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/ABSTRACT

Background. Prior comparisons of chemotherapy adverse
events (AEs) by age and performance status (PS) are limited
by the traditional maximum grade approach, which ignores
low-grade AEs and longitudinal changes.

Materials and Methods. To compare fatigue and neuropa-
thy longitudinally by age (<65, 265 years) and PS (0-1, 2),
we analyzed data from a large phase IlI trial of carboplatin
and paclitaxel versus paclitaxel for advanced non-small cell
lung cancer (CALGB 9730, n = 529). We performed multivar-
iable (a) linear mixed models to estimate mean AE grade
over time, (b) linear regression to estimate area under the
curve (AUC), and (c) proportional hazards models to esti-
mate the hazard ratio of developing grade >2 AE, as well as
traditional maximum grade analyses.

Results. Older patients had on average a 0.17-point (95% con-
fidence interval [Cl], 0.00-0.34; p = .049) higher mean fatigue

grade longitudinally compared with younger patients. PS
2 was associated with earlier development of grade 22
fatigue (hazard ratio [HR], 1.56; 95% Cl, 1.07-2.27; p = .02).
For neuropathy, older age was associated with earlier devel-
opment of grade >2 neuropathy (HR, 1.41; 95% Cl, 1.00-1.97;
p = .049). Patients with PS 2 had a 1.30 point lower neuropa-
thy AUC (95% Cl, —2.36 to —0.25; p = .02) compared with PS
0-1. In contrast, maximum grade analyses only detected a
higher percentage of older adults with grade >3 fatigue and
neuropathy at some point during treatment.

Conclusion. Our comparison of complementary but distinct
aspects of chemotherapy toxicity identified important longitu-
dinal differences in fatigue and neuropathy by age and PS that
are missed by the traditional maximum grade approach. Clini-
cal trial identification number: NCT00003117 (CALGB 9730)
The Oncologist 2021;26:e435-e444

Implications for Practice: The traditional maximum grade approach ignores persistent low-grade adverse events (AEs) and
changes over time. This toxicity over time analysis of fatigue and neuropathy during chemotherapy for advanced non-
small cell lung cancer demonstrates how to use longitudinal methods to comprehensively characterize AEs over time by
age and performance status (PS). We identified important longitudinal differences in fatigue and neuropathy that are mis-
sed by the maximum grade approach. This new information about how older adults and patients with PS 2 experience
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Chemotherapy Toxicity over Time

these toxicities longitudinally may be used clinically to improve discussions about treatment options and what to expect

to inform shared decision making and symptom management.

INTRODUCTION

With an anticipated 67% increase in cancer incidence for
older adults by 2030 [1], understanding treatment safety and
tolerability [2] among older adults is increasingly important.
For non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) in particular, treat-
ment tolerability is especially pertinent among older adults
and vulnerable patients with a poor performance status
(PS) given the high symptom burden and prevalent func-
tional impairments caused by NSCLC [3]. Furthermore, older
adults with NSCLC are more likely to discontinue treatment
for adverse events (AEs) [4]. However, traditional AE
reporting focuses on the maximum AE grade experienced
anytime during treatment without providing any information
on low-grade AEs, their duration, or the complexity of how
AEs change over time. Although toxicity tables reporting the
percentage of patients with grade >3 AEs are sufficient to
evaluate safety and easy to standardize, the one-dimensional
maximum grade approach misses important details of how
patients experience the longitudinal cumulative burden of
toxicity, which contributes to overall treatment tolerability
and quality of life (QOL).

Although targeted therapies and immunotherapy have
revolutionized care for a subset of patients [5, 6], the major-
ity of patients with advanced NSCLC still receive platinum-
based chemotherapy with or without immunotherapy during
the course of their treatment (e.g., first-line carboplatin,
(nab)-paclitaxel, pembrolizumab for squamous histology [7]).
Thus, understanding a patient’s risk of chemotherapy AEs
remains a common clinical challenge.

