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Abstract

Introduction: Immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICIs) may be associated with hyperprogressive disease

(HPD). However, there is currently no standardized definition of HPD, with its risk factors and clinical

implications remaining unclear. We investigated HPD in lung cancer patients undergoing immunotherapy,

aiming to redefine HPD, identify risk factors, and assess its impact on survival.

Methods: Clinical and radiologic data from 121 non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) patients with 136

immunotherapy cases were reviewed retrospectively. Three HPD definitions (Champiat et al., HPDc;

Saâda-Bouzid et al., HPDs; and Ferrara et al., HPDf) were employed. Additionally, all new measurable
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lesions on the post-treatment CT scan were incorporated in measuring the sum of longest diameters (SLD)

to define modified HPD (mHPD).

Results: Among the 121 patients, 4 (3.3%) had HPDc, 11 (9.1%) had HPDs, and none had HPDf. Adding

all new measurable lesions increased HPD incidence by 5%–10% across definitions. Multivariate analysis

revealed significantly lower progression-free survival (PFS) and overall survival (OS) for patients with

HPDc (HR 5.25, p=0.001; HR 3.75, p=0.015) and HPDs (HR 3.74, p<0.001; HR 3.46, p<0.001)

compared to those without. Patients with mHPD showed similarly poor survival outcomes as HPD

patients. Liver metastasis at diagnosis was associated with HPDs, and a high tumor burden correlated with

HPDc.

Conclusions: The incidence and risk factors of HPD varied with different definitions, but mHPD

identified more cases with poor outcomes. This comprehensive approach may enhance the identification

of at-risk patients and lead to a better understanding of HPD in lung cancer during immunotherapy.

Keywords: Respiratory tract tumours, Risk Factors, Retrospective Studies, Prognosis, Immunology

Introduction

Immune checkpoint inhibitors (ICI) have significantly improved the treatment of non-small cell

lung cancer (NSCLC) by enhancing the anti-tumor immune response (1-3). Although immunotherapy is a

major breakthrough in treating NSCLC, not all patients experience a favorable response. A potential

adverse effect affecting approximately 5%–20% of NSCLC patients is hyperprogressive disease (HPD),

characterized by an unusual increase in tumor burden following immunotherapy (4-7).
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Various HPD definitions yield incidence ranging from 5% to 19.2%, reflecting differences in

lesion inclusion criteria and tumor growth speed calculation (4, 5, 7-13). Some definitions consider target

lesions only for a sum of longest diameters (SLD), while others include new lesions. Parameters for

measuring tumor growth speed, such as tumor growth kinetics (TGK) and tumor growth rate (TGR), also

vary (8, 10-14). For example, one study defines HPD as an over 50% increase in tumor burden with less

than 2-month of time to treatment failure and more than a two-fold increase in progression pace (12),

while other bases it on a two-fold TGR increase compared to pre-immunotherapy (8). Another research

group defines HPD as disease progression with TGR increase exceeding 50% post-immunotherapy

compared to pre-immunotherapy (11). These discrepancies lead to inconsistent findings across

definitions.

The concept of HPD has been a topic of continued debate. Despite the efforts to define HPD as an

independent clinical phenomenon associated with immunotherapy, some physicians regard HPD as a

characteristic of cancer response or as part of rapid progression (13). Furthermore, there are limitations to

the conventional definitions of HPD. When the definitions only consider target lesions, patients who

experience accelerated tumor growth limited to new lesions may not be classified as having HPD (8, 10,

11, 15). This may lead to an unmet need in the proper identification and management of patients with

HPD.

To better understand HPD in NSCLC, we investigated the incidence of HPD using various

published definitions. Also, we redefined HPD by incorporating all new measurable lesions to measure

the tumor burden and tumor growth more accurately. Survival outcomes and risk factors were also

investigated for patients with HPD and mHPD.
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Materials and methods

This retrospective study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Northwestern

University (STU00207117). And the research methods were performed in accordance with the

Declaration of Helsinki. It was not possible to involve patients or the public in the design, or conduct, or

reporting, or dissemination plans of our research.

Patient selection

We included patients with stage unresectable III-IV NSCLC who received immunotherapy at

Northwestern Memorial Hospital between January 2014 and September 2021, either as monotherapy or

combined with other treatments. Of the 261 patients treated during this period, patients who did not

undergo a baseline or follow-up CT scan (n=67), had no target lesions that met the RECIST criteria (n=9),

or underwent adjuvant immunotherapy after surgery (n=11) were excluded. Also, 53 patients were

excluded as they did not have an eligible pre-baseline CT scan, which is necessary for calculating TGR or

TGK. Finally, 121 patients with 136 immunotherapy cases were included for evaluation of HPD

(Supplementary Figure 1).

Clinicopathologic variables

Clinical variables evaluated include age at diagnosis, sex, smoking history, ECOG performance

status (PS), tumor histology and stage at immunotherapy, programmed death (PD)-L1 status, tumor

mutational burden (TMB), neutrophil-to-lymphocyte ratio (NLR), platelet count, line of immunotherapy

treatment, and immunotherapy regimens.

Histologic types of NSCLC were divided into squamous and non-squamous cell carcinoma, and

the non-squamous cell carcinoma was subdivided into adenocarcinoma, large cell carcinoma, poorly

differentiated carcinoma, and NSCLC not otherwise specified (NOS). Although PD-L1 expression was
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defined as positive when it is ≥1% in immunohistochemical staining, the analysis was conducted with

three groups: ≥50%, 1-49%, and <1%. Platelet, neutrophil, and lymphocyte counts were collected through

complete blood counts and blood chemistry profiles, obtained immediately before immunotherapy.

Platelet >450 (x109/L), and the NLR >5 was considered high based on the previous literature (16-18). The

line of immunotherapy was categorized as a first, second line, and third line or beyond, based on the

sequence of immunotherapy within all the treatments administered to the patient. The immunotherapy

regimen was divided into whether it contained chemotherapeutic agents or not. The number of metastatic

lesions and occurrence of brain, bone, and liver metastasis at the time of initiating immunotherapy was

also reviewed.

Genomic data was generated by next-generation sequencing (NGS) from 113 patients. NGS assay

was performed in various laboratories, including Personal Genome Diagnostics (Labcorp, Burlington,

NC), Altera (Natera, Austin, TX), and Tempus xT (Tempus, Chicago, IL). We compared the frequency of

each alteration between patients with HPD and without HPD.

Definitions of HPD

Among various definitions of HPD (19), we used three major definitions which were proposed by

Champiat et al. (HPDc) (8), by Saâda-Bouzid et al. (HPDs) (10), and by Ferrara et al. (HPDf) (11)

(Supplementary Table 1). HPDc was defined when the tumor has progressed based on RECIST evaluation

and TGR-exp/TGR-ref (TGR ratio)>2; HPDs used only TGK-exp/TGK-ref (TGK ratio)>2; and HPDf

used tumor progression based on RECIST and TGR-exp-TGR-ref>50%. However, one study that defined

HPD based on immune-related response criteria (irRC) was excluded from this study because new lesions

were already incorporated in the evaluation of tumor response to immunotherapy (12). Additionally, the

irRC calculates the sum of the products of the two largest perpendicular diameters, whereas the RECIST

measures the SLD (20). Three definitions of HPD included in the study were re-evaluated by adding all

new measurable lesions which were detected on the first post-treatment CT scan, and we defined them as

mHPD.
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Treatment response and survival outcomes

Serial CT scans were obtained at three time points and reviewed by four physicians

independently: pre-baseline 2 weeks to 3 months before immunotherapy initiation, baseline within 2

weeks before and 1 month after starting immunotherapy, and post-baseline within 3 to 6 months of

immunotherapy initiation. The number and size of each target lesion, non-target lesion, and newly

appearing lesion at post-treatment CT were separately measured and classified based on RECIST 1.1

criteria and other parameters. Based on RECIST 1.1, tumor responses to immunotherapy were classified

as complete response (CR), partial response (PR), stable disease (SD), and progressive disease (PD).

