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Abstract 
 
Purpose: Non-V600 mutations comprise approximately 35% of all BRAF mutations in cancer. 
Many of these mutations have been identified as oncogenic drivers in a wide array of cancer types 
and can be classified into three Classes according to molecular characteristics. Consensus 
treatment strategies for Class 2 and 3 BRAF mutations have not yet been established.  
  
Methods: We performed a systematic review and meta-analysis of individual patient data to assess 
treatment outcomes with FDA-approved mitogen activated protein kinase pathway (MAPK) 
targeted therapy according to BRAF Class, cancer type and MAPK targeted therapy type. A search 
was conducted on literature from 2010-2021. Individual patient data was collected and analyzed 
from published reports of patients with cancer harboring Class 2 or 3 BRAF mutations and who 
received MAPK targeted therapy with available treatment response data. Co-primary outcomes 
were response rate (RR) and progression-free survival (PFS). 
  
Results: 18167 studies were screened, identifying 80 studies with 238 patients that met inclusion 
criteria. This included 167 patients with Class 2 and 71 patients with Class 3 BRAF mutations. 
Overall, 77 patients achieved a treatment response. In both univariate and multivariable analyses, 
RR and PFS were higher among patients with Class 2 compared to Class 3 mutations, findings that 
remain when analyses are restricted to patients with melanoma or lung primary cancers. MEK +/- 
BRAF inhibitors demonstrated greater clinical activity in Class 2 compared to Class 3 BRAF 
mutant tumors than BRAF or EGFR inhibitors. 
  
Conclusions: This meta-analysis suggests that MAPK targeted therapies have clinical activity in 
some Class 2 and 3 BRAF mutant cancers. BRAF Class may dictate responsiveness to current and 
emerging treatment strategies, particularly in metastatic melanoma and lung cancers. Together, 
this analysis provides clinical validation of predictions made based on a mutation classification 
system established in the preclinical literature. Further evaluation with prospective clinical trials 
is needed for this population. 
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Introduction 

BRAF is among the most commonly mutated genes in human cancer [1]. BRAF is most frequently 

mutated at codon V600, resulting in enhanced activation of the downstream mitogen activated 

protein kinase (MAPK) pathway [1]. Randomized clinical trials investigating targeted therapy 

(MAPK TT) strategies using BRAF, MEK, BRAF + MEK, and BRAF + MEK + EGFR inhibitors 

have yielded response rates of >50% in patients with BRAF V600 mutant tumors [2-9]. Several of 

these trials have demonstrated overall survival benefit for these therapeutic strategies [2, 4, 9-11]. 

As a result, MAPK TT are now standard of care treatments for patients with BRAF V600 mutant 

melanoma, lung cancer, and colorectal cancer [12-14].   

 

Approximately 35% of all BRAF mutations occur outside the V600 codon [1, 15]. In addition to 

missense mutations, recurring oncogenic BRAF fusions and in-frame deletions have also been 

described [16-18]. Seminal preclinical work by Wan et al. demonstrated that many non-V600 

mutations are oncogenic and result in altered kinase activity [19]. More recently, differences in 

dimerization requirement and RAS dependency in frequently identified non-V600 BRAF 

mutations have been described by Yao et al. [20, 21]. The combination of these molecular data 

has led to a classification scheme for BRAF alterations [15, 21]. Wild-type BRAF signals as RAS-

dependent dimers, and Class 1 BRAF mutants are comprised of V600-mutations, which signal as 

constitutively active monomers in a RAS-independent manner [22, 23]. Class 2 BRAF mutations 

form kinase-activating RAS-independent dimers [20], and Class 3 BRAF mutations have impaired 

kinase activity but signal as RAS-dependent dimers, primarily by forming heterodimers with 

CRAF [21].  
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The sensitivity of Class 2 and Class 3 BRAF mutant tumors to MAPK TT is unclear. There are 

preclinical data that support the use of MEK inhibitors +/- BRAF inhibitors in tumors with Class 

2 or 3 mutations [24-27]. Due to the dependency on RAS activation, receptor tyrosine kinase 

(RTK) inhibitors +/- MEK inhibitors have been proposed as a viable therapeutic strategy for Class 

3 BRAF mutant tumors [21]. However, preclinical evidence also suggests that non-V600 BRAF 

mutations may be less sensitive to BRAF + MEK inhibition than Class 1 mutant tumors [20, 21]. 