Prior comparisons of chemotherapy toxicity in NSCLC tri-
als by age have found mixed results using traditional maxi-
mum grade approaches [8-12]. In a phase Il trial of
carboplatin plus paclitaxel (four cycles vs. until disease pro-
gression), there were no age-related differences in grade 3—4
AEs using the maximum grade approach [8]. In contrast, a
meta-analysis of five phase Ill chemotherapy trials found that
35% of older patients experienced a grade 3—4 AE compared
with only 26% of younger patients [9]. However, even when
age-related differences in toxicity are detected using the maxi-
mum grade approach, whether the time profiles of AEs differ
by age or other important patient characteristics, such as PS,
remains unknown. Trials often exclude patients with a PS of
2 or, if allowed, do not enroll sufficient numbers to allow for
subgroup comparisons by PS so even less is known about how
these vulnerable patients experience toxicities longitudinally.

To expand beyond the traditional maximum grade
approach, the toxicity over time (ToxT) [13] approach uses
multiple longitudinal methods and illustrative graphs to more
comprehensively assess treatment toxicity to capture the
overall burden of toxicity, analyzing mean AE grade, area
under the curve (AUC), and time to development of AEs [14].
However, no studies to date have applied ToxT to longitudi-
nal AE analysis to evaluate differences in toxicity by age or
PS. Therefore, we used ToxT to examine differences in the
severity and time to development of two common, clinically

© 2020 AlphaMed Press

relevant symptomatic AEs (fatigue and neuropathy) by age
and PS among patients with advanced NSCLC receiving che-
motherapy in the Cancer and Leukemia Group B (CALGB)
9730 (Alliance) trial [10]. Additionally, we compared our ToxT
findings to results from traditional maximum grade analyses.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Design

We used AE data from the randomized phase Il CALGB 9730
cooperative group trial (NCT00003117) [10], which enrolled
584 patients with PS 0-2 age 218 with stage 1lIB (malignant
effusion) or IV NSCLC. Overall, 561 eligible patients were ran-
domized to receive first-line carboplatin plus paclitaxel versus
paclitaxel every three weeks until disease progression or
intolerance (maximum of six cycles). Randomization was
stratified by stage (llIB, IV, vs. recurrent), PS (0-1 vs. 2), and
age (<70 vs. 270). AEs were assessed according to CALGB
Expanded Common Toxicity Criteria (supplemental online
Table 1). We selected CALGB 9730 because the trial collected
data on AEs of all grades and enrolled a relatively higher per-
centage of older (48% age =65 years) and patients with PS
2 (18%). The University of California, San Francisco Institu-
tional Review Board determined that the current study quali-
fied as exempt due to the use of existing, deidentified data.

Statistical Analysis

Patient characteristics were compared by age (<65 vs. 265
years) using XZ tests. Although CALGB 9730 stratified ran-
domization by age 70 years, we used age 65 years to define
age groups to increase the older group size for our multiple
longitudinal approaches. Sensitivity analyses were performed
by repeating all analyses described below using an alterna-
tive age cutoff of 70 to define groups. Two-sided tests with a
p value <.05 were considered statistically significant. Study
data were frozen on January 22, 2017; data collection and
analyses were conducted using SAS (version 9.4; SAS Insti-
tute, Cary, NC) in accordance with Alliance policies.

For this analysis, we selected two of the most common
symptomatic AEs in CALGB 9730, fatigue and neuropathy,
based on their prevalence in the trial [10], clinical relevance,
and impact on QOL in older adults [15-18]. Fatigue is one of
the most common and distressing symptoms among older
patients with NSCLC and is associated with functional decline
with chemotherapy [17, 19]. Neuropathy can interfere with
daily activities and is associated with increased fall risk and
lower QOL [16, 18, 20, 21]. In CALGB 9730, grade 23 fatigue
was reported among 7% and 5% of patients in the car-
boplatin/paclitaxel and paclitaxel arms, respectively. Grade >3
neuropathy was reported among 15% and 14% of patients
in the carboplatin plus paclitaxel and paclitaxel arms,
respectively.

