

Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria:  259 

PubMed and Google Scholar were used to search for peer-reviewed studies focused on 260 

anti-PD-1/anti-PD-L1 therapies and biomarkers. Keywords used to search for studies included: 261 

“anti-PD-1/anti-PD-L1 therapies and tumor mutational burden”, “anti-PD-1/anti-PD-L1 therapies 262 

and adverse events”, “anti-PD-1/anti-PD-L1 therapies and biomarkers” and “biomarkers for 263 

immune check point inhibitors”. Studies were selected based on accessibility and availability of 264 

summary level or patient level data based on clinical outcomes and predictive biomarkers.  265 
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Data 266 

For each study, the title, publication year, treatment, type of cancer, biomarker and 267 

clinical outcome details were documented. CB, ORR and PFS were considered as clinical 268 

outcomes. The clinical outcomes and biomarker thresholds were accepted as defined in each 269 

study. The following metrics for biomarker performance were calculated: sensitivity, specificity, 270 

balanced accuracy (BA), positive predictive value (PPV), negative predictive value (NPV), false 271 

omission rate (FOR), false negative rate (FNR), and false discovery rate (FDR). Each of these 272 

metrics can be calculated from a 2x2 contingency table where counts of individuals meeting the 273 

criterion for being positive or negative for the biomarker under consideration and being positive 274 

or negative for the clinical outcome (Supplemental Table 1). Only studies that provided either 275 

individual counts for each cell in the 2x2 table or the necessary individual level information to 276 

complete the 2x2 table were included. Studies that did not propose a threshold or cutoff value for 277 

the biomarker were excluded unless participant level data was available from which a 2x2 table 278 

could be developed. 279 

Patient and Public Involvement: Patients were not involved in performing this research. 280 

All patient data was reported separately in the relevant peer reviewed publications which can be 281 

found in Supplemental Table 2. 282 

Biomarkers: Across all included studies, the following biomarkers were investigated 283 

(Supplementary Table 3). Some studies evaluated multiple biomarker thresholds and only the 284 

results with the threshold resulting in the highest reported balanced accuracy were included for 285 

analysis. Biomarkers with less than three reported studies or a total combined patient count =< 286 

500 were combined to form a group referred to as “other” biomarkers (Supplemental Table 4). 287 

The most frequently observed biomarkers are described below:  288 
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PD-L1 protein expression: PD-L1 protein expression measured on tumor cells, immune 289 

cells or both, were included. For each study, the investigators selected an expression threshold to 290 

compare observed clinical responses. Patients with PD-L1 expression greater than the threshold 291 

were expected to be more likely to respond to treatment. PD-L1 expression was further divided 292 

into assay type subsets of IHC and mIHC/IF. 293 

Tumor mutational burden (TMB): TMB refers to the number of somatic DNA mutations 294 

across the tumor genome. Since the early studies of TMB, many variations of this biomarker 295 

have been studied. Tumor mutational burden has been quantified based on non-synonymous 296 

single nucleotide variants32,39, frameshift mutations40 and circulating tumor DNA41. Studies 297 

calculating TMB from whole exome or whole genome sequencing were included, as well. 298 

Median TMB was a commonly reported threshold for assessing response to ICIs, although some 299 

studies investigated alternative thresholds. The TMB threshold defined by the authors of each 300 

study was accepted for the analysis here, with the exception of Hugo et al.32, which did not report 301 

a threshold and the median TMB was used. For all studies, TMB was evaluated to determine if 302 

being above the threshold was indicative of increased likelihood of response to treatment. 303 

Targeted somatic mutations: Many studies have investigated whether somatic mutations 304 

in specific genes could serve as biomarkers for response to ICIs. We focused on several 305 

commonly reported mutations in the following genes: B-Raf proto-oncogene, serine/threonine 306 

kinase (BRAF)5,42–47, progesterone receptor (PR)9,48, estrogen receptor alpha (ERa)9,48, KRAS 307 

proto-oncogene, GTPase (KRAS)32,44,46, KRAS and NRAS genes (KRAS/NRAS)45,49 and tumor 308 

protein p53. Some of these mutations are more common in certain cancers. Therefore, we 309 

presented this information in two ways: (i) individual gene performance across all reported 310 
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cancers, and (ii) we meta-analyzed each of these genes to provide an overall assessment for how 311 

well individual targeted somatic mutations discriminate patient response to ICIs. 312 

