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Abstract 
Purpose: Treatment response assessment for patients with advanced solid tumors is complex and             
existing methods of assessment require greater precision for early disease assessment. Current            
guidelines rely on imaging, which has limitations such as the long time required before treatment               
effectiveness can be determined. Serial changes in whole-genome (WG) circulating tumor DNA            
(ctDNA) were used to detect disease progression early in the treatment course.  
 
Methods: 97 patients with advanced cancer were enrolled, and blood was collected before and              
after initiation of a new treatment. Plasma cell-free DNA libraries were prepared for either WG               
or WG bisulfite sequencing. Longitudinal changes in the fraction of ctDNA were quantified to              
identify molecular progression or response in a binary manner. Study endpoints were agreement            
with first follow-up imaging (FUI) and stratification of progression-free survival (PFS). 
 
Results: Patients with early molecular progression had shorter PFS (n=14; median 62d)            
compared to others (n=78; median 263d, HR 12.6 [95% confidence interval 5.8-27.3], log-rank             
P<10 -10, 5 excluded from analysis). All cases with molecular progression were confirmed by FUI              
and molecular progression preceded FUI by a median of 40d. Sensitivity for the assay in               
identifying clinical progression was 54%, median 24d into treatment and specificity was 100%. 
 
Conclusions: Molecular progression, based on ctDNA data, detected disease progression for           
cases on treatment with high specificity approximately 6 weeks before follow-up imaging. This             
technology may enable early course change to a potentially effective therapy, avoiding side             
effects and cost associated with cycles of ineffective treatment. 
 

Translational Relevance  
Tools for early assessment of treatment response in advanced solid tumors require refinement.             
We performed baseline and early serial assessments of WG ctDNA to predict treatment response              
prior to standard of care clinical and radiographic assessments. Our results demonstrated that the              
blood-based prediction reliably identified molecular progression, approximately 6 weeks before          
imaging, with very high specificity and positive predictive value across multiple tumor and             
treatment types. Patients with molecular progression had significantly shorter progression-free          
survival compared with non-progressors. In addition, a large quantitative decrease in tumor            
fraction ratio was associated with significant durable benefit. Collectively, these findings           
demonstrate that cancer-related changes in the blood precede clinical or imaging changes and             
may inform changes in management earlier in the treatment course to improve long-term patient              
outcomes and limit cost. 
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Introduction 

The current standard of care for evaluation of treatment response for advanced solid tumors is               
based on physical exam, patient reported symptoms, and periodic radiographic tumor           
assessment. However, there are limitations to these approaches as subtle changes in disease are              
often asymptomatic, and there are considerable costs, uncertainty, and anxiety associated with            
frequent imaging. In clinical trials, response criteria are standardized (e.g., RECIST, irRECIST)            
to guide evaluation by comparing a baseline scan before treatment initiation with periodic             
follow-up imaging (FUI) with pre-specified criteria for response. These criteria can be limited by              
the reliability of measurements over time, difficult to measure sites of disease (e.g., bone or               
pleural effusions), and challenges distinguishing pseudoprogression from true progression (1–3) .          
Therefore, novel methods for monitoring response to treatment are needed given the emergence             
of new treatment modalities with ongoing questions regarding how best to manage treatment,             
minimize toxicity, and control cost. Here, we evaluated a blood-based approach using dynamic             
changes in WG ctDNA for early assessment of treatment response.  
 
Liquid biopsy assays may analyze circulating cell-free DNA (cfDNA), circulating tumor cells            
(CTCs), RNA, exosomes, or proteins (4,5) . ctDNA likely originates from cancer cells            
undergoing apoptosis, necrosis, or potential active mechanisms involving nucleic acid secretion           
to facilitate metastasis and gene expression at distant sites (6) . The amount of ctDNA correlates               
with higher stages of disease and is also affected by tumor type, origin, location of metastasis,                
and treatment (7,8) . There are several distinguishing features between ctDNA and non-tumor            
cfDNA. Specifically, as compared with cfDNA, ctDNA contains tumor-specific somatic point           
mutations, structural variations, shorter fragment lengths, biased fragment start and end           
positions, and changes in epigenetic patterns (9–16) . 
 