For fatigue and neuropathy, the following three ToxT
analyses were performed as well as a traditional maximum
grade analysis:

Oncologist



Wont, Gao, Thanarajasingam et al.

Linear Mixed Models

Mean AE grade was first plotted across six cycles by age and
PS, stratified by treatment arm to visualize group changes in
toxicity over time. For example, if 1% of patients had a
grade 4 AE at cycle 1, 5% had grade 3, 15% had grade 2, and
30% had grade 1, the resulting mean AE grade for cycle one
would be plotted as 0.79. We then performed multivariable
linear mixed effects models, which capture within- and
between-patient effects longitudinally, to estimate mean AE
grade over six cycles. AE grade was modeled as a continu-
ous outcome to facilitate interpretation of results. Analyses
were adjusted for sex, race, stage, histology, treatment arm,
and cycle number. Missing AE grades were imputed using
last observation carried forward (LOCF). LOCF is a widely
used single imputation method that assumes AE grade
remains the same as the last observed value and has been
advocated in some regulatory guidelines [22, 23].

Area Under the Curve Models

The AUC for AE grade over six cycles was calculated for
each patient. The AUC provides a single number to summa-
rize each patient’s overall burden of AE over the entire
course of treatment, capturing both toxicities of all grades
and their duration. For example, if a patient experienced a
grade 3 AE with cycle 2 that then completely resolved and
did not recur, the AUC would be 3. In contrast, if a patient
experienced a grade 1 AE throughout all six cycles, the AUC
would be 6, reflecting a higher overall burden of toxicity
over time. To allow for comparisons with patients who did
not complete all six cycles, their AUC was prorated by multi-
plying the mean AUC for completed cycles by 6. Differences
in AUC by age and PS were examined using multivariable
linear regression adjusting for sex, race, stage, histology,
and treatment arm.

Time to Development of a Grade 22 AE
Cumulative incidence functions for grade >2 AE were plotted
by age and PS, stratified by treatment arm. To estimate the
hazard ratio of developing a grade 22 AE, we performed mul-
tivariable Cox proportional hazards models with death as a
competing risk adjusting for sex, race, stage, histology, and
treatment arm.

Additional detailed information on ToxT longitudinal statis-
tical and graphical methods are described elsewhere [13, 24].

Traditional Maximum Grade Analysis

For each AE, the percentage of patients with and without a
grade >3 AE anytime during their treatment course were
compared by age and PS using XZ tests. As is typical of the
maximum grade approach, this analysis does not provide
any information about when the grade >3 AE was experi-
enced during the treatment course, how long it lasted, or if
it occurred only once versus multiple times.

RESULTS

Of the 561 randomized patients in CALGB 9730, 529 patients
had available AE data and were included. Overall, 52.4%
were age <65 whereas 47.6% were age 265; 67.9% were
men and 82.1% were white (Table 1). There were no
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Table 1. Patient characteristics according to age group
(n =529)
Age <65 Age 265
(n =277), (n = 252),
Characteristic n (%) n (%) p value
Age, median 56 (31-64) 71 (65-86) <.0001
(range)
<45 yr 18 (6.5)
45-54 yr 99 (35.7)
55-64 yr 160 (57.8)
65—74 yr 203 (80.6)
>75 yr 49 (19.4)
ECOG performance .28
status
0 75 (27.1) 83 (32.9)
1 156 (56.3) 126 (50.0)
2 46 (16.6) 43 (17.1)
Sex 71
Male 190 (68.6) 169 (67.1)
Female 87 (31.4) 83 (32.9)
Race® .16
White 205 (79.8) 203 (84.6)
Other 52 (20.2) 37 (15.7)
Stage IV NSCLC 192 (69.8) 378 (72.3) .19
Histology .26
Adenocarcinoma 156 (56.3) 125 (49.6)
Squamous 51 (18.4) 58 (23.0)
Other histology 70 (25.3) 69 (27.4)
Treatment arm .30
Carboplatin, 138 (49.8) 137 (54.4)
paclitaxel
Paclitaxel 139 (50.2) 115 (45.6)

Abbreviations: ECOG, Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group; NSCLC,
non-small cell lung cancer.

