Supplemental Figure 1 OS and PFS comparison of ITT and BEP populations in each treatment

arm.

KM curves of OS (A and B) and PFS (C and D) stratified by ITT and IGF-1 BEP populations are shown
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for patients treated with either Atezo + Bev or sorafenib.
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Overall Survival

Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Group 2
Baseline Risk Factors Total Events n Events Median n Events Median Hazard Ratio 95% Wald CI Better Better
IGF-1 Score IGF Point 1 IGF Points 2/3
Sorafenib 48 78 27 14.9 37 21 7.4 0.42 (0.23, 0.76) ——
Atezo + Bev 78 172 40 NA 84 38 10.2 0.37 (0.23, 0.57) ——
IGF-CTP Score IGF-CTP A IGF-CTP B/C
Sorafenib 48 94 33 149 21 15 5 0.26 (0.14, 0.49) —
Atezo + Bev 78 212 53 NA 44 25 8.5 0.29 (0.18,0.47) ——
Metastases No M: i Metast: Present
Sorafenib 48 64 21 149 51 27 10.4 0.58 (0.33, 1.03) ——
Atezo + Bev 78 127 31 NA 129 47 NA 0.65 (0.42, 1.03) —0—
Tumor Burden Burden < 50% Burden > 50%
Sorafenib 48 105 39 139 10 9 2.7 0.16 (0.08,0.33) < @—
Atezo + Bev 78 243 69 NA 13 9 6.6 0.23 (0.11, 0.45) —
Portal Venous Tumor Thrombus N/VP1/VP2/VP3 VP4
Sorafenib 48 98 36 139 17 12 55 0.29 (0.15, 0.57) —
Atezo + Bev 78 221 58 NA 35 20 7.6 0.32 (0.19, 0.53) ——
T 1
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Supplemental Figure 2. Comparison of overall survival modeling of IGF-1 and IGF-CTP scores
with additional known prognostic factors. Results of within-arm cox proportional hazards overall
survival modeling for various factors known or hypothesized to be prognostic. Hazard ratio is of the first
group defined by each factor vs. the other. 95% Wald CI is the 95% confidence interval of hazard ratio as
determined by the Wald Test. Tumor burden is the fraction of the total tumor volume divided by the total
liver volume, as assessed by CT. Portal Venous Tumor Thrombus groups are as determined by the Liver
Cancer Study Group of Japan classification.
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Supplemental Figure 3 Kinetics of IGF-1 levels or IGF-CTP classes in association with PFS of

Atezo + Bev or sorafenib treatment.

A and B, KM curves of PFS stratified by IGF-1 levels after 1 cycle of Atezo+Bev (A) or sorafenib (B)
treatment stay at Point 1 (Stable Point 1), decreased from Point 1 to Point 2/3 = (Deteriorated) or stays at
Point 2/3 (Stable Point 2/3). C and D, KM curves of PFS stratified by IGF-CTP classes after treatment
stay at A (Stable A), changed to B/C (Deteriorated) or stay at B/C (Stable Class B/C).



