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Background: One causing factor underlying failures of several clinical trials of anti-

EGFR therapies is the lack of effective method to select patients overexpressing EGFR 

protein.  Quantitative Dot Blot method (QDB) is proposed here to measure EGFR 

protein levels objectively and quantitatively.  Its feasibility was evaluated for prognosis 

of overall survival (OS) of gastric cancer patients. 

Methods: Formalin Fixed Paraffin Embedded (FFPE) slices of 2X5 m from gastric and 

Lung cancer specimens were used to extract total tissue lysate for QDB measurement.  

Absolutely quantitated EGFR protein levels were used for Kaplan-Meier Overall Survival 

(OS) analysis of gastric cancer patients.  

Results: EGFR protein levels ranged from 0 to 772 pmole/g (n=246) for gastric, and 

from 0 to 2695 pmole/g (n=81) for lung cancer patients.   Poor correlation was observed 

between quantitated EGFR levels and immunohistochemistry (IHC) scores with r=0.018, 

p=0.786 from Spearman’s correlation analysis.  EGFR was identified as an independent 

negative prognostic biomarker for gastric patients only through absolute quantitation, 

with HR at 2.29 (95%CI:1.23-4.26, p=0.0089) from multivariate cox regression OS 

analysis.  A cutoff of 207.7 pmole/g was proposed to stratify gastric cancer patients, 

with 5-year survival probability at 37% for those whose EGFR levels were above the 

cutoff, and at 64% those below the cutoff based on Kaplan-Meier OS analysis.  

p=0.0057 from Log Rank test.  

Conclusion: A QDB-based assay was developed for both gastric and Lung cancer 

specimens to measure EGFR protein levels absolutely, quantitatively and objectively.  
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This assay should facilitate clinical trials aiming to evaluate anti-EGFR therapies 

retrospectively and prospectively.    
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Introduction: 

Aberrant overexpression of Human epidermal growth factor receptor (EGFR) protein 

has been documented extensively in tumorigenesis, growth and progression in various 

types of cancers (1–3).  Anti-EGFR monoclonal antibody drugs, including Cetuximab, 

Panitumumab, Nimotuzumab and Necitumumab, have been developed to treat cancer 

patients in daily clinical practice (4). 

Conceivably, the efficacy of all these monoclonal antibody drugs should be tightly 

associated with EGFR protein levels at tumor tissues, considering EGFR is the antigen 

of these antibodies.  As expected, there were evidences suggesting these anti-EGFR 

monoclonal antibody drugs performed better among patients overexpressing EGFR 

proteins than those with low to moderate levels (2,5–9).   However, there are also a 

large number of studies suggesting EGFR was not an effective predictive biomarker for 

these monoclonal antibody drugs (7,10–14).   In several clinical trials, these monoclonal 

antibody drugs were administered to participants regardless of their EGFR protein 

levels (2,11,15–17).  

It is rather counter-intuitive to think that a monoclonal antibody drug may be working in 

the absence of its antigen.  While we may attribute this unexplainable phenomenon to 

the complexity of cancer biology, the possibility of faulty detection method cannot be 

dismissed easily. 

Currently, the EGFR protein levels are assessed primarily with immunochemistry (IHC), 

a semi-quantitative method known to be associated with subjectivity and 

inconsistency(2,18).  In majority of the studies, the results of IHC analysis, or IHC 
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scores, of EGFR protein expression are categorized as 0/1+/2+/3+ based on the 

number of positively stained cells and the intensities of staining.  A more complicated 

method (H score) is also used in several retrospective clinical studies by multiplying the 

intensity (from 0 to 3) of the signal with the corresponding portion of the cells (from 0 to 

100%) to yield a grading score ranging from 0 to 300 (5–8,10).  However, this practice 

may introduce more subjectivity in these studies. 

The other issue with IHC method is its ineffectiveness to define the right threshold to 

separate EGFR positive (EGFR+) from EGFR negative (EGFR-) patients due to its 

oversimplified categorization strategy (12).   In most cases, patients with any expression 

of EGFR protein are defined as EGFR+ (IHC score ≥1+).  In other studies, the cut-offs 

were set around 200, 220 and 240 in the 0~ 300 scale based on limited outcome 

analyses (5,7–9).  