Additionally, in cases where the tumor response satisfied the criteria of HPD, the response was

distinguished as PD and HPD. One additional CT scan at least three months after the first post-treatment

CT scan was also reviewed to evaluate pseudoprogression. Overall survival (OS) was determined as the

period from the start date of immunotherapy to the date of death from any cause. Progression-free

survival (PFS) was defined as the time between the initiation of immunotherapy and evidence of disease

progression or death (whichever comes first). For PFS, progression was determined for each patient based

on radiologic evidence for progression according to RECIST evaluation. Progression was also considered

when evaluation of RECIST was not available or undetermined, and when the patient was thought to be

experiencing clinical progression. The tumor burden was defined as SLD of target lesions according to

RECIST 1.1 and the objective response rate was defined as the percentage of people who had a partial

response or complete response during immunotherapy.

Statistical analysis

To evaluate risk factors associated with HPD or mHPD, the categorical variables were analyzed

using Fisher’s exact or Chi-squared test, and the continuous variables were analyzed using independent

samples t-test. The Kaplan–Meier method was used for survival analysis to estimate PFS and OS, and the

Cox proportional hazard regression was performed to determine the association between
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clinicopathological factors and PFS or OS. For OS, multivariate analysis was performed to analyze the

prognostic factors for OS. In the multivariate analysis, age, sex, smoking history, and other prognostic

factors having p value less than 0.1 in univariate analysis were included. The model with a better fit was

selected according to the Akaike information criterion. Comparison between the two or more groups (i.e.,

those without HPD, those with HPDc or HPDs, and those with mHPDc or mHPDs) was conducted using

the log-rank test. Statistical analyses were performed using R version 4.2.2.
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Results

Clinicopathologic characteristics

The mean age of patients was 67.3 years (SD, ±11.1), and 102 patients (84.3%) had stage IV

NSCLC. Adenocarcinoma was the most common histologic type (n=90, 74.3%), and PD-L1 was positive

among 69.6% (n=48) of the tumors. The mean tumor burden at baseline, calculated by the SLD of the

target lesions according to RECIST criteria, was 68.5 mm (SD, ±39.9). A total of 31 patients (25.6%)

were found to have ≥3 metastatic lesions, with brain, bone, and liver metastasis observed in 32 (26.4%),

33 (27.3%), and 27 (22.3%) patients, respectively (Supplementary Table 2).

The median follow-up period was 61 weeks (interquartile range [IQR] 24–116 weeks), and

patients underwent post-treatment CT after immunotherapy at a median of 9 weeks (IQR 6–13 weeks).

The objective response rate at the first post-treatment CT was 7.4% (n=9), while 32 patients (26.4%) had

PD.

Incidence of HPD and mHPD based on three different definitions

The incidences of HPD varied depending on the definitions used [HPDc (n=4, 3.3%); HPDs

(n=11, 9.1%); HPDf (n=0, 0.0%)]. After adding the new measurable lesions to assess the HPD, the

incidence increased by 5%-10% [mHPDc (n=14, 11.6%); mHPDs (n=17, 14.0%); and mHPDf (n=12,

9.9%)]. Eleven patients (9.1%) were consistently diagnosed with mHPD across all three modified

definitions (Supplementary Figure 2A). When the incidence of HPD and mHPD was assessed in 136

immunotherapy cases, mHPD increased by 6%-11% [mHPDc (n=18, 13.2%); mHPDs (n=22, 16.2%); and

mHPDf (n=16, 11.8%)] (Supplementary Figures 2B and 2C). There were 19 patients who had HPD or

mHPD, and we assessed the changes in tumor size of target lesions and new measurable lesions at each

time point based on RECIST 1.1 criteria (Supplementary Table 3). Among these, seven patients were

eligible for evaluation of potential pseudoprogression. The remaining cases were excluded because

follow-up CT scans at least three months from the post-treatment CT scans were not available. All seven

patients did not show pseudoprogression.
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The inclusion of new measurable lesions in assessing HPD had a significant impact on the TGR

and TGK ratios, as shown in Supplementary Figure 3. For HPDc and mHPDc, the median TGR ratios

were 2.5 (range 2.0-7.7) and 9.3 (range 2.0-255.0), respectively, indicating an approximately four-fold

increase in the TGR ratio for mHPDc. In particular, one case showed the TGR ratio change from 0.09 to

255. The TGK ratio also increased, though to a lesser extent, from 3.0 (range 2.1-8.0) for HPDs to 4.3

(range 2.7-29.0) for mHPDs.

Post-treatment CT scans revealed a median tumor burden of 159.5 mm (range 88.0-251.0) for

HPDc and 124.0 mm (range 21.0-251.0) for HPDs. However, with the inclusion of new measurable

lesions in tumor burden, the median tumor burden rose to 213.0 mm (range 171.0-274.0) for HPDc and

171.0 mm (range 21.0-309.0) for HPDs, as shown in Supplementary Figure 4. Under both definitions, this

represented an approximate growth of 25% in tumor burden.

Association between HPD and survival outcomes

HPD was associated with worse survival outcomes, including PFS and OS in patients receiving

immunotherapy for NSCLC across the definitions. Three groups were analyzed: the ‘non-PD’ group

(non-PD), ‘HPD’ group (HPD), and ‘PD without HPD’ group (non-HPD-PD). Both HPD and

non-HPD-PD groups showed significantly worse PFS and OS than the non-PD group. The risk for

progression was higher in HPDc and HPDs than non-HPDc-PD and non-HPDs-PD [HPDc: HR 11.47

(95%-CI 4.29-30.70) vs. non-HPDc-PD: HR 2.02 (95%-CI 1.31-3.13); HPDs: HR 5.00 (95%-CI

2.72-9.19) vs. non-HPDs-PD: HR 1.88 (95%-CI 1.18-3.00)] (Figures 1A and 1B). The same pattern was

observed in OS among the three groups. HPDc and HPDs demonstrated a higher HR for OS compared to

the groups with non-HPDc-PD and non-HPDs-PD, respectively, though there was no statistical

significance (Figures 1C and 1D). When the patients were categorized into four groups: non-PD, HPD,

mHPD, and non-HPD/mHPD-PD, both the HPD and mHPD groups demonstrated a worse prognosis

compared to the non-PD group (Figure 2). However, there was no significant difference in PFS and OS

between patients with HPD and those with mHPD (Supplementary Figure 5).
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For PFS with 136 cases based on immunotherapy regimens, the following factors were observed

to be associated with increased risk for progression: female (p=0.019), smoking history (p=0.059),

presence of liver and bone metastasis (p=0.002 and p=0.027), HPDc (p<0.001) and HPDs (p<0.001). For

OS with 121 patients, statistical significance was found in female patients (p=0.055), HPDc (p=0.005),

and HPDs (p<0.001). In multivariate analysis, HPDc (p=0.015) and HPDs (p<0.001) were significantly

associated with shorter OS (Table 1).

Risk factors for HPD

There was no common risk factor between HPDc and HPDs. The SLD of target lesions at

pre-baseline and baseline were significantly associated with HPDc (p=0.006 and 0.003), and the presence

of liver metastasis at diagnosis was associated with HPDs (p=0.021) (Supplementary Table 2). However,

for mHPD and non-mHPD, no significant risk factor was identified (Supplementary Table 4).

NGS results were available for only 113 patients in our study. Out of these, four had HPDc, and

eight had HPDs. Fifty-two genomic alterations were found among these patients, comprising 49 somatic

mutations and three copy number variations, as detailed in Supplementary Table 5. While the patients

with HPDc had somatic mutations in the following seven genes (KRAS, TP53, SMARCA4, STK11,

NOTCH2, BRCA2, and BRAD1) and amplifications in the following three genes (AKT2, AXL, and MCL1),

the patients with HPDs had somatic mutations in additional five genes (NOTCH1, FANCA, RAD50,

FANCI, and GNAS). Although the sample size was small, the single nucleotide variations of BRAD1 and

NOTCH2 and amplification in AKT2, AXL, and MCL1 were associated with HPDc (p=0.010). However,

no specific gene mutation or amplification was associated with HPDs (Supplementary Table 5).