Adverse events of Special Interest (AEs): Unlike other biomarkers, which are assessed 313 

prior to treatment initiation, adverse events of special interest (AEs) were observed after the 314 

administration of ICIs, but prior to the determination of a clinical response. AEs included a 315 

variety of events including autoimmune events, rash, diarrhea, and others23. These data were 316 

previously reported in Maher et al. which combined data from five trials submitted to the US 317 

Food and Drug Administration (FDA)23 and we previously reported the discriminatory potential 318 

for these biomarkers50. AEs were evaluated to determine if their occurrence was indicative of 319 

increased likelihood of response to treatment. 320 

Gene expression profiles (GEP):  GEPs classify responders based on arrays of 321 

inflammatory-, immune checkpoint and onco-genes. The studies focused on expression of 322 

indoleamine 2,3-dioxygenase (IDO) and FOXP3 as well as angiogenesis gene signature (Angio), 323 

T-cell effector gene signature (Teff) and innate anti-PD-1 resistance gene signature (IPRES). 324 

Significant associations between high expression of FOXP3 and IDO with clinical efficacy were 325 

reported22,32,40,43. Presence of Angio and Teff signatures along with absence of IPRES signature 326 

were also associated with clinical efficacy22,32,40. 327 

Microbiome: Individuals with gut and oral commensal microbiomes that promote anti-328 

tumor immunity have been shown to benefit more from ICI treatments than others51,52.  329 

Conversely, down-regulation of these microbiomes by antibiotics has been linked to worse 330 

treatment responses33. Furthermore, pre-treatment microbiome profiles have been reported to 331 

discriminate responders and non-responders51. 332 
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Multimodal biomarkers: All of the biomarkers described above capture distinct 333 

information about the tumor microenvironment (e.g. TMB, PD-L1 IHC) and the host (e.g. GEP, 334 

Microbiome). Some studies have combined TMB with PD-L1 and GEP and PD-1 IHC with PD-335 

L1 IHC for a comprehensive assessment of the tumor and clinical efficacy. 336 

Clinical responses: Either ORR, CB or PFS were used to represent clinical response to 337 

treatment. If ORR was not available, in order of preference, CB and six-months PFS were used. 338 

These responses were determined using response evaluation criteria in solid tumors (RECIST), 339 

immune-related response criteria (irRC), or modified response evaluation criteria in solid tumors 340 

(mRECIST)53,54 by investigator assessment or independent review. If a response was evaluated 341 

using multiple tumor criteria or by multiple assessors, the data was averaged to the nearest 342 

integer. 343 

Statistical Analysis 344 

Meta-analysis: A PRISMA checklist detailing quality control metrics for reporting meta-345 

analyses used in this study are presented in the Supplemental Material. Biomarker performance 346 

metrics (Supplementary Table 1) were calculated for each study and various groups were meta-347 

analyzed for comparison using the R packages, mada55 and meta4diag56. Meta-analyses were 348 

conducted on data subsets to determine (i) discriminatory potential for each biomarker across 349 

multiple cancer types (Supplemental Table 4), and (ii) discriminatory potential for each 350 

biomarker for each cancer type. Binary test outcomes, such as sensitivity and specificity, rely on 351 

a threshold for determining the optimal test performance. However, this threshold often creates a 352 

tradeoff between certain values. In addition, simply averaging values across studies with 353 

different thresholds can confound results57. To address this, we implemented the sROC 354 

approach35,55. Bivariate analyses were performed using a linear mixed model with random effects 355 
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and evaluated specificity, positive predictive value and negative predictive value with false 356 

negative rate, false omission rate and false discovery rate, respectively. A minimum size of three 357 

studies was required in order to perform each meta-analysis. Both partial AUCs (pAUC) and 358 

global AUCs (gAUCs) were calculated. While the pAUC estimates the discriminatory ability of 359 

the observed data, gAUC estimates are calculated from the extrapolated bivariate models. The 360 

confidence intervals for both AUC estimates were estimated based on a bootstrapped sample of 361 