Recently, two single-arm Phase II trials have reported response rates for the MEK inhibitor, 

trametinib, in melanoma patients (33%, n=9) and in a tumor-agnostic cohort of patients (3%, n=32) 

with non-V600 BRAF mutations [28, 29]. However, a multitude of case reports and case series in 

different cancer types have demonstrated that subsets of non-V600 BRAF mutant tumors may 

indeed be sensitive to these FDA-approved agents [1, 24].  

 

There are currently no data from randomized controlled trials to guide targeted therapy treatment 

decisions in cancers with Class 2/3 BRAF mutations. As such, there is clinical equipoise regarding 

the best targeted treatment strategy for patients whose tumors express these important driver 

oncogenes. When standard treatment options have been exhausted, many oncologists will provide 

off-label MAPK targeted therapies to these patients. Therefore, to establish a reference cohort that 

could help guide treatment decisions and inform future clinical trial design, we sought to compile 

and synthesize all available clinical evidence in the medical literature wherein Class 2 or 3 BRAF 

mutant tumors were treated with MAPK TT. 

Methods 

Search Strategy: 
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A literature search was conducted of studies published from January 2010 to September 2021 in 

the following databases: Medline ALL (Medline and Medline Epub Ahead of print and In-Process 

& Other Non-Indexed Citations), Embase, Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials, 

Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, all from the OvidSP platform, and Web of Science 

from Clarivate Analytics. Where available, both controlled vocabulary terms and text words were 

used (Appendix 1). There were no language or study design restrictions. Published conference 

abstracts were included. The reference lists of included studies were scanned to identify additional 

relevant studies. The American Association for Cancer Research (AACR), the American Society 

of Clinical Oncology (ASCO) and the European Society of Medical Oncology (ESMO) conference 

proceedings were searched to identify any relevant conference abstracts. Additional publications 

and/or data identified by the authors outside of the search were added to the systematic review 

when applicable. The study protocol was prospectively uploaded to PROSPERO (ID: 

CRD42020218141) and followed the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-

analyses (PRISMA) guidelines [30].  

Abstracts were screened by two independent reviewers using Covidence software 

(www.covidence.org). Conflicts were resolved with internal discussion between the two reviewers 

and in the case of a lasting conflict, by a third reviewer. Response data and patient demographics 

were extracted by two independent reviewers. After data was extracted from all included 

publications, missing data was identified and requested from the original authors with up to two 

separate email prompts >7 days apart. 

Inclusion and exclusion criteria:  

Inclusion criteria were: published reports of adult patients with cancer with individual patient data 

describing 1) a Class 2 or Class 3 BRAF mutation, 2) treatment with FDA-approved MAPK TT 
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including inhibitors of EGFR, BRAF monomers, or MEK, and 3) availability of treatment response 

data. Exclusion criteria were: the presence of a concomitant BRAF V600E/K mutation, pediatric 

patients, concurrent systemic non-MAPK TT (such as chemotherapy, immunotherapy, PI3K or 

CDK4/6 targeted agents).  

Primary and secondary outcomes:  

The co-primary outcomes were overall treatment response rate (RR) and progression-free survival 

(PFS). When appropriate response criteria were used (RECIST), patients with partial response 

(PR) or complete response (CR) were considered to have had a treatment response and those with 

stable disease (SD) or (PD) were considered non-responders [31]. When RECIST criteria were not 

used, response was recorded based on the primary paper’s author’s assessment of response or 

calculated from tumor measurements on CT or MRI provided in the text. For PFS analysis, patients 

were censored if there was no indication of progression or death at the time of last follow-up.  

Quality (risk of bias) assessment: 

To assess the methodological quality of individual studies included in the study, we used a 

previously described tool that is adapted for evaluation of case reports and case series. The tool 

includes 5 items that are derived from the Newcastle-Ottawa scale [32]. These 5 items examine 

the selection and representativeness of cases and the ascertainment of outcome and exposure, with 

each item scored one point if the information was specifically reported. We deemed the study to 

be of good quality (low risk of bias) when all 5 criteria were met, of moderate quality when 4 

criteria were met, and of poor quality (high risk of bias) when ≤3 criteria were fulfilled. 