We hypothesized that the subjective and semi-quantitative nature of IHC method at 

least partly undermine the efforts to extend these anti-EGFR therapies to treat gastric 

and Non-small Cell Lung Cancer (NSCLC) patients (2,7,8).  Clearly, novel method 

offering objective quantitation of EGFR protein levels is needed to address these 

issues.  The quantitated results will also help us to develop the optimized cutoff 

objectively through outcome analysis to guide patients with these anti-EGFR therapies.   

Recently, Quantitative Dot Blot method (QDB) has been used to measure Her2 and 

Ki67 protein levels absolutely and quantitatively in breast cancer specimens.  This is an 

ELISA-like method ready to be adopted in routine clinical practice(19–22).   Compared 
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with IHC method, QDB method is more simple, objective and consistent.   It also 

provides absolute quantitated protein levels for unmatched accuracy over IHC method.  

In this study, we introduced a QDB-based assay to measure EGFR protein levels 

absolutely and quantitatively in gastric and lung cancer tissues. The feasibility of this 

method was evaluated by exploring EGFR as a prognostic biomarker for gastric cancer 

patients through overall survival (OS) analysis based on its absolutely quantitated 

protein levels. 

 

Materials & Methods 

Human subjects  

A total of 248 Formalin Fixed Paraffin Embedded (FFPE) gastric specimens and 81 

FFPE lung cancer specimens as 2X5µm slices between Jan. 2015 and Dec. 2017 were 

provided sequentially and non-selectively by Yantaishan Hospital at Yantai, P. R, China.  

All the gastric cancer tissues were from patients at M0 stage, and the flow chart was 

shown in Fig. 1.  The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of 

Helsinki, following a protocol approved by ethics committee of Yantaishan hospital 

(YanshanLunZhun2021017 to Lei Xin), with an informed consent waiver due to the use 

of archival tissues with retrospective, anonymized clinical data. 

General reagents 

All of the chemicals were purchased from Sinopharm Chemicals (Beijing, P. R. China).  

Recombinant human EGFR protein was purchased from Sino Biological Inc.  (Cat#: 
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10001-H20B2, Beijing, China).  Rabbit anti-EGFR antibody (clone EP22) was 

purchased from ZSGB-BIO (Beijing, China).  HRP labeled Donkey Anti-Rabbit IgG 

secondary antibody was purchased from Jackson Immunoresearch lab (West Grove, 

PA, USA).  BCA protein quantification kit was purchased from Thermo Fisher Scientific 

Inc (Calsband, CA, USA).  QDB plate was provided by Quanticision Diagnostics, Inc 

(RTP, USA).   

Preparation of FFPE tissue  

Two FFPE tissue slices at 5µm each (2X5µm) were collected into 1.5ml Eppendorf 

tubes, and de-paraffinized before being solubilized using lysis buffer (50mM HEPES, 

137mM NaCl, 5mM EDTA, 1mM MgCl2, 10mM Na2P2O7, 1% TritonX-100, 10% 

glycerol).  FFPE tissue slices of a gastrointestinal stromal tumor (GIST) were also lysed 

in the same lysis buffer to serve as the internal control throughout the study.  

Supernatants were collected after centrifugation and the total amount of proteins was 

determined using BCA protein assay kit.   

Developing QDB-based EGFR assay  

Total FFPE tissue lysates from 60 ~ 80 gastric and lung cancer specimens respectively 

at 0.5g/unit were loaded onto QDB plate.  The quality of the detection antibody (EP22 

at 1:1000 dilution) was evaluated first by screening the signals of these specimens over 

the blank control (Bovine serum albumin at 0.5g/unit).   After screening, total tissue 

lysates from 4 to 6 specimens of middle range expression were pooled together, and 

used to develop a dose curve, alongside with the serial diluted purified EGFR proteins, 

as shown in supplemental fig.1a, 1b & 1c.  The optimized loading amount of the total 
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protein was used for absolute quantitation of EGFR protein levels in gastric or lung 

cancer tissues.   