10,000 iterations58. 362 

Bootstrap hypothesis testing: Biomarkers were compared pairwise to determine if the 363 

observed gAUC values were significantly different (P<.05). Null distributions were generated 364 

for the difference in the gAUC estimates between each pairwise biomarker by calculating the 365 

difference in the gAUC values assigned to a random mix of the studies focused on biomarkers of 366 

interest. Each distribution consisted of 10,000 such values, and the probability of differences 367 

observed between the biomarker estimates were calculated as the number of observed gAUC 368 

values greater than the gAUC from the null distribution, divided by 10,000.  369 
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Figures 370 

 371 
Fig 1.  Meta-analyzed estimates for biomarkers within the three most frequently reported cancer groups. 372 
The sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV) and negative predictive value (NPV) were meta-analyzed with false 373 
positive rate (FPR), false negative rate (FNR), false omission rate (FOR) and false discovery rate (FDR) using the linear regression 374 
approach with mixed effects implemented in R mada package55. The value for extrapolated area under the curve (gAUC) was 375 
calculated from sROC curves fitted for each biomarker within each cancer type using the Rutter-Gastonis method. The bars on gAUC 376 
facets represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals (95% CI).  377 
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 378 

 379 
Fig 2. Meta-analyzed estimates of biomarkers with across cancers with pooled sample sizes greater than 500 380 
The meta-analyzed sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV), negative predictive value (NPV) and extrapolated area 381 
under the curve (gAUC) across cancers with a pooled sample size > 500. The sensitivity, specificity, PPV and NPV were meta-382 
analyzed with false positive rate (FPR), false negative rate (FNR), false omission rate (FOR) and false discovery rate (FDR) using the 383 
linear regression approach with mixed effects implemented in R mada package55. The values for gAUC was calculated from sROC 384 
curves fitted for each biomarker within each cancer type using the Rutter-Gastonis method. The bars on gAUC facets represent 95% 385 
bootstrapped confidence intervals (95% CI).  386 
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 387 
 388 

Fig 3. Meta-analyzed estimates for targeted somatic mutations 389 
Meta-analyzed sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV), negative predictive value (NPV) and extrapolated area under 390 
the curve (gAUC) values. The sensitivity, specificity, PPV and NPV were meta-analyzed with false positive rate (FPR), false negative 391 
rate (FNR), false omission rate (FOR) and false discovery rate (FDR) using the linear regression approach with mixed effects 392 
implemented in R mada package55. The values for gAUC was calculated from sROC curves fitted for each biomarker within each 393 
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cancer type using the Rutter-Gastonis method. The bars on the gAUC facets represent 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals (95% 394 
CI). 395 
 396 

Tables 397 
 398 
Table 1. Meta-analyzed estimates of each biomarker for most commonly reported cancer categories 399 

Cancer Biomarker Studies 

(N) 

Individuals 

(N) 

gAUC1 

(95% CI) 

Sensitivity 

(95% CI) 

Specificity 

(95% CI) 

PPV2 

(95% CI) 

NPV3 

(95% CI) 

Melanoma  MB 2 128 0.83 (0.33-0.97) 0.58 (0.21-0.88) 0.90 (0.50-0.99) 0.87 (0.48-0.98) 0.65 (0.2-0.93) 

mIHC/IF 2 157 0.82 (0.53-0.93) 0.84 (0.62-0.95) 0.67 (0.44-0.84) 0.77 (0.57-0.90) 0.78 (0.49-0.93) 

Multimodal 2 231 0.65 (0.56-0.73) 0.64 (0.51-0.75) 0.62 (0.54-0.70) 0.61 (0.52-0.69) 0.65 (0.53-0.76) 