Statistical Analyses: 
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We performed one-stage meta-analyses of pooled individual patient level data from all included 

studies. Hazard ratio was used as the parameter of interest for PFS, and odds ratios (OR) was used 

as the parameter of interest for response. A multi-level mixed effects logistic regression model, 

incorporating individual study as a random effect, was used to estimate the odds ratios of responses 

between groups and its associated 95% confidence interval. Multivariable logistic regression 

models, incorporating study type, cancer type and therapy type were used to estimate adjusted 

odds ratios. For multivariable analysis of treatment response, all study key variables that were 

available for all patients were incorporated into the initial multivariable model. These included: 

cancer type, BRAF mutation class, therapy type, geographic location, study type, and response 

criteria. The final multivariable models for PFS included only those variables that were associated 

with P<0.05. To analyze progression-free survival, a shared frailty Cox-regression model was used 

to account for heterogeneity across studies for all primary analyses.  For multivariable analysis of 

progression-free survival, all study key variables were incorporated into the initial multivariable 

model. These included: age, sex, cancer type, BRAF mutation class, therapy type, geographic 

location, study type, and response criteria. We performed backward selection to identify 

potentially significant variables. The final multivariable models for PFS included only those 

variables that were associated with P<0.05. Survival curves were visualized with the Kaplan-Meier 

method and the log-rank was used to test differences in survival between populations. Statistical 

analyses were performed with STATA v13.  

 

Results 

Characteristics of included studies and patients 

We identified 18,167 potentially eligible articles in our search. After removing ineligible articles 

and adding additional studies from the author’s files, a total of 80 articles were included in the 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 21, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.17.22271120doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.17.22271120
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 10 

review (Appendix 2), comprising a total of 238 cancer patients with Class 2 or Class 3 non-V600 

BRAF mutations who were treated with MAPK targeted therapy (Figure 1). The number of studies 

reporting results of MAPK inhibitor treatment outcomes in patients with tumors harboring non-

V600 BRAF mutations has increased substantially over the past decade (Supplemental Figure S1). 

A detailed description of the different MAPK targeted therapy treatment regimens used for patients 

in the study is presented in Supplemental Table S1. We also performed a risk of bias assessment 

for all studies included in the meta-analysis on a 5-point scale (Supplemental Figure S2). 

 

Among the 238 patients included in this study, there were 167 patients with Class 2 and 71 patients 

with Class 3 BRAF mutations (Table 1). The details of mutations categorized as Class 2 and 3 are 

described in Supplemental Table S2.  

 

Characteristics associated with MAPK inhibitor response and progression-free survival by 

BRAF Class and primary tumor type 

In the entire population, 77 out of 238 patients (32%) experienced a treatment response (Table 2). 

The treatment response rate (RR) differed according to whether tumors had a Class 2 or Class 3 

BRAF mutation (41% vs. 13%, univariable OR 5.12, P=0.002; Table 2). We next compared the 

impact of BRAF mutation Class on treatment response within each primary tumor type. Class 2 

BRAF mutant tumors demonstrated higher response rates than Class 3 mutants independently in 

lung, melanoma, and ‘other’ primaries (P=0.018, P=0.029 and P=0.018, respectively; Figure 2A). 

Among those with Class 2 BRAF mutations, MAPK targeted therapy response rates were highest 

in patients with “other” tumor types (48%) and lowest in colorectal cancer patients (20%) (Figure 

2A). The group of 51 patients with ‘other’ tumor types had non-colorectal gastrointestinal (n=21), 
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genitourinary (n=10), gynecological (n=5), hematopoietic (n=4), head and neck (n=4), breast 

(n=2), spindle cell neoplasms (n=1), low grade glioma (n=1) and unknown primary tumors (n=3). 

Among patients whose tumors harbored Class 3 mutations, response rates did not differ 

significantly according to primary tumor type (RR 11-15%)  (Figure 2A). 