Prognostic implications of new lesions

Thirty-two patients (26.4%) demonstrated PD at the first post-treatment evaluation. After

undergoing immunotherapy, 25 patients (78.1%) were confirmed to have developed additional new

measurable lesions, and nine patients (28.1%) exhibited the development of ≥3 new lesions. OS for
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patients who developed ≥3 new measurable lesions following immunotherapy was significantly inferior to

that of the group who had no new lesions or <3 new measurable lesions (p=0.046) (Figure 3).

Both PFS and OS were significantly worse in patients diagnosed with HPDc or HPDs, whether

there were three or more new lesions (Figure 4). Compared to non-mHPD group, a significantly worse OS

was only seen in those with ≥3 new lesions [mPHDc (≥3), HR 5.94, p<0.001; mHPDs (≥3), HR 6.09,

p<0.001] (Figures 4G and 4H).

Discussion

Our study revealed that the mHPD, which incorporates newly appearing measurable lesions on

the first post-treatment CT, increased the incidence of HPD by 5%-10% across the different definitions.

However, the survival outcomes of patients with mHPD were similarly poor compared to those with HPD

defined by the original definition. Furthermore, patients with mHPD with ≥3 new measurable lesions had

the worst OS among all cases. Our findings suggest incorporating new measurable lesions in treatment

response assessment may help better assess HPD.

A higher HPD incidence was observed for the TGK ratio-based ‘HPDs’ than for the TGR

ratio-based ‘HPDc’. Incidences of HPD in NSCLC patients treated with ICI monotherapy have varied,

increasing in the order of ΔTGR, TGR ratio, and TGK ratio as follows 5.1% (n=12), 15.6% (n=37), and

18.1% (n=43) in one study (14), and 5.7% (n=8), 11.3% (n=16), and 17.0% (n=24) in the other study (7).

However, two studies reported a similar proportion of NSCLC patients with HPD based on TGR ratio and

TGK ratio (TGR ratio vs. TGK ratio: 20.5% (n=54) vs 20.4% (n=55), and 16.7% (n=7) vs. 16.7% (n=7),

respectively) (21, 22). Notably, the definitions of HPD varied across these studies. In the two studies,

TGK ratio-based HPD was defined among patients experiencing progression by RECIST 1.1, whereas, in

our study, ‘HPDs’ was defined by TGK ratio regardless of RECIST 1.1 evaluation (14, 21). In other
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studies, TGR ratio-based HPD was defined regardless of RECIST 1.1 status, while in our study, TGR

ratio-based ‘HPDc’ was defined in patients with progression by RECIST 1.1 (7, 22). Therefore, the

prevalence of each definition after immunotherapy in NSCLC patients should be further investigated.

The incidence of HPD in our study was lower than in previous studies, which could be attributed

to the high proportion of patients who received immunotherapy combined with other treatments,

including chemotherapy (n=22, 18.2%), targeted therapy (n=2, 1.7%) and clinical trial drugs (n=2, 1.7%).

Previous studies mainly included patients who received immunotherapy alone, with higher incidences

ranging from 10% to 20% (7, 14, 21, 22). It has been reported that HPD occurs more frequently in

patients receiving monotherapy with PD-1 and PD-L1 inhibitors compared to those treated with

immunotherapy combined with chemotherapy in NSCLC (17.6% vs. 2.9%, p=0.031) (23). Furthermore, it

has been suggested that combining chemotherapy and immunotherapy may be effective in preventing

HPD as chemotherapy may synergize with immunotherapy to enhance the anti-tumor effect (24, 25).

Two factors were found to be associated with HPD. First, liver metastasis was an independent risk

factor for ‘HPDs’. Previous studies have also highlighted liver metastasis as a risk factor for various HPD

definitions in NSCLC consistently, such as TGR ratio ≥2 (7), ‘HPDc’ (8), and TGR ratio ≥2 and TGK

ratio ≥2 with PD by RECIST 1.1 (21). In a recent meta-analysis, it was further demonstrated that NSCLC

patients with liver metastasis were significantly more likely to develop HPD (HR 3.17, p<0.001),

emphasizing its robustness as a risk factor (26). In the biopsy samples of melanoma patients treated with

pembrolizumab, reduced CD8+ T cell in tumor margin was observed in patients with liver metastases

compared with those without liver metastases, suggesting liver-induced immune tolerance (27). This may

explain the strong correlation between liver metastases and HPD.

Secondly, a high tumor burden, measured by the SLD of target lesions according to RECIST 1.1

at pre-baseline/baseline, was identified as a risk factor for HPDc but not for ‘HPDs’ in our study. In the

previous study, metabolic tumor burden, expressed by metabolic tumor volume and total lesion glycolysis

measured by PET/CT, was associated with HPD in NSCLC patients (28). Tumor burden as primary lesion
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size was also significantly higher in HPD than in non-HPD patients with NSCLC (29). However, tumor

burden measured by the sum of the RECIST 1.1 at baseline, as in our study, was not associated with HPD

(8, 30). Further investigation is warranted given the heterogeneous results based on the different

parameters for tumor burden.

‘HPDc’ and ‘HPDs’ were associated with worse OS than the non-HPD group. This finding aligns

with previous studies that have consistently demonstrated a higher risk of death among patients with HPD

in NSCLC: ‘HPDf’ (HR 2.18, p=0.003) (11), TGR ratio ≥2 and TGK ratio ≥2 (HR 5.079, p<0.001) (21),

TTF ≤8 weeks (HR 2.48, p<0.001) (7), and TGK ratio ≥2 with PD and TTF <9 weeks (HR 2.66,

p=0.009) (31). In our study, the association remained significant even after adjusting for clinical variables,

including sex, and smoking history, regardless of the definition of HPD. Previous studies also reported a

consistent association between HPD and worse OS in univariate and multivariate analyses (32).

Although various approaches and definitions have been proposed to evaluate HPD and tumor

behavior, no consensus on the definition of HPD has yet to be reached (8, 10-12, 19). Current HPD

definitions are based on RECIST criteria and do not consider the new lesions as relevant parameters for

defining HPD. However, it has been suggested that newly appearing lesions after immunotherapy should

also be considered, given that new lesions occur in more than 50% of patients with NSCLC regardless of

treatment types during treatment (14, 33-35). Therefore, we investigated whether including new

measurable lesions to assess HPD better can provide more clinical information and improve the prediction

of survival outcomes.

Considering new lesions in defining HPD may allow for a more comprehensive assessment of the

tumor burden in patients undergoing immunotherapy. An essential limitation of not considering new

lesions is that patients who experience rapid tumor growth, primarily in newly developed lesions might

not be classified as HPD (15). In our study, the inclusion of new lesions led to the diagnosis of HPD in an

additional 10 (8.3%), 6 (5.0%), and 12 (10.0%) patients based on TGR ratio, TGK ratio, and ΔTGR,

respectively. Furthermore, we observed that patients with mHPD had similarly poor survival outcomes as

patients with HPD, and these associations persisted even after adjusting for confounding factors.
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Additionally, having ≥3 new lesions was associated with worse overall survival outcomes than having two

or fewer lesions. In a previous study, when new lesions were included in the definition of HPD, OS was

significantly shorter among HPD patients than non-HPD patients (14). However, no significant difference

in OS was observed when new lesions were not considered. Notably, the optimal threshold for the number

of new lesions in predicting worse survival was two (14). These findings suggest that including new

measurable lesions in the evaluation of HPD may provide value by identifying additional HPD patients

who might require more attention.

It is equally important to distinguish pseudoprogression from HPD. On-treatment CT scans of the

patients with HPD or mHPD were reviewed, and no pseudoprogression was detected. However, as

pseudoprogression was reported in 0.6-5.8% of patients with advanced NSCLC (36), Distinguishing the

two is of clinical significance. Therefore, following up on subsequent imaging studies and clinical

evaluation are necessary (20, 37). When HPD is suspected in patients who show clinical improvement,

pseudoprogression should be considered, and continuation of therapy for potential clinical benefit may be

considered (38).