Copy number aberrations (CNA), which consist of either deletions or duplications of portions of              
the genome, are a common form of structural variation that are observed in patients with               
advanced disease at various sites across the genome (17) . Prior studies have demonstrated that              
CNAs can be detected in cfDNA from patients by low-pass next-generation sequencing (NGS)             
with CNAs detected at a higher rate in patients with advanced disease (18) . To date, changes in                 
CNAs over time in advanced cancer patients remain understudied. 
  
Recently, there has been significant interest in evaluating the potential clinical utility of ctDNA              
in advanced solid tumors. Prior work has demonstrated the prognostic value of ctDNA genomic              
alterations and mutant allele frequency as surrogates for tumor burden (19) . In the adjuvant              
setting, residual ctDNA after surgery (e.g., minimal residual disease) has been associated with             
disease recurrence across multiple tumor types (8,20–23) . In advanced disease, the most well             
validated clinical use is to identify driver mutations with known drug targets (24–27) .             
Additionally, resistance mutations have been identified in the blood, guiding clinical           
management (28) . While a few studies have evaluated the potential role of ctDNA for tumor               
response assessment in melanoma, non-small cell lung cancer, breast cancer, and prostate cancer,             
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among other tumor types, the clinical utility for routine assessment has not yet been established               
(8,29–36) . 
 
Here, in a prospectively enrolled, advanced stage, pan-cancer cohort, we performed           
whole-genome cfDNA analysis as a molecular marker of disease progression earlier in the             
treatment course compared with routine clinical and radiographic assessment of disease. In            
contrast to analyzing particular genes, our approach utilized CNAs and fragmentation patterns            
across the genome, a technique with broad potential clinical applications across multiple tumor             
types. Furthermore, for a subset of patients, we performed bisulfite conversion as part of the               
assay, which provided insight into genome-wide methylation changes. We hypothesized that           
early changes in cancer-associated signals in the blood would be predictive of response status at               
the time of first FUI and that the magnitude of the dynamic change in signal would provide                 
longer-term prognostic information across a variety of solid tumor types and treatments. 
 

Patients and Methods 

Study subjects  
The study sample here represented a subset of a currently accruing longitudinal observational             
study. From May 2017 to December 2018, participants (age >18 years) were prospectively             
enrolled from five oncology centers in the USA (TMPN - Cancer Care, Redondo Beach, CA;               
Scripps - California Cancer Associates, San Diego, CA; Sharp Memorial Hospital, San Diego,             
CA; Summit Cancer Centers, Post Falls, ID ; Robert H. Lurie Comprehensive Cancer Center of              
Northwestern University, Chicago, IL) and followed through June 2019 (Table 1). Eligibility            
criteria were: 

● Diagnosis of a non-hematologic and surgically unresectable advanced tumor (stage III or            
higher) at presentation 

● Commencement of a new systemic treatment regimen of the physician’s choice 
● Presence of either measurable or evaluable disease by imaging 

To be included in this cohort, the participants needed to have venous blood samples from at least                 
two time points: a baseline (T0, before treatment initiation) and another one before cycle 2 (T1)                
and/or cycle 3 (T2, Fig. 1A). This study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of                
Helsinki and approved by Northwestern University, Sharp Memorial Hospital and Western           
Institutional Review Boards. An informed consent was obtained from each patient prior to             
participation in the study. 
 

Evaluation of response status 
Participants were radiologically assessed at baseline and again at first follow-up as determined             
per standard of care routine clinical assessment. The primary endpoint of the study was evidence               
of radiographic progression as determined by Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid Tumors            
(RECIST) version 1.1 (37) or clinical response evaluation. Measurable disease by imaging was             
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interpreted by the treating physician facility and an independent radiologist, who was blinded to              
the assessment of molecular response. When RECIST outcome could not be ascertained due to              
either non-evaluable or missing imaging study, clinical response evaluation was used. Clinical            
response was defined as the physician’s outcome assessment before a treatment change and was              
categorized as clinical progressive disease (PD), responsive disease (nonPD), stable disease           
(nonPD), or too early to assess.  
 
PFS was defined as the time from the start of treatment to first documentation of PD, or death                  
due to any cause, whichever occurred first. Patients last known to be alive and progression-free               
were censored at the date of last contact. Patients were considered as lost-to-follow-up if they               
were no longer part of the study and their status was unknown (non-assessable case).  
 