PD-L1 IHC 14 2313 0.6 (0.53-0.66) 0.65 (0.52-0.76) 0.51 (0.39-0.63) 0.50 (0.45-0.56) 0.66 (0.56-0.74) 

TMB 4 227 0.37 (0.33-0.83) 0.86 (0.72-0.94) 0.36 (0.29-0.44) 0.57 (0.50-0.63) 0.72 (0.52-0.86) 

Multiple cancers  Others4 2 107 0.66 (0.56-0.72) 0.61 (0.40-0.78) 0.64 (0.50-0.76) 0.40 (0.32-0.49) 0.78 (0.72-0.84) 

PD-L1 IHC 6 693 0.64 (0.55-0.72) 0.68 (0.54-0.79) 0.55 (0.46-0.64) 0.33 (0.24-0.43) 0.85 (0.74-0.91) 

TMB 3 231 0.75 (0.58-0.87) 0.84 (0.65-0.94) 0.59 (0.44-0.73) 0.63 (0.33-0.86) 0.83 (0.47-0.96) 

Non-small-cell lung 

cancer  

Multimodal 3 304 0.71 (0.43-0.9) 0.43 (0.23-0.65) 0.88 (0.69-0.96) 0.61 (0.48-0.73) 0.76 (0.70-0.81) 

PD-L1 IHC 22 5623 0.61 (0.56-0.66) 0.67 (0.62-0.72) 0.46 (0.39-0.54) 0.45 (0.38-0.51) 0.69 (0.60-0.77) 

TMB 9 1285 0.7 (0.6-0.74) 0.58 (0.46-0.69) 0.69 (0.63-0.75) 0.58 (0.50-0.66) 0.69 (0.60-0.77) 

1global area under the receiver operating characteristic curve; 2positive predictive value; 3negative predictive value; 4listed in 400 
Supplemental Table 3. 401 
  402 
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Table 2. Meta-analyzed estimates of biomarkers across all studies and cancer types 403 
Biomarker Studies 

(N) 

Individuals 

(N) 

gAUC1 

(95% CI) 

Sensitivity 

(95% CI) 

Specificity 

(95% CI) 

PPV2 

(95% CI) 

NPV3 

(95% CI) 

AEs 1 1747 
 

0.36 0.66 0.21 0.81 

GEP 5 783 0.56 (0.49-0.65) 0.71 (0.55-0.84) 0.48 (0.41-0.56) 0.45 (0.30-0.61) 0.73 (0.54-0.86) 

IMDC 2 547 0.57 (0.32-0.83) 0.72 (0.17-0.97) 0.43 (0.11-0.83) 0.59 (0.51-0.66) 0.58 (0.34-0.79) 

MB 3 228 0.81 (0.38-0.95) 0.48 (0.19-0.78) 0.90 (0.67-0.98) 0.79 (0.53-0.92) 0.62 (0.30-0.86) 

mIHC/IF 3 177 0.81 (0.58-0.91) 0.85 (0.68-0.94) 0.66 (0.49-0.80) 0.78 (0.63-0.89) 0.76 (0.56-0.89) 

Multimodal 5 559 0.7 (0.61-0.76) 0.57 (0.47-0.67) 0.76 (0.66-0.83) 0.50 (0.41-0.59) 0.81 (0.71-0.87) 

Others4 10 1001 0.67 (0.58-0.71) 0.60 (0.50-0.69) 0.69 (0.56-0.79) 0.46 (0.37-0.55) 0.81 (0.72-0.87) 

PDL1-IHC 76 13909 0.58 (0.56-0.6) 0.64 (0.60-0.69) 0.49 (0.44-0.53) 0.40 (0.36-0.45) 0.72 (0.67-0.76) 

TMB 15 1814 0.65 (0.59-0.68) 0.70 (0.63-0.77) 0.53 (0.46-0.60) 0.54 (0.47-0.60) 0.70 (0.63-0.76) 

1global area under the receiver operating characteristic curve; 2positive predictive value; 3negative predictive value; 4listed in 404 
Supplemental Table 3. 405 
  406 
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