There are several proposed mechanisms underlying HPD. First, tumor-associated macrophages

can boost tumor growth by binding to the Fc domain of PD-1 targeted monoclonal antibodies and

modulating its functional activity (39). In an athymic mice model injected with human lung cancer cells,

anti-PD-1 treatment accelerated tumor growth compared to the control group. However, anti-PD-1

antibodies lacking the Fc portion did not induce this tumor growth (39). Second, activated CD8+ T cells

can trigger tumor growth by secreting interferon-gamma (INFγ), which leads to tumor growth by

activating oncogenic pathways in tumor cells. HPD has been associated with increased expression of

INFγ, fibroblast growth factor 2 (FGF2), MYC, and CD133 in melanoma and NSCLC patients

undergoing immunotherapy, indicating the upregulated oncogenic stemness/invasiveness pathway (40). In

a murine model depleting CD8+ T cells, HPD did not occur with anti-PD-L1 therapy (40). Third, PD-1

inhibitors can increase tumor-infiltrating immunosuppressive Treg cells expressing Ki67+ (eTreg). In
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gastric cancer patients treated with anti-PD-1 inhibitors, those with HPD exhibited an increased eTreg

cells/CD8+ T cell ratio, whereas those without HPD showed a decreased ratio (41). Other mechanisms

based on innate immune cells, including NK and dendritic cells, have also been reported (42-44).

This study possesses several notable strengths that contribute to its overall significance. First, it is

the first study that applied all previously published definitions to redefine and comprehensively analyze

patients with HPD. Second, it demonstrates the prognostic value of a modified definition incorporating

the number of new lesions across different HPD definitions, which has not been previously explored.

Third, while previous studies have identified the prognostic significance of the number of new lesions,

our research further validates this finding specifically in the context of HPD. Fourth, we have effectively

confirmed that the observed progression in our study is not attributed to pseudoprogression. However, it is

important to acknowledge the limitations inherent in retrospective studies, also present in our study.

Additionally, the relatively small sample size poses a constraint, which may introduce random errors and

impact the generalizability of our findings.

In conclusion, our study shows that the incidence and risk factors of HPD differ depending on the

definition used. The Incorporation of new measurable lesions into HPD definitions leads to the detection

of more patients with HPD and consistently worse survival outcomes. Therefore, adding new measurable

lesions in determining HPD may provide a more comprehensive definition that could more accurately

reflect the extent of the tumor burden in patients undergoing immunotherapy. Our findings could help

identify more patients who require careful monitoring during immunotherapy for NSCLC and potentially

improve the survival outcomes of these patients.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1. Progression-free survival (PFS) and overall survival (OS) among patients who received

immunotherapy for non-small cell lung cancer. (A, C) PFS and OS in patients without progressive disease

(non-PD), those with hyperprogression (HPDc), and those with PD but not HPD (non-HPDc PD) based

on HPDc. (B, D) PFS and OS in patients without progressive disease (non-PD), those with

hyperprogression (HPDs), and those with PD but not HPD (non-HPDs PD) based on HPDs. 

HPDc and HPDs, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8] and Saâda-Bouzid et al

[10].

Figure 2. Progression-free survival (PFS) and overall survival (OS) among patients who received

immunotherapy for non-small cell lung cancer. (A, C) PFS and OS in patients without progressive disease

(non-PD), those with hyperprogression based on original and modified definition (HPDc and mHPDc),

and those with PD but not HPD (non-HPDc PD) based on HPDc. (B, D) PFS and OS in patients without

progressive disease (non-PD), with those with hyperprogression based on original and modified definition

(HPDs and mHPDs), and those with PD but not HPD (non-HPDs PD) based on HPDs. 

HPDc and HPDs, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8] and Saâda-Bouzid et al

[10].

Figure 3. The proportion of new lesions and overall survival among the 32 patients who had progressive

disease after immunotherapy at the first post-treatment evaluation. (A) The proportion of new lesions on

the first CT after immunotherapy. (B) Comparison of overall survival according to the number of new

lesions in patients with progressive disease.
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Figure 4. Progression-free survival (PFS) and overall survival (OS) in patients with or without

hyperprogressive disease receiving immunotherapy for non-small cell lung cancer. (A, C) PFS and OS in

patients with HPDc with <3 or ≥3 new lesions, and without HPDc. (B, D) PFS and OS in patients with

HPDs with <3 or ≥3 new lesions, and without HPDs. (E, G) PFS and OS in patients with mHPDc with <3

or ≥3 new lesions, and without mHPDc. (F, H) PFS and OS in patients with mHPDs with <3 or ≥3 new

lesions, and without mHPDs.

HPDc and HPDs, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8] and Saâda-Bouzid et al
[10].

Supplementary figures legend

Supplementary Figure 1. Flowchart of the patients selection process.

Supplementary Figure 2. Incidence of hyperprogressive disease (HPD) according to the original and

modified definitions. (A) Incidences in 121 patients who received immunotherapy for non-small cell lung

cancer. (B) Incidences in 136 cases in which immunotherapy was given for non-small cell lung cancer.

(C) Changes in the incidence of HPD and modified HPD (mHPD) according to the three definitions of

HPD. 

HPDc, HPDs, and HPDf, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8], Saâda-Bouzid

et al [10], and Ferrara et al [11].

Supplementary Figure 3. Changes of tumor growth rate (TGR) ratio (A) and tumor growth kinetics (TGK)

ratio (B) using original definitions (HPDc, HPDs) and modified definitions (mHPDc, mHPDs).

HPDc, HPDs, and HPDf, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8], Saâda-Bouzid

et al [10], and Ferrara et al [11].
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Supplementary Figure 4. Changes of tumor burden, measured as the SLD of the target lesions for using

original definitions (A, C) and modified definitions (B, D). For the original definition, the SLD of the

target lesions was measured according to RECIST 1.1. For modified definition, all new measurable

lesions on the post-treatment CT scan were incorporated in measuring the sum of longest diameters

(SLD). Each number represents each patient. (A, B) Tumor burden at each time point (pre-baseline,

baseline, and post-baseline) by using HPDc and mHPDc. (C, D) Tumor burden at each time point using

HPDs and mHPDs.

HPDc, HPDs, and HPDf, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8], Saâda-Bouzid

et al [10], and Ferrara et al [11].

Supplementary Figure 5. Comparison of progression-free survival (PFS) and overall survival (OS) in

patients with hyperprogressive disease (HPD) and modified HPD (mHPD) after immunotherapy for

non-small cell lung cancer. (A, C) PFS and OS were compared between patients with HPDc and mHPDc.

(B ,D) PFS and OS were compared between patients with HPDs and mHPDs.

HPDc and HPDs, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8] and Saâda-Bouzid et al

[10].
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Table 1. Univariate and multivariate analysis result for progression-free survival and overall survival in patients who received immunotherapy for non-small cell lung cancer

Univariate analysis

Variables Progression-free survivalb (n=136) Overall survival (n=121)

n (%) HR (95%-CI) p-value n (%) HR (95%-CI) p-value

Age at treatment <70 years 67 (49.3) 1 0.093 60 (49.6) 1 0.885

≥70 years 69 (50.7) 0.73 (0.50-1.06) 61 (50.4) 1.03 (0.68-1.55)

Sex Female 75 (55.1) 1 0.019 60 (49.6) 1 0.055

Male 61 (44.9) 0.64 (0.43-0.93) 61 (50.4) 0.67 (0.44-1.01)

Smoking status Never 7 (5.1) 1 0.059 6 (5.0) 1 0.094

Current or former 129 (94.9) 2.62 (0.96-7.13) 115 (95.0) 0.61 (0.35-1.09)

PS 0-2 126 (92.6) 1 0.695 114 (94.2) 1 0.854

3-4 10 (7.4) 1.16 (0.56-2.38) 7 (5.8) 0.93 (0.40-2.12)

Histology Non-squamous

cell carcinoma
104 (86.0) 1 0.521 118 (86.8) 1 0.275

Squamous cell carcinoma 17 (14.0) 0.81 (0.43 - 1.53) 18 (13.2) 1.33 (0.79 - 2.24)