Sample preparation  
At each time point, 10 mL of whole blood was collected in Streck Cell-Free DNA BCT. Plasma                 
was separated via centrifugation at 1600 x g for 15 minutes followed by 2500 x g for 10 minutes                   
within 7 days from the time of collection. cfDNA was extracted from plasma using the Qiagen                
QIAmp MinElute ccfDNA kit and stored at -80C until library preparation. For each patient,              
libraries were prepared using the KAPA HyperPrep library prep kit for whole genome             
sequencing (WGS; n=54 patients) or the Nugen Ovation Ultralow Methyl-Seq whole genome            
bisulfite sequencing kit (WGBS; n=43 patients). Average input cfDNA into the library            
preparation was 20 ng. Libraries were sequenced on the Illumina HiSeq X to an average depth of                 
20X (range 6-29X). 
 

Bioinformatics methods  
Tumor fraction ratio (TFR) was measured to assess changes in ctDNA using CNAs and local               
changes in cfDNA fragment length, both assessed from sequencing data. Reads were aligned to              
the human genome (GRCh37) with a custom bioinformatics pipeline based on BWA (38) ,             
sambamba (39) , and samtools (40) . Reads were then de-duplicated and GC biases were corrected              
using the deepTools software package (41) . CNAs were detected using a pipeline based on              
ichorCNA (18) and custom algorithms. Normalized fragment length was computed by           
normalizing by library and genomic location. Background signals for CNA and fragment length             
were established for each sequencing protocol using healthy normal samples taken from 44             
individuals with no current or prior diagnosis of any malignancy (Supp. Table S1). In order to                
maximize sensitivity of CNAs while preventing false positive detections, Spearman’s rank           
correlation between local mean fragment length and copy number was used as a disqualifier of               
CNA call sets (42,43) . 
 
To assess changes in ctDNA over time, direct comparison of the CNA-derived estimate of TF               
between a patient’s time points was not always reliable because there was ambiguity in which               
read depth levels correspond to which structural events. For example, two regions might be              
called as either a neutral region and a duplicated region, or a heterozygous deletion and a neutral                 
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region, in a highly mutated tumor where there was an ambiguous neutral level. To circumvent               
this, CNAs detected at multiple time points were compared longitudinally with a linear model to               
quantify TFR. In order to determine confident calls, measured changes were compared to a              
simulated background model and required to exceed a Z-score threshold of 3. No longitudinal              
comparisons of samples from 44 healthy participants (Supp. Table S1) showed a significant             
change in TFR (e.g. Supp. Fig. S1). Cases that showed a confident increase in tumor fraction                
indicated by TFR greater than 1 at either time point were classified as molecular progression.               
Major molecular response (MMR) was defined as TFR < 0.1. 
 

Statistical Analysis 

 
For the purposes of calculating sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value and negative            
predictive value, true positives were defined as cases where the assay showed a molecular              
progression which were also evaluated as PD either clinically or by RECIST 1.1 at first FUI; true                 
negatives were cases where both the assay and clinical evaluation did not call PD at first                
follow-up. False positives and false negatives were cases where molecular response assessment            
disagreed with the first FUI with either a clinical or radiographic progression or lack of a clinical                 
or radiographic progression respectively. Confidence intervals on these metrics were computed           
with the Wilson’s score interval method.  
 
Survival curves were generated using the Kaplan-Meier method and differences in PFS between             
molecular progressors and non-progressors assessed using the log-rank test. The Cox           
proportional hazards model was used for the assessment of the effects of different magnitudes of               
change on PFS. Statistical analyses of survival were performed with the R survival package              
version 2.41-3 and other statistical analyses were determined using the python scipy package             
version 1.1.0.  

Results 

Patient characteristics 
A total of 97 patients with advanced cancer, who fit the inclusion criteria of the study and had                  
appropriate long-term follow-up data, were sequenced for the analysis. Baseline blood samples            
failed sequencing for five participants, therefore they were excluded. The remaining 92 patients             
with NGS and clinical outcome data were included in this analysis. The median age was 70 years                 
and 55% were females (Table 1). About half of the participants received a first-line therapy               
(52%) and 25% received a second-line therapy. The majority of patients had lung cancer ( 44%)               
or breast cancer (27%) with the remainder representing gastrointestinal cancers (15%),           
genitourinary cancers (6.5%), melanoma (6.5%) and sarcoma (1%). During the study, 46% of all              
participants received chemotherapy (+/- antibody treatment) and 37% received immunotherapy          
with or without chemotherapy (n=34, Table 1, Supp. Table S2). The first FUI occurred a median                
of 71 days after treatment start (Fig. 1B, min=26 days, max=208 days). Three participants              
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received an outcome assignment based on clinical evaluation. Of these 3 participants, one had a               
non-evaluable imaging study and was assessed as clinical nonPD at week-12, and two did not               
have an imaging study prior to treatment change, and these patients were assessed as clinical PD                
at week-9 and week-19 by the treating physician. The median follow-up time of the full cohort                
was 140 days (min=35 days, max=645 days). 
 