 

Data on progression-free survival (PFS) was available for 168 (71%) patients included in the study. 

Patients with Class 2 BRAF mutations (median PFS (mPFS) 4.6 months, hazard ratio (HR) 0.537, 

P=0.001) experienced longer PFS compared to patients with Class 3 mutations (mPFS 2.1 months) 

(Table 3, Figure 2B). The relationship between BRAF Class and PFS remained significant when 

we examined specific cancer subsets, including: metastatic melanoma (P=0.018) or lung cancer 

(P=0.028; Figure 2C and D, Supplemental Figure S3). When restricting our analyses to patients 

with RECIST-defined responses, from prospective datasets, or who were treated with only BRAF 

and/or MEK inhibitors, the differential PFS between Class 2 and Class 3 BRAF mutants remain 

(P=0.024, P=0.011 and P=0.002, respectively; Supplemental Figures S4 and S5).  

 

Characteristics associated with MAPK inhibitor response and progression-free survival by 

BRAF Class and treatment type 

In Class 2 BRAF mutant tumors, the highest response rate was observed with either BRAFi+MEKi 

or MEKi monotherapy (RR of 56%, Figure 3A). In patients with Class 3 BRAF mutant tumors, 

the highest response rate was observed with BRAFi+MEKi (RR 27%), whereas either MEKi 

monotherapy or BRAFi monotherapy were associated with the lowest response rates (RR of 9%, 

Figure 3A). In multivariable analysis, BRAF Class 2 (aOR 5.836, P=0.001), MEKi (aOR 9.734, 

P=0.001) and BRAFi+MEKi (aOR 10.947, P<0.001) were independently associated with higher 
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odds of response (Table 2). We explored whether BRAF codon or type of mutation (fusion, internal 

deletion) were associated with RR, but no apparent trends emerged (Supplemental Figure S6). 

 

In the whole cohort, patients treated with BRAFi + MEKi experienced the longest PFS (mPFS 5.0 

months) and those treated with EGFRi experienced the shortest PFS (mPFS 2.8 months, P=0.0347, 

Figure 3B). In Class 2 mutant tumors, BRAFi + MEKi (mPFS 5.0 months) or MEKi alone (mPFS 

6.0 months) were associated with longer PFS compared to BRAFi (mPFS 3.5 months) or EGFRi 

(mPFS 2.8 months; P=0.0181; Figure 3C). However, in Class 3 mutant tumors, no specific 

treatment regimen was associated with significantly improved PFS (Figure 3D). In multivariable 

analysis, BRAFi + MEKi (HR 0.462, 95% CI: 0.27-0.80; P=0.006) and MEKi (HR: 0.588, 0.359-

0.96595% CI: 0.36-0.97; P=0.036) were independently associated with longer PFS (Table 3), as 

was Class 2 BRAF mutational status (HR 0.544, 95% CI: 0.38-0.79; P=0.001). We did not observe 

a significant association between treatment type and improved outcomes within any of the tumor 

types analyzed (Table 3, Supplemental Figure S7). 

 

Depth of response of Class 2 and 3 BRAF mutant tumors to MAPK inhibition is associated 

with progression-free survival. 

To better characterize the degree of clinical benefit achieved by patients who responded to MAPKi, 

we assessed PFS according to response type. Patients who achieved a complete response 

experienced longer PFS (mPFS 12 months) than patients with partial response (mPFS 6 months), 

stable disease (mPFS 4.2 months) or progressive disease as best response (mPFS 1.8 months) 

(Supplemental Figure S8A; P<0.0001). Patients who experienced PFS >12 months demonstrated 

a greater depth of tumor regression response than patients with responses lasting less than 12 
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months (Supplemental Figure 8B; P=0.0082). Amongst responders with available data (n=23), we 

observed a significant correlation between increased depth of response (% tumor regression of 

target lesions), and longer PFS (Supplemental Figure S8C and D; R2=0.2153, P=0.0257).  

 

Quality Assessment 

The majority of the patients included in this analysis were reported in retrospective studies. These 

retrospective studies may be more subject to bias than prospective studies. Indeed, we observed 

an increased RR amongst patients reported in retrospective versus prospective studies (42% vs. 