PD-L1 IHC on TC ≥50% 21 (15.4) 1 18 (14.9) 1

1-49% 25 (18.4) 1.19 (0.63-2.25) 0.590 30 (24.8) 1.52 (0.78-2.96) 0.219

<1% 35 (25.7) 0.88 (0.48-1.61) 0.678 21 (17.4) 0.83 (0.39-1.76) 0.623

Tumor mutational burden ≤10 mut/Mb 13 (9.6) 1 0.627 10 (8.3) 1 0.587

>10 mut/Mb 12 (8.8) 1.25 (0.51 – 3.01) 9 (7.4) 0.76 (0.28-2.06)

NLR <5 72 (52.9) 1 0.112 64 (52.9) 1 0.181

≥5 64 (47.1) 1.35 (0.93-1.96) 57 (47.1) 0.76 (0.50-1.14)

Platelet counts ≤450 (x109/L) 124 (91.2) 1 0.149 111 (91.7) 1 0.089

>450 (x109/L) 12 (8.8) 1.56 (0.85-2.84) 10 (8.3) 0.46 (0.18-1.13)

Tumor stage (n, %) III 22 (16.2) 1 0.389 19 (15.7) 1 0.716
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IV 114 (83.8) 1.26 (0.74 - 2.15) 102 (84.3) 0.90 (0.50 - 1.62)

Treatment lines (IO) 1st line 33 (24.3) 1 31 (25.6) 1

2nd line 62 (45.6) 0.93 (0.60-1.48) 0.765 62 (51.2) 0.90 (0.55-1.49) 0.691

≥3rd line 28 (20.6) 1.57 (0.95-2.59) 0.080 28 (23.1) 1.67 (0.94-3.00) 0.080

Type of treatment IO only 104 (76.5) 1 95 (78.5) 1

IO + chemotherapy 24 (17.6) 1.03 (0.63-1.68) 0.896 22 (18.2) 1.16 (0.68-1.98) 0.583

IO + othersc 8 (5.9) 0.87 (0.38-1.99) 0.732 4 (3.3) 1.12 (0.35-3.57) 0.850

PD1 or PD-L1 inhibitors PD1 inhibitor 32 (23.9) 1 0.278 32 (26.4) 1 0.464

PD-L1 inhibitor 104 (76.1) 1.28 (0.82-2.00) 89 (73.6) 1.21 (0.73-2.01)

No. of metastatic lesions <3 101 (74.3) 1 0.097 90 (74.4) 1 0.897

≥3 35 (25.7) 1.43 (0.94-2.18) 31 (25.6) 0.97 (0.60-1.56)

Brain metastasis No 99 (72.8) 1 0.092 89 (73.6) 1 0.107

Yes 37 (27.2) 0.69 (0.45-1.06) 32 (26.4) 0.67 (0.42-1.09)

Bone metastasis No 100 (73.5) 1 0.027 88 (72.7) 1 0.425

Yes 36 (26.5) 1.58 (1.05-2.36) 33 (27.3) 0.83 (0.52-1.32)

Liver metastasis No 105 (77.2) 1 0.002 94 (77.7) 1 0.889

Yes 31 (22.8) 1.99 (1.29-3.06) 27 (22.3) 1.04 (0.63-1.70)

EGFR mutationd No 114 (83.8) 1 0.144 101 (83.5) 1 0.110

Yes 14 (10.3) 1.53 (0.87-2.70) 12 (9.9) 1.65 (0.89-3.05)

TP53 mutationd No 91 (66.9) 1 0.418 81 (66.9) 1 0.824

Yes 37 (27.2) 1.19 (0.78-1.80) 32 (26.4) 0.95 (0.60-1.51)

KRAS mutationd No 89 (65.4) 1 0.801 80 (66.1) 1 0.828

Yes 39 (28.7) 1.06 (0.69-1.60) 33 (27.3) 0.95 (0.60-1.51)

SLD of target lesions at pre-baselinee <Median value 64 (47.1) 1 0.674 60 (49.6) 1 0.651

≥Median value 72 (52.9) 0.92 (0.64 - 1.34) 61 (50.4) 1.16 (0.60-2.25)
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SLD of target lesions at baselinef <Median value 67 (49.3) 1 0.589 60 (49.6) 1 0.298

≥Median value 69 (50.7) 1.11 (0.76 - 1.61) 61 (50.4) 0.82 (0.53 - 1.21)

HPDc No - - - 117 (96.7) 1 0.005

Yes - - - 4 (3.3) 4.46 (1.58-12.58)

mHPDc No - - - 107 (88.4) 1 <0.001

Yes - - - 14 (11.6) 2.92 (1.56 – 5.45)

HPDs No - - - 110 (90.9) 1 <0.001

Yes - - - 11 (9.1) 3.82 (1.89-7.70)

mHPDs No - - - 104 (86.0) 1 0.001

Yes - - - 17 (14.0) 2.62 (1.45 – 4.74)

Multivariate analysisg

Progression-free survival (n=136) Overall survival (n=121)

n (%) HR (95%-CI) p-value n (%) HR (95%-CI) p-value

HPDc No - - - 117 (96.7) 1 0.015

Yes
- - - 4 (3.3)

3.75 (1.30 -

10.79)

mHPDc No - - - 107 (88.4) 1 0.001

Yes - - - 14 (11.6) 2.85 (1.52 - 5.36)

HPDs No - - - 110 (90.9) 1 <0.001

Yes - - - 11 (9.1) 3.46 (1.70 - 7.03)

mHPDs No - - - 104 (86.0) 1 0.007

Yes - - - 17 (14.0) 2.31 (1.25 - 4.25)
aWhile the progression-free survival (PFS) is calculated with 136 cases based on each regimen, the overall survival (OS) is calculated with 121 cases based on the number of

patients.; bNo analysis of PFS was performed since HPD already implies progression; COthers indicated targeted therapy or clinical trial drugs.; dGene evaluation was done with

128 cases based on each regimen with 113 patients.; eSLD of the target lesions was measured according to RECIST 1.1 criteria and the median value was 55 (range, 4-195); fSLD

of the target lesions was measured according to RECIST 1.1 and the median value was 62 (range, 11-203); gFor multivariate analysis, only variables which showed statistical
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significance (p<0.100) in univariate were adjusted.

IHC, immunohistochemistry; TC, tumor cells; PS, performance status; Mut/Mb, mutation per megabase; NLR, neutrophil-to-lymphocyte ratio; SLD, sum of the longest diameters;

HPDc and HPDs, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al. [8]; and Saâda-Bouzid et al. [10]; mHPDc and mHPDs, HPD according to Champiat et al. with the

inclusion of new measurable lesions seen at the post-treatment CT scan.
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Supplementary Table 1. Summary of major definitions, associated factors, and survival outcome of hyperprogressive disease

Study Definition of HPD Definition of Tumor

growth dynamic

Tumor types (Incidence of HPD) Associated factors

(HPD vs. non-HPD)

Survival outcome

(HPD vs. non-HPD)

Champiat

et al., 2017

[8]

⋅ Disease progression by RECIST 1.1

⋅ TGRexp/TGRref≥2

TGR=100[exp(TG)-1]

TG=3Log(Dt/D0)/t

D=the sum of the

longest diameters of the

target lesions per the

RECIST 1.1

t=the months at the

tumor evaluation

Total (9%; 12/131)

Melanoma (9%; 4/45); Urothelial

carcinoma (25%; 2/8); Colorectal

carcinoma (12%; 1/8); Lymphoma

(14%; 1/7); Ovarian carcinoma (40%;

2/5); Cholangiocarcinoma (50%;

1/2); Uveal melanoma (50%; 1/2)

Age (65.6 vs. 55.0,

p=0.007)

median OS (4.6 vs, 7.6

months, p=0.19)

With 2-month landmark

analysis, OS was significantly

lower in order of CR, SD, PD

and HPD (p=0.00001).