QDB analysis 

The QDB process was described elsewhere with minor modifications(21).  In brief, the 

final concentration of the FFPE tissue lysates was adjusted to 0.25 µg/µl, and 2 µl/unit 

was used for QDB analysis in triplicate.  The loaded QDB plate was dried at room 

temperature (RT) for an hour before it was blocked in blocking buffer (4% non-fat milk in 

TBST) for an hour.  The plate was inserted into a 96-well microplate filled with 

100µl/well primary antibody (for clone EP22, 1:1000 in blocking buffer), and incubated 

overnight at 40C.  Afterward, the plate was rinsed twice with TBST and washed 3X10 

minutes before it was incubated with a donkey anti-rabbit secondary antibody for 3 

hours at RT.  The plate was rinsed twice with TBST, washed 5X10 minutes and then 

was inserted into a white 96-well plate pre-filled with 100µl/well ECL working solution for 

3 minutes.  The chemiluminescent signals of the combined plate were quantified using 

Tecan Infinite 200pro Microplate reader with the option “plate with cover”.  The results 

were average of three independent experiments. 

The GIST lysate with pre-documented EGFR level was included as internal control in all 

the assays to ensure the consistency of the results.  The individual assay was accepted 

only when measured EGFR level of GIST internal control was within 80%~120% of pre-

determined level.  Samples with chemiluminescent reading less than 2 fold over blank 

were defined as non-detectable, and entered as 0 for data analysis.   

Statistical analysis 
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All statistics were performed using GraphPad Prism software version 7.0 (GraphPad 

Software Inc., USA) and R version 4.0.4, using two-side statistical test.  Missing values 

in discrete data were defined as a new category.  The results were reported as mean ± 

standard Deviation (SD).  p values of less than 0.05 were considered statistically 

significant.  The endpoint of overall survival (OS) analysis was defined as the time from 

surgery to death or the last follow-up.  The last follow-up data was Nov.11st, 2020.  

Patients who lost to follow-up were excluded.  Survival data for patients who were still 

alive at the date of last follow-up were treated as censored. 

Univariate Cox proportional hazard models fitted overall survival were employed for 

hazard ratio (HR) and corresponding 95% confidence intervals (CIs) estimation. 

Multivariable Cox models were utilized to examine the association between subtypes 

and OS, adjusting for other clinical variables, such as age, node status, tumor size, 

tumor grade, and type of treatment.  Residuals that are analogous to the Schoenfeld 

residuals in Cox models were used to check the proportionality assumption. 

 

Results: 

Measuring EGFR protein levels in gastric and lung cancer specimens 

Clinicopathological characteristics of all gastric and lung cancer specimens were listed 

in Table 1 and supplemental table 1.   The optimization of QDB-based EGFR assay was 

detailed in Materials and Methods section.   Two 5 m (2x5m) FFPE slices with more 

than 50% tumor tissues (based on H & E staining) from individual gastric or Lung 
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cancer specimen were used for total protein extraction.   The EGFR protein level in 

each specimen was measured as detailed in QDB assay using clone EP22 as the 

primary detection antibody.   The distributions of EGFR protein levels in gastric cancer 

specimens (n=246) and Lung cancer specimens (n=81) were shown in Fig. 2a.  

 

Table 1: Clinicopathological characteristics of gastric cancer specimens. 

  Cases（n=246） 

Characteristics n % 
Age 

<60 88 35.77  
≥60 158 64.23  

Gender 
Male 180 73.17  

Female 66 26.83  
Histologic grade 

well/moderately differentiated 25 10.16  
poorly differentiated 221 89.84  

Tumor size 
Small(<5cm) 120 48.78  
Large(≥5cm) 120 48.78  

Unknown 6 2.44  
Lymph node metastasis 

No metastasis 88 35.77  
Metastasis 158 64.23  

T-stage 
1 50 20.33  
2 22 8.94  
3 54 21.95  
4 120 48.78  

LNsN 
N0 88 35.77  
N1 39 15.85  
N2 38 15.45  
N3 81 32.93  

Vascular cancer embolus 
Yes 123 50.00  
No 119 48.37  
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Unknown 4 1.63  
Nerve invasion 

Yes 102 41.46  
No 140 56.91  

Unknown 4 1.63  
Lauren's classification 

intestinal type 50 20.33  
diffuse type 85 34.55  
mixed type 84 34.15  
Unknown 27 10.98  

EGFR IHC 
0 14 5.69  

1+ 79 32.11  
2+ 83 33.74  
3+ 52 21.14  

Unknown 18 7.32  
Survival 

Yes 156 63.41  
No 89 36.18  

Unknown 1 0.41  
 

Among gastric cancer specimens (n=246), the EGFR protein levels ranged from 0 

(undetectable level) to 772.6 pmole/g, with median at 94 pmole/g, and mean at 108.7± 

6.07 pmole/g.  For Lung cancer specimens, the EGFR protein levels ranged from 0 to 

2695 pmole/g, with median at 193 pmole/g, and mean at 401.5±59.94 pmole/g. 