13%, P= 0.005; Table 2). To better characterize the risk of bias and its impact on our results, we 

performed a quality assessment of all studies included in the meta-analysis using a validated 5-

point scale (Supplemental Figure S2). We analysed whether risk of bias amongst the studies was 

associated with treatment response. There was a statistically significant difference in response rate 

(44% vs. 21%, P<0.001) between patients derived from studies with high risk of bias (score 0-3, 

n=117) compared with those with low/moderate risk of bias (score 4-5, n=121) (Supplemental 

Figure S9A); however, risk of bias was not associated with differences in progression-free survival 

(Supplemental Figure S9B). Amongst studies with low/moderate risk of bias, there was a trend 

toward response rate being higher amongst patients with Class 2 BRAF mutations (27% vs. 13%) 

but this difference was not statistically significant (P=0.07; Supplemental Figure S10A). However, 

the observation that patients with Class 2 BRAF mutations experience longer PFS than patients 

with Class 3 BRAF mutations was observed in patients from studies with both high and low risk 

of bias (P=0.0282 and P=0.0194, respectively; Supplemental Figure S10B,C). 

 

Discussion 
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By performing a systematic review and meta-analysis of individual patient level data, we have 

assembled the largest clinical cohort of patients with BRAF non-V600 mutant tumors with 

associated treatment response to date. This has allowed us to perform comprehensive analyses of 

characteristics associated with response to MAPK TT in this patient population. The results 

described herein highlight the importance of testing for the presence of targetable non-V600 BRAF 

mutations in patients with many types of advanced cancer. These data will be informative for 

molecular tumor boards and can be used to motivate the design of new clinical trials for patients 

with non-V600 BRAF mutations. 

Like other oncogene driven tumors [33], we observed a strong association between depth of 

response to oncogene directed therapy and duration of clinical benefit. This finding provides 

further evidence that Class 2 and 3 BRAF mutations represent key driver oncogenes in these 

tumors. We found that Class 2 BRAF mutant tumors respond to MAPK targeted therapy more 

favourably than Class 3 mutants. This finding validates preclinical studies demonstrating that Class 

2 BRAF mutant tumors may benefit from therapies that target downstream of mutant RAS while 

Class 3 mutant tumors require treatment upstream with receptor tyrosine kinase inhibitors [21, 24, 

34, 35]. However, there is mounting evidence that Class 2 and Class 3 BRAF mutations can also 

be important drivers of resistance to EGFRi in colorectal cancer patients [35-37].  

 

In this study, the response rate to MEKi monotherapy or BRAFi + MEKi was 38% and 51%, 

respectively. This compares favourably to published reports of MEKi monotherapy in RAS mutant 

lung cancer [38] and melanoma [39], but these comparisons are limited by our analysis of 

retrospective data and selection bias in case reports and series’. Two previous prospective trials 

examined the efficacy of MEKi monotherapy (trametinib) for BRAF non-V600 mutant tumors. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 21, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.17.22271120doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.17.22271120
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 15 

The NCI-MATCH (EAY131) study included patients with all primary tumor types and 

demonstrated a 3% RR [29]. Meanwhile, Nebhan et al.  included only melanomas with non-V600 

BRAF mutations, and observed a 33% RR (3/9) [28].  

 

Despite the fact that the response rates may be higher than expected in this study due to the 

inclusion of retrospective data, we found no difference in PFS according to whether the data was 

derived from retrospective vs. prospective studies or high vs. low risk of bias studies. Furthermore, 

we observed that, in Class 2 BRAF mutant tumors, BRAFi+MEKi or MEKi monotherapy were 

associated with longer PFS. This provides further evidence that a subset of patients with Class 2 

BRAF mutations will derive therapeutic benefit from these treatment regimens. The degree of 

benefit, in terms of both outcomes and tolerability, conferred by the addition of BRAF inhibition 

to MEK inhibitors requires further study in prospective trials. Indeed, two on-going clinical trials 

are currently investigating the efficacy of binimetinib and encorafenib for the treatment of tumors 

with non-V600 BRAF mutations (NCT03839342, NCT03843775) [40].   