Ferrara et

al., 2018

[11]

⋅ Disease progression by RECIST 1.1

⋅ ΔTGR=(TGRexp)-(TGRref)>50%

Advanced non-small cell lung cancer

(13.8%; 56/406)

>2 number of metastatic

sites before immunotherapy

(35/56 vs. 149/350,

p=0.006)

OS (3.4 vs. 6.2 months,

p=0.003)

Saâda-Bou

zid et al.,

2017 [10]

⋅ TGKexp/TGKref ≥2 TGK=(S-S0)/(T-T0)

S=the sum of the

longest diameters of

target lesions

Recurrent or metastasized head and

neck squamous cell carcinoma (29%;

10/34)

Regional recurrence (9/10

vs. 9/24, p=0.008)

OS (6.1 vs. 8.1 months,

p=0.77)

PFS (2.5 vs. 3.4 months,

p=0.003)

Kato et al.,

2017 [12]

⋅ TTF<2 months

⋅ >50% increase in tumor burden

compared with the pre-immunotherapy

imaging based on irRECIST

⋅ >2-fold increase in progression pace

N/A Total (3.9%; 6/155) MDM2/MDM4

amplification (4/6 vs. 2/149)

Death (2/6)a

Progression (6/6)a

aIn this study, two patients died approximately 2.9 and 4.4 months after the immunotherapy, and all six patients experienced progression of disease at the median 1.5 months after

the immunotherapy.
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irRECIST, immune-related RECIST; TTF, Time-to-treatment failure; TGR, tumor growth rate; TGK, tumor growth kinetics; TGRref and TGRexp, TGR before (ref) and during

(exp) immunotherapy; exp(TG), exponential of TG; OS, overall survival; PFS, progression-free survival; N/A, not available
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Supplementary Table 2. Clinical and pathological characteristics between patients with non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) who were diagnosed with and without

hyperprogressive disease (HPD) based on each definition

Variables Total

(n=121)

HPDc

(n=4)

non-HPDc

(n=117)

p-value HPDs

(n=11)

non-HPDs

(n=110)

p-value

Age (years, mean±SD) 67.3±11.1 71.5±4.8 68.4±10.9 0.574 66.6±10.3 68.7±10.8 0.546

Sex (n, %) Female 65 (53.7) 3 (75.0) 62 (53.0) 0.720 8 (72.7) 57 (51.8) 0.313

Male 56 (46.3) 1 (25.0) 55 (47.0) 3 (27.3) 53 (48.2)

Smoking status (n, %) Current 6 (5.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (5.1) 0.536 0 (0.0) 6 (5.5) 0.727

Never 22 (18.2) 0 (0.0) 22 (18.8) 2 (18.2) 20 (18.2)

Former 93 (76.9) 4 (100.0) 89 (76.1) 9 (81.8) 84 (76.4)

PS (n, %) 0-2 114 (94.2) 4 (100.0) 110 (94.0) 1.000 11 (100.0) 103 (93.6) 0.853

3-4 7 (5.8) 0 (0.0) 7 (6.0) 0 (0.0) 7 (6.4)

Tumor stage (n, %) III 19 (15.7) 0 (0.0) 19 (16.2) 0.858 0 (0.0) 19 (17.3) 0.286

IV 102 (84.3) 4 (100.0) 98 (83.8) 11 (100.0) 91 (82.7)

Histology (n, %) Squamous cell carcinoma 17 (14.0) 1 (25.0) 16 (13.7) 1.000 2 (18.2) 15 (13.6) 1.000

Non-squamous cell carcinoma

Adenocarcinoma

Large cell carcinoma

Poorly differentiated carcinoma

NSCLC, NOS

104 (86.0)

90 (74.4)

4 (3.3)

7 (5.8)

3 (2.5)

3 (75.0)

2 (50.0)

0 (0.0)

0 (0.0)

1 (25.0)

101 (86.3)

88 (75.2)

4 (3.4)

7 (6.0)

2 (1.7)

9 (81.8)

7 (63.6)

1 (9.1)

0 (0.0)

1 (9.1)

96 (86.4)

84 (75.5)

3 (2.7)

7 (6.4)

2 (1.8)

PD-L1 IHC on TCa (n,

%)

≥50% 18 (26.1) 0 (0.0) 18 (27.3) 0.545 1 (14.3) 17 (27.4) 0.684

1-49% 30 (43.5) 1 (33.3) 20 (30.3) 2 (28.6) 19 (30.6)

<1% 21 (30.4) 2 (66.7) 28 (42.4) 4 (57.1) 26 (41.9)

Tumor mutational

burden (n, %)

≤10 mut/Mb 13 (68.4) 1 (100.0) 12 (66.7) 1.000 2 (100.0) 11 (64.7) 0.832

>10 mut/Mb 6 (31.6) 0 (0.0) 6 (33.3) 0 (0.0) 6 (35.3)

SLD of target lesionsb

(mm, mean±SD)

Pre-baseline 61.2±37.3 110.8±57.4 59.5±35.6 0.006 75.5±52.3 59.7±35.4 0.351

Baseline 68.5±39.9 126.8±54.6 66.5±38.1 0.003 88.7±52.8 66.5±38.2 0.079

NLR (n, %) <5 64 (52.9) 3 (75.0) 61 (52.1) 0.695 7 (63.6) 57 (51.8) 0.666

≥5 57 (47.1) 1 (25.0) 56 (47.9) 4 (36.4) 53 (48.2)
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Platelets (n, %) ≤450 (x109/L) 111 (91.7) 3 (75.0) 108 (92.3) 0.754 10 (90.9) 101 (91.8) 1.000

>450 (x109/L) 10 (8.3) 1 (25.0) 9 (7.7) 1 (9.1) 9 (8.2)

Treatment lines (n, %) 1st line 31 (25.6) 0 (0.0) 31 (26.5) 0.467 3 (27.3) 28 (25.5) 0.484

2nd line 63 (52.1) 3 (75.0) 59 (50.4) 4 (36.4) 58 (52.7)

≥3rd line 27 (22.3) 1 (25.0) 27 (23.1) 4 (36.4) 24 (21.8)

Type of treatment (n,

%)

Immunotherapy only 95 (78.5) 4 (100.0) 91 (77.8) 0.656 11 (100.0) 84 (76.4) 0.151

Combination with other treatmentsc 26 (21.5) 0 (0.0) 26 (22.2) 0 (0.0) 26 (23.6)

No. of metastatic

lesions (n, %)

<3 90 (74.4) 2 (50.0) 88 (75.2) 0.580 6 (54.5) 84 (76.4) 0.223

≥3 31 (25.6) 2 (50.0) 29 (24.8) 5 (45.5) 26 (23.6)

Brain metastasis (n, %) No 89 (73.6) 3 (75.0) 86 (73.5) 1.000 8 (72.7) 81 (73.6) 1.000

Yes 32 (26.4) 1 (25.0) 31 (26.5) 3 (27.3) 29 (26.4)

Bone metastasis (n, %) No 88 (72.7) 1 (25.0) 87 (74.4) 0.108 6 (54.5) 82 (74.5) 0.287

Yes 33 (27.3) 3 (75.0) 30 (25.6) 5 (45.5) 28 (25.5)

Liver metastasis (n, %) No 94 (77.7) 2 (50.0) 92 (78.6) 0.458 5 (45.5) 89 (80.9) 0.021

Yes 27 (22.3) 2 (50.0) 25 (21.4) 6 (54.5) 21 (19.1)
aPD-L1 results were available only in 69 (57.0%) patients.; bSLD of target lesions was measured based on RECIST 1.1.; cOther treatments were chemotherapy (n=22), targeted

therapy (n=2), and clinical trial drugs (n=2).