The absolute quantitated EGFR levels were also plotted against their respective IHC 

scores in Fig. 2b.  In 0 group (n=14), EGFR levels were from 0 to 197 pmole/g, with 

average at 96.54 pmole/g; in 1+ group (n=79), EGFR levels were from 0 to 374.4 

pmole/g, with mean at 97.9 pmole/g;  in 2+ group (n=83), EGFR levels were from 0 to 

347.5 pmole/g, with mean at 109 pmole/g; and at 3+ group (n=52), EGFR levels were 

from 0 to 772.6 pmole/g, with mean at 118.9 pmole/g.  No statistical difference was 

detected between any two IHC groups when analyzed with student t-test (data not 
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shown).   When analyzed with Spearman’s correlation analysis, the results from QDB 

method were associated poorly with IHC scores, with r=0.018, p=0.786.   

Next, we investigated the prognostic role of EGFR in gastric cancer through both 

univariate and multivariate OS analysis (table 2).  The EGFR protein levels were 

negatively associated with OS, with HR at 2.15 (95%CI: 1.23-3.75, p=0.0069) for 

univariate, and 2.29 (95%CI: 1.23-4.26, p=0.0089) for multivariate cox regression OS 

analysis respectively.  In addition, lymph node status was also found to be an 

independent prognostic factor in multivariate cox regression OS analysis.   It should be 

mentioned that IHC scores were found not an independent prognostic factor in neither 

univariate nor multivariate cox regression OS analysis (Supplemental table 2). 

Table 2: Univariate and Multivariate Cox regression of Overall Survival (OS) with 
EGFR levels. 

  Univariate Multivariate 

Variable HR 95%CI P.value HR 95%CI P.value 
Gender 1.44 0.86-2.41 0.1677 1.52 0.85-2.70 0.1551 

Age 1.11 0.72-1.73 0.6339 0.98 0.60-1.58 0.9264 

Tumor size 1.74 1.13-2.68 0.0118 1.3 0.80-2.10 0.2951 

Lauren's classification 1.39 1.04-1.85 0.0249 1.11 0.76-1.61 0.587 

Histologic grade 1.8 0.79-4.12 0.1647 0.47 0.17-1.28 0.1389 

T-stage 1.96 1.51-2.53 0 1.23 0.85-1.78 0.2701 

LNsN 1.88 1.55-2.27 0 1.53 1.20-1.95 0.0007 

Vascular cancer embolus 3.45 2.12-5.61 0 1.57 0.88-2.80 0.1289 

Nerve invasion 3.03 1.95-4.72 0 1.39 0.79-2.42 0.2505 

EGFRQDB 2.15 1.23-3.75 0.0069 2.29 1.23-4.26 0.0089 

 

Having demonstrated EGFR as an independent prognostic factor for gastric cancer 

patients, a putative cutoff was explored to predict 5 year survival probability (5y SP) 

between patients with their EGFR levels above the cutoff (EGFR+) and those below 
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cutoff (EGFR-).  The “surv_cutpoint” function of the “suvminer” R package in 

combination with the OS of these patients was used for this search to identify a putative 

cutoff of 207.7 pmole/g.  In Fig. 3, we evaluated the effectiveness of this putative cutoff 

using Kaplan-Meier analysis. As shown in Fig. 3a, EGFR- patients had 5y SP at 64% 

(95%CI: 57% to 72%), in contrast to EGFR+ patients with 5y SP at 37% (95%CI: 21% to 

65%).  p=0.0057 from Log Rank test. 

In Fig. 3b, we also performed Kaplan-Meier analysis based on their IHC scores.   