“Race information was missing for 20 younger adults and 12 older
adults.

statistically significant differences in PS by age (p = .28);
16.6% of younger and 17.1% of older patients had a PS of
2. Approximately half in each age group received car-
boplatin/paclitaxel (49.8% younger patients, 54.4% older
patients) whereas the remainder received paclitaxel (p = .30).

Fatigue

Mean fatigue grade over six cycles was plotted stratified by
treatment arm according to age (Fig. 1A, B) and PS (Fig. 1C,
D). In the multivariable linear mixed model for fatigue, there
was a statistically significant association between older age
group and higher fatigue grade (Table 2). Older patients
age 265 with advanced NSCLC had on average a 0.17-point
(95% confidence interval [ClI], 0.00-0.34; p = .049) higher
mean fatigue grade overall compared with younger patients.
Increasing cycle number was also associated with higher
mean fatigue grade compared with cycle one. There were no
differences in mean fatigue grade over time according to PS
or treatment arm. In a sensitivity analysis using age 70 to

© 2020 AlphaMed Press
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A Carboplatin/paclitaxel B Paclitaxel
2.0 2.0
=+ Age =65 =+ Age =65
-s- Age <65 -e- Age <65
1.5 1.5
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2 1.01 2 1.01
2 2
© ©
'S '8
0.5 0.5
0.0 T T T T T ) 0.0 T T T T T .
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
) Cycle ) Cycle
No. of patients No. of patients
Age >65 134 117 88 77 59 49 Age >65 115 97 63 54 34 30
Age <65 140 126 92 86 70 56 Age <65 137 118 70 55 34 28
C Carboplatin/paclitaxel D Paclitaxel
2.0 2.0
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1.5 1.5
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1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
) Cycle ) Cycle
No. of patients No. of patients
PS2 46 38 24 20 14 13 PS 2 42 27 13 11 3 2
PS 0-1 228 205 156 143 115 92 PS 0-1 210 188 120 98 65 56

Figure 1. Mean fatigue grade over time. Mean fatigue grade plotted by cycle number for (A) carboplatin plus paclitaxel and (B) pac-
litaxel alone according to age group and for (C) carboplatin plus paclitaxel and (D) paclitaxel alone according to performance status

group with error bars representing 95% confidence intervals.
Abbreviation: PS, performance status.

define groups, there was no longer a statistically signifi-
cant association between older age and higher mean
fatigue grade overall (data not shown).

In the AUC model of fatigue grade, mean AUC overall
was 7.98 (95% Cl, 7.40-8.57). There were no statistically sig-
nificant associations between age, PS, treatment arm, or any
of the other covariates and AUC for fatigue grade (Table 2).

Cumulative incidence functions for time to development
of grade 22 fatigue were plotted stratified by treatment arm
according to age (Fig. 2A, B) and PS (Fig. 2C, D). Overall, the
median time to grade >2 fatigue was 240 days. In the multi-
variable Cox proportional hazards model (Table 2), PS 2 was
associated with shorter time to development of grade >2
fatigue (hazard ratio [HR], 1.56; 95% Cl, 1.07-2.27; p = .02).
Treatment arm and the other covariates were not associated
with time to grade >2 fatigue.

In the traditional maximum grade analysis (Table 3),
older adults were more likely to experience grade >3 fatigue
at some point during their treatment course compared with
younger patients (17.3% vs. 9.7%, p = .01). In a sensitivity
analysis using age 70 to define groups, there was no longer a
statistically significant difference in grade >3 fatigue by age

© 2020 AlphaMed Press

(data not shown). There was also no difference in grade >3
fatigue by PS.