NOS, not other specified; IHC, immunohistochemistry; TC, tumor cells; PS, performance status; Mut/Mb, mutation per megabase; NLR, neutrophil-to-lymphocyte ratio; HPDc,

hyperprogression according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8]; HPDs, hyperprogression according to the definition proposed by Saâda-Bouzid et al [10].
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Supplementary Table 3. Target lesions and changes of tumor size at each time point based on RECIST 1.1 among patients with HPD or mHPD

No. of

case

Target lesions Pre-baseline

(mm)

Baseline

(mm)

Post-treatment

(mm)

Follow-up CT after

3 months (mm)

HPD

c

mHPDc HPD

s

mHPD

s

HPDf mHPDf

1 Para-aortic lymph node

Right chest soft tissue

Left lower lobe mass

Right axillary lymph node

Inferior right hilar lymph node

Left supraclavicular lymph node

New mass on a major fissure

11

42

35

22

52

49

26

83

70

18

20

17

40

N/A Y Y Y Y N Y

2 Hepatic dome mass

Left hepatic lobe mass

Left upper lobe mass

Left pedicle lytic lesion

Lytic lesion right sternum

Upper pole right kidney

Upper pole left kidney

12

17

37

17

19

39

23

22

43

26

15

25

21

N/A Y Y Y Y N Y

3 Right paratracheal nodule

Retrocrural mass

Liver lesion

Left adrenal soft tissue

20

50

62

63

23

57

63

60

20

89

63

79

21

103

56

86

Y Y Y Y N N

4 Left upper lobe mass

Left lower lobe nodule

Right lobe liver mass

73

10

11

77

16

13

122

5

13

N/A Y Y Y Y N Y
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Left hilar lymph node

Destructive osseous metastases

15

16

5 Posterior right paratracheal mass 5 30 93 N/A N Y Y Y N Y

6 Right lower lobe 14 18 21 N/A N N Y Y N N

7 Left upper lobe mass

Left apex mass

Left subcarinal lymph node

Destructive metastatic lesion in left

scapula

45

28

10

45

28

18

70

40

14

64

N/A N Y Y Y N Y

8 Right lower paratracheal node

Subcarinal lymph node

Right upper lobe mass

Right pleural nodule 1

Right pleural nodule 2

Right upper lobe node

Right hepatic lobe mass

Hepatic dome mass

Caudal liver mass

20

15

33

28

30

40

88

46

52

27

18

19

18

15

26

51

69

44

25

14

32

21

15

26

N Y Y Y N N

9 Posterior mediastinal mass 87 88 92 N/A N N Y Y N N

10 Right lung nodule 26 27 30 45 N N Y Y N N

11 Medial right lung

Right pleural nodule

Right supraclavicular soft tissue

Basilar nodule

Left lower lobe nodule

20

10

55

17

7

27

17

45

18

10

27

23

58

18

11

31

39

60

20

15

N N Y Y N N

10



12 Lung nodule in right upper lobe

Thyroid mass in left lobe

Mass in right costo-vertebral junction

Vertebral body metastatic

Hepatic mass in left lobe

8

23

29

10

29

34

8

29

35

38

15

7

28

35

52

16

N Y N Y N Y

13 Right paratracheal lymph node

Right upper lobe nodule

Right middle lobe nodule

Fibrosis mass in the anterior right

upper lobe

Subcarinal lymph node

Right supraclavicular lymph node

Right paraspinal muscle nodule

Right adrenal nodule

Left adrenal nodule

Gastrohepatic lymph node

Soft tissue lesion on right kidney

Soft tissue left kidney

22

13

33

38

15

35

38

16

35

39

35

18

19

17

30

39

40

26

N/Aa N Y N Y N Y

14 Hilar soft tissue

Left adrenal nodule 1

Left adrenal nodule 2

Posterior omental node

34

18

8

36

18

12

36

19

12

17

11

19

19

35

N Y N Y N Y

15 Lung mass

Posterior right hepatic lobe

Right middle lobe node

Left lower lobe node

89 100 125

28

19

19

N/Aa N Y N Y N N

16 Right upper lobe mass

Right lower lobe mass

Subcarinal lymph node

21

17

28

23

38

32

14

49

43

14

N Y N Y N Y
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Right axis hilar lymph node

Pancreatic hepatic lymph node

14

16

26

16

17 Right upper lobe nodule

Left upper lobe nodule

Right paratracheal lymph node

4 11 16

11

22

N/Aa N Y N Y N Y

18 Right hilar lymph node

Pleural nodule in left apex

Lung mass at right upper lobe

Left hilar lymph node

22 22

23

19

24

28

30

16

N/Aa N Y N N N Y

19 Right hilar lymph node

Left apical pleural nodule

Right upper lobe mass

Left hilar lymph node

22 22

23

19

24

28

30

16

N/Aa N N N N N Y

HPDc, HPDs, and HPDf, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8], Saâda-Bouzid et al [10] and Ferrara et al [11].; mHPDc and mHPDs, HPD according to

Champiat et al and Saâda-Bouzid et al. along with the inclusion of new measurable lesions seen at the post-treatment CT scan.
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Supplementary Table 4. Clinical and pathological characteristics between patients with and without hyperprogressive disease (HPD) based on each modified HPD

Variables Total

(n=121)

mHPDc

(n=14)

non-mHPDc

(n=107)

p-value mHPDs

(n=17)

non-mHPDs

(n=104)

p-value

Age (years, mean±SD) 67.3±11.1 69.0±10.9 65.1±8.8 0.204 65.1±9.4 69.1±10.9 0.161

Sex (n, %) Female 65 (53.7) 10 (71.4) 55 (51.4) 0.259 12 (70.6) 53 (51.0) 0.214

Male 56 (46.3) 4 (28.6) 52 (48.6) 5 (29.4) 51 (49.0)

Smoking status (n, %) Current 6 (5.0) 1 (7.1) 5 (4.7) 0.865 1 (5.9) 5 (4.8) 0.756

Never 22 (18.2) 2 (14.3) 20 (18.7) 2 (11.8) 20 (19.2)

Former 93 (76.9) 11 (78.6) 82 (76.6) 14 (82.4) 79 (76.0)

PS (n, %) 0-2 114 (94.2) 14 (100.0) 100 (93.5) 0.706 17 (100.0) 97 (93.3) 0.588

3-4 7 (5.8) 0 (0.0) 7 (6.5) 0 (0.0) 7 (6.7)

Tumor stagea (n, %) IIIA 13 (10.7) 1 (7.1) 12 (11.2) 0.573 0 (0.0) 13 (12.5) 0.158

IIIB 6 (5.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (5.6) 0 (0.0) 6 (5.8)

IV 102 (84.3) 13 (92.9) 89 (83.2) 17 (100.0) 85 (81.7)

Histologyb (n, %) Non-squamous cell

carcinoma

104 (86.0) 12 (85.7) 92 (86.0) 1.000 14 (82.4) 90 (86.5) 0.933

Squamous cell carcinoma 17 (14.0) 2 (14.3) 15 (14.0) 3 (17.6) 14 (13.5)

PD-L1 IHC on TCc (n,

%)

≥50% 18 (26.1) 0 (0.0) 18 (29.5) 0.196 1 (10.0) 17 (28.8) 0.443

1-49% 30 (43.5) 5 (62.5) 25 (41.0) 5 (50.0) 25 (42.4)

<1% 21 (30.4) 3 (37.5) 18 (29.5) 4 (40.0) 17 (28.8)

Tumor mutational

burden (n, %)

≤10 mut/Mb 13 (68.4) 1 (100.0) 12 (66.7) 1.000 2 (100.0) 11 (64.7) 0.832

>10 mut/Mb 6 (31.6) 0 (0.0) 6 (33.3) 0 (0.0) 6 (35.3)

SLD of target lesionsd

(mm, mean±SD)

Pre-baseline 61.2±37.3 66.8±47.2 60.4±36.0 0.550 67.6±45.8 60.1±35.8 0.445

Baseline 68.5±39.9 84.2±45.5 66.5±38.9 0.119 80.3±46.8 66.6±38.6 0.192

NLR (n, %) <5 64 (52.9) 8 (57.1) 56 (52.3) 0.957 10 (58.8) 54 (51.9) 0.790

≥5 57 (47.1) 6 (42.9) 51 (47.7) 7 (41.2) 50 (48.1)

Platelets (n, %) ≤450 (x109/L) 111 (91.7) 13 (92.9) 98 (91.6) 1.000 16 (94.1) 95 (91.3) 1.000