Unexpectedly, opposite results were obtained using IHC scores as compared to those 

based on QDB measurements.  The 2+ group patients were found with best 5y SP at 

73% (95%CI: 64% to 83%), while those of 0, 1+ and 3+ were at 57% (95%CI: 36% to 

90%), 54% (95%CI: 44% to 67%) and 48% (95%CI: 26% to 87%) respectively.  The 3y 

SP of 3+ patients was highly similar to that of 2+ patients, with a sudden drop in next 

two years.  When analyzed together, we achieved p=0.056 from Log Rank test. 

In many clinical trials, all patients with IHC scores ≥1+ were considered EGFR+ 

patients.  Therefore, the patients were stratified accordingly, and Kaplan-Meier OS 

analysis was performed in Fig. 3c.  We obtained p=0.52 from Log Rank test.  Clearly, 

this stratification method was not effective for OS analysis of gastric patients.  In Fig. 

3d, the putative cutoff used in 3a was plotted in the distribution plot of all gastric 

specimens sub-grouped by their IHC scores.  

 

Discussion: 
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In this study, we presented the first practical method to measure EGFR protein levels in 

both gastric and Lung cancer tissues absolutely, objectively and quantitatively for 

routine clinical practice.  The effectiveness of the QDB platform was demonstrated 

preliminarily by showing that EGFR was a negative prognostic factor for OS of gastric 

patients through statistical analysis; a conclusion cannot be repeated using IHC scores 

provided from the local hospital.   

Our results also revealed the inadequacy of IHC method to provide a reliable 

assessment of EGFR levels among gastric patients.  First, when measured EGFR 

levels absolutely and quantitatively, there were no statistical significant difference 

between any two groups of the 0/1+/2+/3+ groups categorized by IHC method using 

student t-test; second, the IHC scores of EGFR protein were not an independent 

prognostic factor when analyzed with Cox regression OS analysis (supplemental table 

2); and third,  when analyzed with Kaplan-Meier OS analysis, patients of 2+ group were 

found to be associated with the best 5y SP while those of 0,1+ and 3+ groups were 

highly similar among each other.    

Perhaps the inadequacy of IHC method for proper stratification of patients is best 

illustrated in Fig. 3d.  At least for prognostic purpose, while there were no EGFR+ 

specimens in 0 group, there were roughly equal numbers of EGFR+ within 1+, 2+ and 

3+, with significantly more EGFR- specimens in all four IHC groups.  The large number 

of EGFR- specimens within 1+, 2+ and 3+ groups should overwhelm any EGFR+-

related events in clinical studies.  The overall situation was not changed by setting the 

threshold at 2+ either.  While we acknowledged these IHC scores from local hospital 
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might lack the caliber equipped with the central laboratories in advanced countries, it 

nonetheless give us a glimpse of what may sabotage an otherwise successful clinical 

trial.  

In fact, the limitation of IHC method has been well acknowledged, and efforts have been 

devoted to find a better alternative.  Florescence in situ hybridization (FISH) technique 

is suggested to be a more consistent method to identify EGFR positive patients for 

Cetuximab or other anti-EGFR antibody drugs in several studies(5,12,23–25).  Selective 

Reaction Monitoring-Mass spectrometry (SRM-MS) has also been used successfully to 

measure EGFR protein levels absolutely and quantitatively in NSCLC tissues(26).  

Additionally, the results from the SRM-MS study were comparable to our results.   

However, both these methods pose technical challenge for routine clinical practice.    In 

addition, FISH method only detects changes at DNA level, and it is not a true 

quantitative method to allow defining an optimized cutoff through outcome analysis to 

guide patients for anti-EGFR therapies (12). 

With the absolutely quantitated EGFR levels, we demonstrated clearly the prognostic 

role of EGFR protein in the OS of gastric cancer through both univariate and 

multivariate cox regression analysis.  We also proposed a putative cutoff of 207.7 

pmole/g through outcome analysis for prognosis of gastric cancer patients.  Caution 

interpretation of this putative cutoff is warranted, as its validity remains to be confirmed 

in an independent cohort of patients.   

It remains to be seen if the above-mentioned cutoff was the same as the one we were 

seeking to guide patient for anti-EGFR therapies.  Clearly, it can only be answered 
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through outcome analysis [progression free survival (PFS), OS or Overall Response 

Rate (ORR)] of the patients receiving anti-EGFR therapies in retrospective and/or 

prospective clinical trials in the near future. 