Baseline blood samples were collected prior to treatment start for all patients (Fig. 1B, median=0               
days after treatment start, min=− 19 days). One or two post-treatment samples were collected for              
each patient, with T1 collected prior to the second cycle of therapy at a median of 21 days after                   
treatment start (n=86, min=9 days, max=40 days) and T2 collected prior to the third cycle of                
therapy at a median of 42 days (n=66, min=37 days, max=84 days). Both post-treatment samples               
were collected for 60 patients. 
 

Serial measurements of ctDNA showed rapid changes early on treatment 
We assessed changes in tumor fraction using WG analysis to quantify the TFR between baseline               
and post-treatment samples. Substantial changes in TFR were observed early after treatment            
initiation (Fig. 2). Patient LS030178 demonstrated an example of a rapid increase in TFR to 2.4                
at T1 following the first cycle of therapy, indicating a major increase from baseline, followed by                
an even greater increase at T2 (Fig. 2A-D). This patient had a somatic gain of the long arm of                   
chromosome 1 (1q), which has been shown to be one of the most common arm-level aberrations                
in breast cancer (44) . Additionally, the strong pattern of CNAs was corroborated by the              
fragmentation pattern (Fig. 2B-C). Conversely, patient LS030093 showed a decrease in TFR at             
T1 and then a larger decrease at T2 (Fig. 2E). 
 
A subset of samples had both WGS and WGBS and were used to test whether TFR could be                  
quantified equivalently across sequencing protocols (Supp. Fig. S2). TFR values were highly            
concordant between WGS and WGBS, enabling analysis of the full cohort including samples             
analyzed with both protocols. 
 

Tracking changes in tumor fraction at early time points predicted          
progression at first follow-up response assessment 
At the first FUI and clinical evaluation, 26 of 92 patients had clinical PD and 66 had nonPD. To                   
evaluate the predictive value of the ctDNA assay, we compared the classification of molecular              
progression to clinical assessment at first FUI for all patients (Fig. 3A). All 14 patients with a                 
molecular progression at either T1 or T2 had PD, and likewise of the 66 patients who were                 
nonPD, none had molecular progression. The sensitivity of the assay including time points T1              
and T2 was 54% and specificity was 100%. The sensitivity was 42% at T1 and was 61% at T2                   
(Fig. 3B). There was no statistically significant relationship between sensitivity and timing of the              
blood draw (Supp. Fig. S3). In the cases where molecular progression was called, the time point                
where it was first identified preceded the detection of progression by imaging by a median of 40                 
days (Fig. 3C). 
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Among the 12 patients with PD at first FUI where there was a discrepancy between imaging and                 
molecular assessment of progression, 3 had no confident CNAs detected, 2 had no significant              
change in tumor fraction, and 7 had a decrease in tumor fraction. For the discordant cases with a                  
decrease in tumor fraction, there were a variety of cancer types represented (3 breast, 2 lung, 1                 
renal, 1 sarcoma), treatments (4 chemotherapy, 1 immunotherapy, 1 endocrine therapy, 1            
targeted therapy alone), and lines of therapy (3 first, 2 second, 1 third, 1 fifth). Additionally,                
there were no major difference in predictive performance between WGS and WGBS (Supp.             
Table S3). 
 

Molecular response pattern assessed by cfDNA early on treatment was          
correlated with PFS 
The median PFS for the full cohort of patients was 211 days (Fig. 4A). Patients with molecular                 
progression at either T1 or T2 (n=14) had shorter PFS, with HR 12.6 (95% CI 5.8-27.3;                
Log-rank P=7×10 -16) and median PFS of 63 days vs. 263 days for patients with no molecular                
progression (n=78; Fig. 4B). 
 