>450 (x109/L) 10 (8.3) 1 (7.1) 9 (8.4) 1 (5.9) 9 (8.7)

Treatment lines (n, %)b 1st line 31 (25.6) 1 (7.1) 30 (28.0) 0.092 4 (23.5) 27 (26.0) 0.150
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2nd line 63 (52.1) 7 (50.0) 55 (51.4) 6 (35.3) 26 (53.8)

≥3rd line 27 (22.3) 6 (42.9) 22 (20.6) 7 (41.2) 21 (20.2)

Type of treatment (n,

%)

Immunotherapy only 95 (78.5) 12 (85.7) 83 (77.6) 0.725 15 (88.2) 80 (76.9) 0.463

Combination with other

treatments

26 (21.5) 2 (14.3) 24 (22.4) 2 (11.8) 24 (23.1)

No. of metastatic

lesions (n, %)

<3 90 (74.4) 11 (78.6) 79 (73.8) 0.955 12 (70.6) 78 (75.0) 0.931

≥3 31 (25.6) 3 (21.4) 28 (26.2) 5 (29.4) 26 (25.0)

Brain metastasis (n, %) No 89 (73.6) 10 (71.4) 79 (73.8) 1.000 13 (76.5) 76 (73.1) 1.000

Yes 32 (26.4) 4 (28.6) 28 (26.2) 4 (23.5) 28 (26.9)

Bone metastasis (n, %) No 88 (72.7) 11 (78.6) 77 (72.0) 0.839 12 (70.6) 76 (73.1) 1.000

Yes 33 (27.3) 3 (21.4) 30 (28.0) 5 (29.4) 28 (26.9)

Liver metastasis (n, %) No 94 (77.7) 11 (78.6) 83 (77.6) 1.000 11 (64.7) 83 (79.8) 0.284

Yes 27 (22.3) 3 (21.4) 24 (22.4) 6 (35.3) 21 (20.2)
aStages were determined based on AJCC 7th edition.; bpost-hoc analysis with logistic regression model provides estimates of the coefficients for each predictor variable.; cPD-L1

results were available only in 69 (57.0%) patients.; dSLD of target lesions was measured based on RECIST 1.1 criteria.

NOS, not other specified; IHC, immunohistochemistry; TC, tumor cells; PS, performance status; Mut/Mb, mutation per megabase; NLR, neutrophil-to-lymphocyte ratio; SLD,

sum of the longest diameters; mHPDc and mHPDs, HPD according to Champiat et al. and Saâda-Bouzid et al. along with the inclusion of new measurable lesions seen at the

post-treatment CT scan.
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Supplementary Table 5. Genomic alterations between patients with and without hyperprogressive disease (HPD) based on each definition of HPD

Types of genes (n, %) Total

(n=113)

non-HPDc

(n=109)

HPDc

(n=4)

p-value* non-HPDs

(n=105)

HPDs

(n=8)

p-value*

Single nucleotide variations

KRAS Yes 33 31 (28.4) 2 (50.0) 0.710 30 (28.6) 3 (37.5) 0.900

No 80 78 (71.6) 2 (50.0) 75 (71.4) 5 (62.5)

TP53 Yes 32 31 (28.4) 1 (25.0) 1.000 30 (28.6) 2 (25.0) 1.000

No 81 78 (71.6) 3 (75.0) 75 (71.4) 6 (75.0)

EGFR Yes 12 12 (11.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000 12 (11.4) 0 (0.0) 0.680

No 101 97 (89.0) 4 (100.0) 93 (88.6) 8 (100.0)

PIK3CA Yes 7 7 (6.4) 0 (0.0) 1.000 7 (6.7) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 106 102 (93.6) 4 (100.0) 98 (93.3) 8 (100.0)

MET Yes 4 4 (3.7) 0 (0.0) 1.000 4 (3.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 109 105 (96.3) 4 (100.0) 101 (96.2) 8 (100.0)

NOTCH1 Yes 4 4 (3.7) 0 (0.0) 1.000 3 (2.9) 1 (12.5) 0.670

No 109 105 (96.3) 4 (100.0) 102 (97.1) 7 (87.5)

ARID1A Yes 3 3 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 3 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 110 106 (97.2) 4 (100.0) 102 (97.1) 8 (100.0)
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ATM Yes 3 3 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 3 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 110 106 (97.2) 4 (100.0) 102 (97.1) 8 (100.0)

BRAF Yes 3 3 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 3 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 110 106 (97.2) 4 (100.0) 102 (97.1) 8 (100.0)

CDKN2B Yes 3 3 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 3 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 110 106 (97.2) 4 (100.0) 102 (97.1) 8 (100.0)

POLE Yes 3 3 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 3 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 110 106 (97.2) 4 (100.0) 102 (97.1) 8 (100.0)

STK11 Yes 3 3 (2.8) 1 (25.0) 0.320 3 (2.9) 1 (12.5) 0.670

No 109 106 (97.2) 3 (75.0) 102 (97.1) 7 (87.5)

SMARCA4 Yes 3 2 (1.8) 1 (25.0) 0.210 2 (1.9) 1 (12.5) 0.510

No 110 107 (98.2) 3 (75.0) 103 (98.1) 7 (87.5)

CDKN1B Yes 2 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 111 107 (98.2) 4 (100.0) 103 (98.1) 8 (100.0)

CDKN2A Yes 2 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 111 107 (98.2) 4 (100.0) 103 (98.1) 8 (100.0)

ERCC2 Yes 2 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 111 107 (98.2) 4 (100.0) 103 (98.1) 8 (100.0)
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FANCA Yes 2 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 1(12.5) 0.320

No 111 107 (98.2) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 7 (87.5)

PTEN Yes 2 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 111 107 (98.2) 4 (100.0) 103 (98.1) 8 (100.0)

RAD50 Yes 2 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 1(12.5) 0.320

No 111 107 (98.2) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 7 (87.5)

RB1 Yes 2 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1.000 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 111 107 (98.2) 4 (100.0) 103 (98.1) 8 (100.0)

AKT1 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

BAP Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

BRCA2 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 1 (25.0) 0.090 1 (1.0) 1(12.5) 0.320

No 111 108 (99.1) 3 (75.0) 104 (99.0) 7 (87.5)

CCNE1 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

CREBBP Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)
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DDR2 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

ERBB2 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

FAM123B Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

FANCC Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

FANCD2 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

FANCI Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 0.090

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 105 (100.0) 7 (87.5)

FBXW7 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

GNAS Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 0.090

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 105 (100.0) 7 (87.5)

IGF1R Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)
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MER11A Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

MLH1 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

MSH2 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

mTOR Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

MYD88 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

NF1 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

PALB2 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

PIK3R1 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

ROS1 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)
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SDC4-ROS1 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

SLX4 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

SMAD4 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

TSC2 Yes 1 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 1.000 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 1.000

No 112 108 (99.1) 4 (100.0) 104 (99.0) 8 (100.0)

NOTCH2 Yes 1 0 (0.0) 1 (25.0) 0.010 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 0.090

No 112 109 (100.0) 3 (75.0) 105 (100.0) 7 (87.5)

BRAD1 Yes 1 0 (0.0) 1 (25.0) 0.010 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 0.090

No 112 109 (100.0) 3 (75.0) 105 (100.0) 7 (87.5)

Copy number variation

AXL

amplification

Yes 1 0 (0.0) 1 (25.0) 0.010 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 0.090

No 112 109 (100.0) 3 (75.0) 105 (100.0) 7 (87.5)

AKT2

amplification

Yes 1 0 (0.0) 1 (25.0) 0.010 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 0.090

No 112 109 (100.0) 3 (75.0) 105 (100.0) 7 (87.5)

MCL1 Yes 1 0 (0.0) 1 (25.0) 0.010 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 0.090
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amplification No 112 109 (100.0) 3 (75.0) 105 (100.0) 7 (87.5)

* P-value by Fisher’s exact test.; HPDc and HPDs, HPD according to the definition proposed by Champiat et al [8] and Saâda-Bouzid et al [10].
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