Nonetheless, we showed clearly in this study that an optimized cutoff can be identified 

through outcome analysis using absolutely quantitated EGFR levels.  Thus, the 

threshold to stratify patients will no longer be set arbitrarily, but rather objectively 

through outcome analysis (PFS, OS, or ORR) of patients receiving anti-EGFR 

therapies.  The absolute nature of the QDB results can also enable seamless 

integration of multiple clinical studies to expand the scale of the study, and the derived 

optimized cutoff may be accordingly fine-tuned to identify more precisely the patient 

population who may truly benefit from anti-EGFR therapies in the near future.   

We noticed the range of EGFR protein expression among gastric patients was much 

narrower than that of Lung cancer patients.  The expression levels of EGFR in both 

tissues were also much lower than those of Her2 protein in breast cancer tissues.  In 

several studies including our own, Her2 distribution was from undetectable level to 

31.31 nmole/g, with the cutoff to match the results from IHC/FISH at 0.261 nmole/g 

when measured with an anti-Her2 (EP3) antibody (21).  In contrast, the distribution of 

EGFR was from 0 to 0.773 nmole/g (n=246) in gastric cancer specimens, and from 0 to 

2.695 nmole/g (n=81) in Lung cancer specimens.  We speculate that is why the success 

of IHC-based Her2 assessment cannot be duplicated with EGFR protein.  The narrow 

range of EGFR protein levels in either gastric or lung cancer tissues may pose a 
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significant technical challenge to IHC-based EGFR assessment in current clinical 

practice. 

In conclusion, a QDB-based immunoassay was introduced to measure EGFR protein 

levels absolutely, quantitatively and objectively in both gastric and Lung cancer 

specimens.  Validation and adoption of this assay should help define EGFR protein as a 

predictive biomarker to accelerate clinical trials aiming to extend anti-EGFR therapies, 

including Cetuximab, Panitumumab, and necitumumab, in gastric and lung cancers. 
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Figure legends: 

Fig. 1: Flow chart of the gastric cancer specimens 

Fig. 2.  Distribution of absolutely quantitated EGFR protein levels in gastric and lung 

cancer specimens (a), and their distribution grouped by their IHC scores among gastric 

cancer specimens (b).  Total protein lysates were prepared from 2X5 µm FFPE slices 

for QDB measurement using Rabbit monoclonal anti-EGFR antibody (EP22).   In Fig 1b, 

EGFR protein levels of individual FFPE gastric cancer specimens were grouped based 

on their IHC scores.  There was no statistical significance between any two IHC groups 

when analyzed using Student t-test.  

Fig. 3: Kaplan-Meier OS analysis of gastric cancer patients based on their EGFR 

protein levels measured using QDB (a) or IHC methods (b & c).   (a) Absolutely 

quantitated EGFR protein levels were used to stratify patients using a cutoff of 207.7 

pmole/g into EGFR+ (n=25) and EGFR- groups (n=220) for Kaplan-Meier OS analysis, 

with 5y SP at 37% (95%CI: 21% to 65%) and 64% (95%CI: 57% to 72%) respectively.  
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p=0.0057 from Log Rank test; (b)  IHC scores of EGFR protein were used to stratify 

patients into 0 (n=14), 1+ (n=79), 2+ (n=82), and 3+ (n=52) groups for Kaplan-Meier OS 

analysis, with 5y SP at 57% (95%CI: 36% to 90%), 54% (95%CI: 44% to 67%), 73% 

(95%CI: 64% to 83%) and 48% (95% CI: 26% to 87%) respectively.  p=0.056 from Log 

Rank test.  (c) The  patients were stratified using their  IHC scores, with those of 0 as 

EGFR-, and those with IHC score ≥1+ as EGFR+ for Kaplan-Meier OS analysis, with 

5y SP for EGFR- at 57% (95%CI: 36% to 90%), and for EGFR+ at  62% (95%CI: 55% 

to 70%).  p=0.52 from Log Rank test.  (d) The putative cutoff of 207.7 pmole/g was 

plotted on the distribution plot of EGFR protein levels sub-grouped by their IHC scores. 
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