Neuropathy
Mean neuropathy grade over six cycles was plotted and strati-
fied by treatment arm according to age (Fig. 3A, B) and PS
(Fig. 3C, D). In the multivariable linear mixed model for neu-
ropathy grade over time, there were no statistically significant
associations with age or PS group (Table 2). Only cycle number
was associated with neuropathy grade, such that cycle 6 was
associated with a 0.61-point (95% Cl, 0.51-0.71; p < .0001)
higher mean neuropathy grade compared with cycle one.

In the AUC model of neuropathy grade, mean AUC over-
all was 3.70 (95% ClI, 3.31-4.09). Patients with PS 2 had a
1.30-point lower neuropathy AUC (95% Cl, —2.36 to —0.25;
p = .02) compared with patients with PS 0-1 (Table 2).
There were no statistically significant associations between
age, treatment arm, or any of the other covariates and AUC
for neuropathy grade.

Cumulative incidence functions for time to development
of grade 22 neuropathy were plotted stratified by treat-
ment arm according to age (Fig. 4A, B) and PS (Fig. 4C, D)

Oncologist
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Figure 2. Time to development of grade >2 fatigue. Cumulative incidence functions for time to development of grade >2 fatigue for
(A) carboplatin plus paclitaxel and (B) paclitaxel alone according to age group and for (C) carboplatin plus paclitaxel and (D)

paclitaxel alone according to performance status group.
Abbreviations: AE, adverse event; PS, performance status.

Table 3. Traditional maximum grade AE analysis comparing
the proportion of patients with and without grade > 3 AE

Adverse event, Grade <3 Grade 23
characteristic AE, n (%) AE, n (%) p value
Fatigue
Age <65 250 (90.3) 27 (9.7) .01
Age 265 206 (82.7) 43 (17.3)
PS 0-1 382 (87.2) 56 (12.8) 43
PS 2 74 (84.1) 14 (15.9)
Neuropathy
Age <65 254 (91.4) 24 (8.6) .03
Age 265 211 (85.4) 36 (14.6)
PS 0-1 386 (87.9) 53 (12.1) .29
PS 2 79 (91.9) 7 (8.1)

Abbreviations: AE, adverse event; PS, performance status.

groups. Overall, the median time to grade 22 neuropathy
was 411 days. In the multivariable Cox proportional hazards
model (Table 2), older age was associated with shorter time
to development of grade >2 neuropathy (HR, 1.41; 95% Cl,
1.00-1.97; p = .049). In a sensitivity analysis using age 70 to
define groups, this association remained statistically signifi-
cant (p = .04).

© 2020 AlphaMed Press

In the traditional maximum grade analysis (Table 3),
older adults were more likely to experience grade >3 neurop-
athy at some point during their treatment course (14.6%
vs. 8.6%, p = 0.03). In a sensitivity analysis using age 70 to
define groups, there was no longer a statistically significant
difference in grade 23 neuropathy by age (data not shown).
There was no difference in grade >3 neuropathy by PS.

DiscussioN

By expanding beyond the traditional maximum grade
approach, we identified important differences in chemother-
apy toxicity over time in older adults and patients with PS
2 in a large phase Ill NSCLC trial. Whereas the maximum
grade analysis identified a higher percentage of patients
age 265 with grade >3 fatigue at some point during their
treatment course, the more comprehensive ToxT approach
was able to further characterize that difference by detecting
a higher mean fatigue grade longitudinally for older adults
and a shorter time to development of grade >2 fatigue for
patients with PS 2 compared with younger and patients with
PS 0-1, respectively. Similarly, whereas the maximum grade
analysis for neuropathy identified a higher percentage of
older adults with grade >3 neuropathy at some point during
their treatment course, we further characterized that
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Figure 3. Mean neuropathy grade over time. Mean neuropathy grade plotted by cycle number for (A) carboplatin plus paclitaxel
and (B) paclitaxel alone by age group and for (C) carboplatin plus paclitaxel and (D) paclitaxel alone by performance status group

with error bars representing 95% confidence intervals.
Abbreviation: PS, performance status.