The predictive performance of the assay was explored in subsets of patients based on tumor               
origin and treatment type. Among the 34 patients who received immunotherapy, PFS was             
significantly shorter in patients with molecular progression (median PFS=57 days) compared to            
patients without identified molecular progression (median PFS not reached after a median of 167              
days follow-up, log-rank P=2×10 -12), consistent with the overall cohort (Fig. 4C). The results             
were similar for the chemotherapy subset with a median PFS of 56 days in patients with                
molecular progression and 212 days without progression (Fig. 4D; n=42; log-rank P=7×10 -6).            
PFS was also significantly shorter for patients with molecular progression for the two largest              
subsets, lung cancer (Fig. 4E; log-rank P=8×10 -8) and breast cancer (Fig. 4F; log-rank P=3×10 -4).              
This was also true for the remaining subset of mixed cancer types (gastrointestinal,             
genitourinary, melanoma, and sarcoma, Supp. Fig. S4; log-rank P=5×10 -6). Predictions of           
progression at first FUI also had comparable performance across these subsets (Supp. Table S4).              
Together, these data suggest that the assay was effective across multiple cancer types and              
treatment modalities. 
 
We explored whether a large quantitative reduction early in the treatment course was associated              
with an improved PFS. Of the 78 patients for whom the assay did not show molecular                
progression, 27 had an MMR at either post-treatment time point. Notably, in all cases where a                
MMR was identified at T1, this finding was also observed at T2, if that time point was available                  
(n=12). In 7 cases the TFR from baseline did not reach a 10-fold reduction at T1 but did at T2,                    
for example for patient LS030093 (Fig. 2E). Patients with an MMR had longer PFS (Fig. 4G,                
median PFS not reached) compared to patients with no MMR and no molecular progression              
(n=51; median PFS of 211 days). A MMR was significantly predictive of PFS after accounting               
for the predictions based on molecular progression (Stratified Cox: molecular progression           
P=4×10 -9, MMR P=0.011), indicating value in the early quantitative ctDNA dynamics for            
predicting longer term treatment efficacy. 
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Next, we sought to assess the predictive value of an MMR in conjunction with radiographic               
response monitoring. For patients who did not show radiographic progression at first FUI (n=65),              
RECIST 1.1 based partial response vs. stable disease at first FUI had limited prognostic value for                
PFS (Fig. 4H; log-rank P=0.4; HR 0.67 [95% CI 0.28-1.60]). However, among the same subset,               
patients with an MMR had substantially longer PFS (Fig. 4I; log-rank P=0.02; HR 0.28 [95% CI                
0.09-0.84]), which was also significant after adjusting for radiographic assessment at first FUI             
(Stratified Cox: partial response P=0.36, MMR P=0.016; Supp. Fig. S5). 
 

Longitudinal changes in methylation levels may complement tumor        
fraction changes 
Global hypomethylation is a hallmark of tumor genomes (17, 48), and an increase in global               
methylation levels in cfDNA might be associated with non-progression as it would indicate a              
decreased proportion of ctDNA. Importantly, the epigenetic patterns observed in tumors,           
including overall global hypomethylation can be detected in ctDNA (45,46) . To assess the             
potential of methylation changes for identifying early response to therapy, the change in             
genome-wide methylation levels from baseline to post-treatment was examined retrospectively          
for two example patients (Figure 5)—one with a nonPD call (LS030083) at first FUI and one                
with a PD call at first FUI (LS030078). Consistent with the clinical assessment at first FUI, a                 
marked increase in methylation levels was observed for LS030083 (Figure 5A), while a decrease              
was observed in LS030078 (Figure 5B). For patient LS030078, a clear molecular progression             
was observed based on CNAs and local fragmentation changes (TFR=2.01), while no CNAs             
were detectable in LS030083.  
 

Discussion 
Patients with advanced malignancies require careful treatment monitoring to assess therapeutic           
efficacy, promote quality of life, and limit drug toxicity. Current methods for disease monitoring              
using clinical and radiographic assessment often require several months to confidently determine            
treatment response. Here, we assessed the utility of a novel, whole-genome cfDNA molecular             
response assay, which analyzed longitudinal ctDNA measurements at baseline and during the            
initial cycles of treatment to predict response to therapy. This technique predicted disease             
progression with both a specificity and PPV of 100%, indicating that when this assay predicted               
disease progression, there was high confidence and reliability at a median of 6 weeks before               
current standard of care methods. This finding indicates that advanced tumors that are             
progressing early in the course of treatment are declaring this in the blood well before visible                
change in the size, contour, or density of target lesions that can be detected by current imaging                 
schedule and interpretation. 
 