 

In Class 3 BRAF mutant tumors, EGFRi-containing regimens have already been demonstrated to 

elicit high response rates, particularly when combined with chemotherapy in the context of 

colorectal cancer [35]. Given that Class 3 mutations may exhibit a degree of additional sensitivity 

with additional BRAF and / or MEK inhibition, it remains possible that triple therapy regimens, 

such as the cetuximab, encorafenib and binimetinib combination that proved effective in the 

BEACON trial for BRAF V600E mutant colorectal cancer may also be beneficial for patients with 

Class 3 BRAF mutations [34]. Currently, the BIG BANG trial is investigating the efficacy of this 

combination in colorectal cancer patients with non-V600 BRAF mutations, results that will 
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complement the existing BEACON data [41, 42]. Despite this possibility, it is clear from this 

dataset that patients with Class 3 BRAF mutant tumors have only modest potential for clinical 

benefit when treated with currently available standard MAPK targeted therapies. Thus, more 

research and development of novel therapeutic approaches is urgently needed – particularly for 

Class 3 BRAF mutations.  

 

We observed a trend towards an association with decreased responsiveness to MAPK targeted 

therapy in tumors with co-occurring RAS mutations. This observation is perhaps not surprising; 

RAS mutations are well documented drivers of resistance to EGFR inhibitors in colorectal cancer, 

and the development of de novo RAS mutations has been reported to be a key mechanism of 

acquired resistance to BRAF +/- MEK inhibitors in BRAF V600 mutant melanoma [43, 44]. 

Moreover, mutant RAS is capable of activating the PI3K-Akt pathway in addition to the MAPK 

pathway, potentially promoting resistance to MAPK directed therapy. While these data are only 

hypothesis-generating, we believe that it will be important in future clinical trials enrolling patients 

with non-V600 mutations to also report RAS mutation status, as this will help determine if these 

represent a subset of patients who are unlikely to benefit from currently available MAPK targeted 

therapies. Recently, a number of drugs targeting KRAS G12C have demonstrated clinical activity, 

and sotorasib has received FDA approval for the treatment of KRAS G12C mutant non-small cell 

lung cancer [45]. Several on-going studies are investigating combination therapies for KRAS 

G12C mutant tumors. Therefore, the possibility of directly targeting KRAS G12C in combination 

with direct BRAF inhibition in tumors with co-occurring non-V600 BRAF and KRAS mutations 

is an intriguing therapeutic possibility to overcome RAS-mediated resistance. However, in our 
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study, none of the 14 patients with co-occurring RAS mutations had KRAS G12C mutations, 

suggesting limited applicability of such a strategy for tumors with non-V600 BRAF mutations.  

 

There are several limitations of this study that are worthy of discussion. First, many patients 

identified and included in our study are derived from low quality case reports and case series, or 

small cohorts of patients included in prospective studies. These limitations are exemplified in our 

comparison of outcomes in patients from retrospective vs. prospective, and low vs. high quality 

studies. The majority of the patients included in this analysis were from retrospective studies, 

which reported higher response rates than prospective studies, and were subject to additional bias. 

As such, the response rates we report in this study likely over-represent the true response rates that 

would be observed in prospective trials and real-world settings. Interestingly however, progression 

free survival was not significantly different in retrospective vs. prospective studies, studies that 

didn’t use RECIST vs. those that did, and studies that were at high risk of bias vs. low risk of bias, 

suggesting that PFS may be a more reliable, and clinically meaningful metric.  

The rarity and variable oncogenic capacity of each individual non-V600 BRAF mutation remains 

a challenge for drug developers and may complicate interpretation of results, even from future 

prospective trials. To facilitate effective drug development targeted against these important driver 

mutations, it will be critical for the oncology community to collaborate in multi-center trials and 

share data regarding patient responses, tumor types and co-mutation status whenever possible. It 

is important to note that when examined separately, patients with Class 2 BRAF mutations 

included in prospective studies or whose response was established with RECIST criteria still 

demonstrated statistically significant superior PFS compared to those with Class 3 mutations. 
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Another important limitation of the study is that our analyses are largely based on patients 

receiving earlier generations of targeted therapies, such as vemurafenib. Emerging preclinical data 

suggests that alternative BRAF inhibitors such as dabrafenib and encorafenib – both of which can 

effectively inhibit BRAF dimers to a greater extent than vemurafenib [20] -  as well as ‘next-

generation’ BRAF dimer inhibitors and pan-RAF inhibitors - which inhibit both BRAF and CRAF 