difference by detecting a shorter time to development of
grade >2 neuropathy for older adults. Interestingly, ToxT also
identified an inverse association between PS 2 and neuropa-
thy AUC that the maximum grade analysis did not; patients
with PS 2 experienced a statistically significant lower AUC for
neuropathy grade than patients with PS 1.

As one of the most common chemotherapy AEs, fatigue
is a highly distressing symptom [17] and is associated with
depression in patients with lung cancer [25]. By performing
both the maximum grade and longitudinal ToxT analyses,
we found that older adults with NSCLC experience a higher
burden of fatigue during chemotherapy in two ways. Older
adults are more likely to experience grade 23 fatigue at
some point during treatment and higher mean grade
throughout treatment. The additional longitudinal toxicity
information can inform chemotherapy decision making and
education for older adults to provide more detailed anticipa-
tory guidance on what to expect during treatment and how
to best manage it. For example, clinicians and patients can
anticipate that the overall burden of fatigue is higher in older
patients, which can help clinicians screen for treatment-
related fatigue early in the course of chemotherapy and help
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patients manage it with physical activity, energy conserva-
tion, and psychosocial interventions [26]. Similarly, earlier
development of grade >2 fatigue among patients with PS
2, which was only detected by the ToxT approach and mis-
sed by the traditional maximum grade approach, may lead
to earlier symptom management referrals among these
vulnerable patients. Of note, adding carboplatin to pacli-
taxel did not increase mean fatigue grade or AUC or
shorten time to development of grade > 2 fatigue, which
is clinically useful information when discussing combina-
tion chemotherapy versus single agent treatment options
with patients.

Although prior studies have demonstrated an increased
risk of chemotherapy-induced peripheral neuropathy with
older age [27, 28], we identified both an age-related differ-
ence in experiencing grade 23 neuropathy at some point dur-
ing the treatment course in the maximum grade analysis and
earlier development of grade >2 neuropathy among older
adults. These complementary but individually important
results emphasize the value of using multiple approaches,
both maximum grade and longitudinal analyses, to examine
different aspects of the toxicity experience.

© 2020 AlphaMed Press
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Figure 4. Time to development of grade >2 neuropathy. Cumulative incidence functions for time to development of grade >2 neu-
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and (D) paclitaxel alone according to performance status group.
Abbreviations: AE, adverse event; PS, performance status.

The inverse association between PS and neuropathy AUC
identified by the ToxT approach was unexpected. We hypoth-
esize that patients with PS 2 experienced a lower AUC for
neuropathy grade because clinicians may have dose reduced
chemotherapy once patients reported the development of
mild neuropathy in order to avoid falls in this more vulnera-
ble population. The association between chemotherapy-
induced peripheral neuropathy and falls is well documented
[29], and poor PS represents an additional independent risk
factor [30]. For patients with PS 0—1, moderate neuropathy
may have been more readily tolerated, in essence traded off,
to maximize treatment efficacy. Our finding of a lower neu-
ropathy AUC among patients with PS 2 without PS-related
difference in the mixed effects model of neuropathy grade
over time highlights the added value of examining longitudi-
nal toxicity using multiple distinct approaches.

This ToxT analysis demonstrates how to use multiple longi-
tudinal methods to more comprehensively characterize che-
motherapy toxicity over time among older adults and patients
with PS 2. Our study serves as a proof of concept to advance
how cancer treatment toxicity and tolerability is evaluated in
the field of geriatric oncology by expanding beyond the one-
dimensional maximum grade approach. Clinical implications
for understanding these longitudinal differences in AEs
according to age and PS span the cancer care continuum from
treatment decision making, patient education and anticipatory
guidance, through symptom management and survivorship.