Our study has several other key findings. First, the blood-based, whole-genome ctDNA            
molecular assay appeared to predict disease progression consistently across a variety of tumor             
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and treatment types, by looking beyond targeted assessment of tumor-specific point mutations            
and fusions. Specifically, subset analyses of the two cohorts with the largest number of patients               
(lung and breast cancer) demonstrated statistically significant findings, which were also observed            
collectively across non-lung and non-breast patients. Similar predictive value was encountered           
across different treatments, including patients who received chemotherapy or immunotherapy.          
These findings build on previous work that also utilized a CNA-based approach for a cohort of                
patients treated with immunotherapy alone (47) . Second, we demonstrated that patients with an             
MMR had a longer PFS compared to those with no change or a smaller decrease in TFR,                 
indicating that there was quantitative value in the degree of initial response to therapy. In our                
data, PFS was more strongly associated with the degree of response measured by the assay, as                
compared with RECIST 1.1 classification of partial response vs. stable disease, indicating that             
radiographic assessment of partial response vs. stable at first FUI may have limited long-term              
prognostic value in some cases. The additional prognostic value of identifying an MMR supports              
the potential to integrate imaging and analysis of serial cfDNA samples to provide an early               
indication of an extended duration of disease control. 
 
Molecular response monitoring with serial measurements of cfDNA has potential clinical benefit            
for both assessing disease control and disease progression. For example, if MMR is observed,              
early reassurance that the current treatment regimen is effective could limit frequency of             
imaging, if our findings are validated in larger cohorts. In contrast, an early prediction of               
blood-based molecular progression could guide oncologists to discontinue ineffective treatments,          
thereby reducing avoidable side effects and financial toxicity. By accelerating the clinical            
decision loop, patients would be afforded the opportunity to change to an alternative, potentially              
effective therapy. This assessment algorithm may increase the availability of patients with            
adequate performance status to engage in multiple lines of therapy, including clinical trials.             
Furthermore, a blood-based assay provides convenience for patients as blood samples are            
collected routinely during each cycle of therapy. 
 
This study has several limitations. First, while the specificity of the assay was very high, which                
is the critical performance metric for clinical utility in the advanced setting, sensitivity was              
relatively low. Sensitivity, particularly at the earliest time point, may be improved by including              
other features such as cancer-associated epigenetic signals. For example, in patient LS030083,            
there was a marked increase in genome-wide methylation levels from baseline to post-treatment,             
consistent with a nonPD call at first FUI, yet no CNAs were detected (Figure 5A). In future                 
work, we plan to incorporate these methylation-based signals into the assay, along with fragment              
length and copy number information to increase assay sensitivity. However, even with additional             
orthogonal signals, there will likely be a residual false negative rate from a) tumors that do not                 
generate sufficient ctDNA (e.g., non-shedding tumors), b) tumors that have not yet progressed             
during the earliest cycles of treatment and, c) tumors in which molecular progression by ctDNA               
analysis and imaging are not in agreement. Second, expanded patient cohorts are required to              
confirm the tumor and treatment-agnostic nature of the assay. Third, prospective validation of             
the prediction tool is needed. Future studies will examine an independent validation cohort and              
assess how treatment changes using an adaptive clinical trial design may both limit cost and               
improve long-term patient outcomes by switching to different treatment arms faster using the             
blood-based molecular response assessment. 
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In conclusion, we demonstrated that a serial monitoring approach analyzing whole-genome           
ctDNA with low-pass sequencing produced clinical predictions with a high degree of specificity             
and PPV compared with standard of care clinical assessment. In addition, the findings were              
consistent across multiple tumor and treatment types, and the degree of ctDNA reduction             
appeared to correlate with long-term clinical outcome. If validated prospectively, this           
non-invasive tool may more accurately match advanced cancer patients with potentially effective            
therapies earlier and limit side effects and costs associated with ineffective treatments. 
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Figures and Table 

  Median (Min-Max) N= 92 (%) 
Age 70 (30-89)   
Sex    

Female  51 (55.4) 
Male   41 (44.6) 