- hold substantial promise for non-V600 BRAF mutant tumors [24, 46-48]. In these preclinical 

studies, differences exist between the efficacy of various MAPK targeted therapies of the same 

class, but we are underpowered to comment on these differences within this clinical dataset [24, 

49]. Finally, our study is limited by the incompleteness of available data in the published literature. 

Important considerations, such as data on overall survival, performance status, assessment of 

tumor burden and line of therapy may be important confounders to our results. However, due to 

insufficient reporting of these parameters in the included publications, they could not be included 

in our analyses. 

Taken together, the existing clinical literature confirms many of the predictions presented by the 

preclinical studies published over the past two decades with respect to differences between Class 

2 and Class 3 BRAF mutants and establishes new hypotheses worthy of further investigation. It is 

becoming apparent that currently available MAPK targeted therapies have demonstrated clinical 

activity in a subset of tumors with non-V600 BRAF mutations – especially those with Class 2 

BRAF mutations. However, to date, these MAPK-directed therapies appear to be associated with 

lower response rates than has been observed in patients with BRAF V600 mutant tumors [1, 6, 8, 

14, 50, 51]. The efficacy of MAPK inhibitors can be also influenced by tumor type and potentially 

by co-occuring mutations. Notably, MAPK inhibitor responses are lower in BRAF V600 mutant 

colorectal cancers than in other BRAF V600 mutated tumor types [1]. As such, more work is 
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needed to better understand the molecular and genomic contexts in which non-V600 BRAF mutant 

driver oncogenes exist. This could lead to better insight into the molecular mechanisms of intrinsic 

and acquired resistance to MAPK inhibitors in these tumors. This patient population is 

heterogeneous and future studies may yield more benefit if therapeutic approaches are tailored 

according to BRAF Class and primary tumor type. These strategies may include BRAF or pan-

RAF inhibitors plus MEK or ERK inhibition for Class 2 mutants and EGFR inhibition (+/-

BRAF/pan-RAF/MEK/ERK inhibition) for Class 3 mutants, and BRAF non-V600 mutated 

colorectal cancers [52]. To date, prospective studies with targeted monotherapies have yielded 

modest response rates [28, 29].  These data clearly suggest that future clinical trials aimed at 

developing drugs to target tumors with non-V600 BRAF mutations should incorporate 

combination therapy strategies.  
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Figure Legends:  
 
Table 1: Individual patient characteristics 
 
Table 2: Overall response rates associated with clinical variables. Odds ratios, 95% confidence 
intervals and P-values calculated with a multilevel mixed-effects logistic regression model with 
article as the random-effects variable. 
 
Table 3: Progression-free survival associated with clinical variables. Hazard ratios, 95% 
confidence intervals and P-values calculated with a Cox proportional hazards model with article 
as the shared frailty variable.   
 
Supplemental Table S1: MAPK targeted therapy regimens used for all patients in the study. FDA-
approved monomeric BRAFi includes vemurafenib, dabrafenib or encorafenib, and FDA-
approved MEKi includes cobimetinib, trametinib, binimetinib or selumetinib. 
 
Supplemental Table S2: List of Class 2 and Class 3 mutations included in the study 
 
Figure 1: PRISMA diagram demonstrating search and inclusion of studies for meta-analysis.  
 
Figure 2: Relationship between BRAF Class and tumor type in the context of MAPK targeted 
therapy. A) Response rates to MAPK targeted therapy according to BRAF Class and primary 
cancer type. P-values calculated with Fischer’s Exact Test. B) Progression-free survival according 
to BRAF Class in the entire cohort and for melanoma (C) and lung (D) primary tumors.  P-values 
calculated with Log-Rank test.   
 