© 2020 AlphaMed Press

To inform shared decision making, routine implementation
of ToxT analyses of various treatment options (e.g., chemo-
therapy, immunotherapy, chemoimmunotherapy) may help
patients and clinicians compare the longitudinal treatment
experience of each option. For example, if an older adult is
considering carboplatin plus paclitaxel versus paclitaxel alone,
our results show that older patients are more likely to experi-
ence higher mean fatigue grade with either regimen, but
fatigue and neuropathy are similar between the regimens. In
addition, with the increasing use of immunotherapy and
targeted therapy in NSCLC and many other cancer types,
persistent lower grade AEs (e.g., fatigue) may become
increasingly relevant as the rates of grade > 3 AEs decrease
compared with more toxic chemotherapy options. Infor-
mation on the timing of development of specific AEs can
inform anticipatory guidance to plan supportive care mea-
sures for older or frail patients. As advances in cancer
treatments result in improved survival for many cancer
types, management of persistent AEs or delayed toxicities
are critical components of survivorship care.

We recognize several study limitations. First, we only
focused on two common symptomatic AEs in CALGB 9730.
Unlike the maximum grade approach in which AEs are often
grouped, the ToxT approach evaluates the time profile of
individual AEs. Therefore, we selected symptomatic AEs
based on their prevalence and potential impact on patient
QOL and did not include asymptomatic AEs (e.g.,

Oncologist
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neutropenia). Provider-reported AEs may also underestimate
toxicity compared with patient-reported AEs [31, 32]. In addi-
tion, although CALBG 9730 enrolled a relatively large propor-
tion of older adults and patients with PS 2, the sample size in
each subgroup was too small to allow evaluation of interac-
tion effects (e.g., older and with PS 2 compared with youn-
ger and with PS 0-1). Furthermore, we were unable to
adjust for chemotherapy dose adjustments or supportive
care measures during treatment because complete detailed
information on these factors and the timing of dose adjust-
ments were not available in this legacy CALGB trial.

Finally, the effect size of ToxT results may be challenging
to interpret clinically because we are accustomed to
reviewing toxicity tables with percentages of patients with
severe AEs. For example, our result of an average 0.17-point
higher mean fatigue grade overall among older patients with
NSCLC does not immediately translate into percentages of
patients or familiar discrete AE grades. A 0.17-point increase
in mean fatigue grade can result from an additional 5.7% of
older patients experiencing grade 3 fatigue, or an additional
8.5% experiencing grade 2 fatigue, or an additional 17%
experiencing grade 1 fatigue, or a comparable combination
of increased toxicity. Despite these challenges of interpreta-
tion, our ToxT analysis identified important longitudinal dif-
ferences in fatigue and neuropathy according to age and PS
in a large phase Il trial that are missed by the traditional
maximum grade approach.

CONCLUSION

Expanding beyond the basic toxicity information provided by
the maximum grade approach can identify clinically impor-
tant longitudinal differences in AEs according to age and
PS. For older adults with cancer and younger patients with a
poor performance status, this more nuanced toxicity infor-
mation is vital to shared decision making and identification
of patients at higher risk for different types of AEs over time.
The AE data required for these ToxT analyses are readily
available from existing trials, and a ToxT SAS macro [13] is
also available. The increasing use of patient-reported AEs
[33] in trials provides additional valuable AE data for longitu-
dinal analysis to further inform tolerability. Furthermore,
future research should study the applicability of the ToxT
approach to visualizing toxicity longitudinally in real-world
clinical practice outside of clinical trials, particularly as real-
time symptom monitoring using patient-reported outcomes
is increasingly implemented [34].

Rather than reduce rich cancer treatment toxicity data
collected from both clinicians and patients down to a sum-
mary maximum grade table, ToxT analyses provide an
opportunity to utilize these data to their fullest to improve
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