Cancer type    
Lung  40 (43.5) 

Breast  25 (27.2) 
GI  14 (15.2) 

GU  6 (6.5) 
Melanoma  6 (6.5) 

Sarcoma  1 (1.1) 
Treatment types    

Chemotherapy  32 (34.8) 
Chemotherapy, Antibody  10 (10.9) 

Immunotherapy  25 (27.2) 
Immunotherapy, Chemotherapy  9 (9.8) 

Endocrine  3 (3.3) 
Endocrine, CDK4/6i   7 (7.6) 

Targeted alone   6 (6.5) 
Lines of therapy    

1  48 (52.2) 
2  23 (25.0) 

3+  21 (22.8) 
T1 (days) 21 (9-40)  86 (93.5)  
T2 (days)* 42 (37-84) 66 (71.7) 
First follow-up (days) 71 (26-208)   
Last follow-up (days) 140 (35-645)   

 

* 60 participants had both post-treatment time points 
 
Table 1. Participant characteristics. Distribution of blood sample and follow-up times           
are with respect to on-study treatment times, May 2017 - June 2019.  
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Figure 1. Overview of the clinical setting. A. Diagram comparing radiographic response            
assessment and the potential use of cfDNA to assess molecular response . B. Timing of imaging               
and blood collections for patients in the study.  
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Figure 2. Serial assessment of ctDNA to determine molecular progression. A. The            
genome-wide plots of CNAs detected for patient LS030178. The T0 baseline blood draw was              
collected 13 days before the start of treatment, and T1 was collected 21 days after the start of                  
treatment. B. Normalized fragment length exhibit the reverse pattern compared to CNAs. C.             
Overall there was a strong negative correlation between the normalized fragment length at each              
genomic position and the inferred copy number (Spearman’s rho=-0.57, P<10 -10). D. Patient            
LS030178 had an increase in TFR at follow-up time points T1 and T2, detectable in advance of                 
imaging that indicated progressive disease. E. Patient LS030093, who responded to therapy,            
showed a marked decrease in TFR at T1 and T2, concordant with later imaging that showed a                 
partial response.  
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Figure 3. ctDNA assessments following first or second cycle of therapy predicted            
progression. A. Comparison of imaging results at first FUI (SLD assessed by RECIST 1.1) with               
ctDNA assessment of molecular progression, indicated by a confident increase in TFR for either              
post-treatment sample (sensitivity=54%, specificity=100%, PPV=100%, NPV=85%). Footnoted       
cases showed clear clinical progression. B. TFR for progressors and non-progressors at T1 (left)              
and T2 (right), compared to radiographic or clinical assessment of PD or nonPD, showing              
predictive performance at each time point. C. For patients with molecular progression, detection             
of the molecular progression preceded the date of detection of progression by standard of care               
imaging by a median of 40 days (range -21 to 103).  
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Figure 4. Molecular response assessment early in the course of therapy was associated with              
favorable PFS. A. The full cohort (n=92) had median PFS of 211 days. B. Patients with a                 
molecular progression detected from cfDNA at T1 or T2 (n=14, median PFS=62 days) had              
significantly worse PFS compared to patients with no molecular progression (n=78, median            
PFS=263 days; HR=12.6 [5.8-27.3]; log-rank P<10 -10). C-D. Subset analysis based on           
therapeutic modality for (C) patients on immunotherapy with or without chemotherapy (n=34;            
log-rank P=2×10 -12), and (D) patients on chemotherapy with or without targeted therapy (n=42;             
log-rank P=7×10 -6). E-F. Subset analysis based on cancer type for (E) Lung cancer patients              
(n=40; log-rank P=8×10 -8) and (F) breast cancer patients (n=25; log-rank P=3×10 -4). G. Patients             
with a MMR had significantly longer PFS after accounting for predictions based on molecular              
progression (Cox P=0.011). H-I. Subset analysis for patients with either stable disease or partial              
response determined by radiography at first FUI (n=65) stratified by (H) response status             
(log-rank P=0.4) or (I)  MMR (log-rank P=0.02).  
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Figure 5. Methylation may provide an orthogonal signal to CNAs for response monitoring.             
A-B. Distribution of average methylation levels in genome-wide 1 megabase bins for patient (A)              
LS030083 and (B) LS030078 at baseline (black line) and either T1 or T2 (orange line).  
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