Figure 3: Relationship between BRAF Class and treatment type in the context of MAPK targeted 
therapy. A) Response rates to MAPK targeted therapy according to BRAF Class and treatment 
type. P-values calculated with Fischer’s Exact Test. B) Progression-free survival according to 
treatment type in the entire cohort, and when analyses are restricted to Class 2 (C) and Class 3 (D) 
BRAF mutant tumors.  P-values calculated with Log-Rank test. 
Supplemental Figure S1: Description of studies and patients included in the meta-analysis by year 
of publication. 
 
Supplemental Figure S2. Risk of bias assessment of the individual studies included in the 
systematic review. The 5-point score is adapted from the Newcastle-Ottawa score: 1) Selection – 
Did the patients represent all/consecutive patients with non-V600 BRAF mutations from the 
medical center? 2) Ascertainment (Diagnosis) –  Was the diagnosis correctly made with pathology-
proven cancer and next-generation sequencing assay to confirm BRAF mutation? 3) 
Ascertainment (Outcome) – Was treatment response adequately ascertained using RECIST 
criteria? 4) Follow-up – Was follow up long enough for treatment responses to be evaluated? 5) 
Reporting – Is the case described with sufficient details (e.g., drug posology, previous lines of 
chemotherapy) to allow other investigators to replicate the research or to allow practitioners make 
inferences related to their own practice? The 5 first columns represent the 5 assessment criteria 
(black circle = yes, grey circle = no). The total risk of bias score is the last column and the colors 
indicate the score. 
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Supplemental Figure S3: Progression-free survival according to BRAF Class in (A) colorectal and 
(B) non-melanoma/lung/colorectal ‘other’ primary tumors. P-values calculated with Log-Rank 
test. 
 
Supplemental Figure S4: Progression-free survival according to (A, B,C) response criteria type 
and (D, E, F) study type. P-values calculated with Log-Rank test. 
 
Supplemental Figure S5: Response rate (A) and progression-free survival (B) between BRAF 
mutant Classes in MEKi+/-BRAFi treated patients. P-values calculated with Fischer’s Exact test 
(A) and Log-Rank test (B).   
 
Supplemental Figure S6: Response rate in the study cohort by individual codon mutated or other 
type of mutation (fusion, internal deletion) detected.  
 
Supplemental Figure S7: Progression-free survival stratified according to primary tumor type. (A) 
lung cancer primary, (B) melanoma primary and (C) non-lung non-melanoma ‘other’ primary 
tumors. P-values calculated with Log-Rank test. 
 
Supplemental Figure S8: Relationship between depth and duration of response. A) Kaplan-Meier 
curve demonstrating progression-free survival plotted by type of response: complete response 
(CR), partial response (PR), stable disease (SD) and progressive disease (PD). P-value calculated 
with Log-Rank test.  B) Patients with short (<12 months) or long (>12 months) responses plotted 
by depth of response (% tumor size change). P-value calculated with 2-tailed Student’s T-Test. C) 
Correlation between % tumor regression and progression-free survival among patients who 
responded to therapy (PR, CR) and who had % regression data available. P-value calculated by 
linear regression. D)  Swimmer’s plot of all patients who responded to therapy (CR, PR) and who 
had available % regression data available. Primary tumor type is described on the left, color of the 
bar represents whether the response was determined with RECIST criteria or not, the circle or 
triangle at the end of the bar represents progression or censoring, and the percentage at the far right 
of the bar refers to the depth of response (% tumor regression).  
 
Supplemental Figure S9; Patients from studies with high vs. low/moderate risk of bias by (A) 
response rates and (B) progression-free survival. P-value calculated with Fischer’s Exact test (A) 
and Log-Rank test (B).  
 
Supplemental Figure S10: A) Response rate stratified by BRAF Class in the entire cohort (top), 
studies with high risk of bias (middle) and studies with low/moderate risk of bias (bottom). B) 
Kaplan-Meier curves of progression-free survival by BRAF Class in patients from studies with 
high risk of bias and C) low/moderate risk of bias. P-value calculated with (A) Fischer’s Exact 
test, (B,C) Log-Rank test. 
  
Appendix 1: Detailed search strategy. 
 
Appendix 2: List of references of studies used to extract data for the systematic review and meta-
analysis.  
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