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BACKGROUND & AIMS: This study investigated whether a circulating tumor DNA

(ctDNA) assay using digitat PCR (dPCR) could provide early relapse detection and

disease-free corroboration at molecular level during postoperative surveillance of

colorectal cancer (CRC). METHODS: The ctDNA dynamics of 52 patients with CRC

measured by dPCR targeting 87 individual tumor-specific mutations (1-5 per patient)

were compared with results for conventional surveillance using serum tumor markers

and computed tomography scanning (CTS). The data were collected between March

2016 and June 2018. RESULTS:. A total of 1,526 prospectively collected plasma

samples from 867 timepoints were analyzed. The average number of ctDNA assays per

patient was 16.4 and the median follow-up was 1,503 days (range 322-1,951 days).

Among patients with Stage Il or higher disease who underwent curative resection as

their initial surgery (n=47), patients who were ctDNA-positive during the postoperative

period (n= 9) showed a higher risk of relapse than those who had sustained

ctDNA-negative results (n=38) (hazard ratio 56.3, 95%CI 7.8-407.0, P < 0.0001).

Elevated ctDNA levels were observed in nine of 10 clinical-relapse patients (11 of 13

events) with an average lead time from a ctDNA-positive time-point to clinical relapse

of 191.9 days (range 0-376 days). Given periodic CTS surveillance with ctDNA, 218

(57.1%) CTSs were presumed to be unnecessary for clinical relapse detection and a
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CctDNA assay would ill provide a lead time of 307 days (range 45-582 days).

CONCLUSION: Our findings suggest that the ctDNA assay can reduce the frequency

of CTS for relapse diagnosis during postoperative surveillance of CRC. UMIN Clinical

Trial Registry number, UMIN000045114

Keywords: circulating tumor DNA, colorectal cancer, postoperative surveillance. digital

PCR, tumor-specific mutations.
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In 2020, over 1.8 million new colorecta cancer (CRC) cases and 915,000 deaths were
reported worldwide.! CRC ranks third in incidence, but second in mortality.
Approximately two-thirds of patients with stage Il or I11 CRC undergo resection with
curative intent.? Among patients with relapse, resection of liver and lung metastases and
systemic chemotherapy have improved patient outcomes>* At present, guidelines
established by the National Comprehensive Cancer Network, American Society of
Clinical Oncology, European Society for Medical Oncology, and Japanese Society for
Cancer of the Colon and Rectum (JSCC) recommend a postoperative surveillance
period spanning 5 years during which patients initially diagnosed with stage Il or 11l
CRC should be followed up using two types of diagnostic modalities. computed
tomography scan (CTS) and serum carcinoembryonic antigen (CEA) level. *#

The main goal of this surveillance is to improve disease-specific and overal
survival (OS) by allowing early detection of relapse and subsequent early treatment
intervention. During the 2000s, severa meta-analyses demonstrated that intensive
follow-up after CRC resection with curative intent resulted in prolonged OS and

*1 However, data from randomized

reduced the re-resection rate for recurrent disease.
trials and a large cohort study conducted in 2010 and later showed that intensive

follow-up for patients with CRC provided no significant benefit. >* As such, there is
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debate about the frequency of surveillance after resection for CRC with curative intent,
particularly with respect to the need to balance the potential physical and financial
burden associated with intensive surveillance and the advantages of early detection of
recurrent disease. Indeed, guidelines still recommend intensive surveillance with CTS
every 6-12 months and CEA testing every 3-6 months for patients with CRC during the
5 years after surgery. °*

Recently, circulating tumor DNA (ctDNA) has emerged as a promising
noninvasive biomarker for the molecular diagnosis and monitoring of several cancer

typ es. 16-22

A pan-cancer anaysis of ctDNA by Bettegowda et a. demonstrated that
ctDNA detection rates were higher for CRC than for other cancer types, with ctDNA
being detectable in approximately 70% of patients with localized disease (stages I-111)
and 100% of those with metastatic disease (stage 1V).% Clinical validities of the ctDNA
assay have been demonstrated for early prediction of therapeutic efficacy in patients
with metastatic CRC**?" and relapse in those with localized CRC.*® 2% 2° A recent
analysis showed that reducing adjuvant chemotherapy dose in accordance with ctDNA
in stage Il CRC patients resulted in substantial cost savings and improved

quality-of-life.® Furthermore, several clinical trials are currently testing the clinical

utility of ctDNA testing in CRC patients.®* We previously demonstrated that, in contrast
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to next-generation sequencing (NGS), frequent ctDNA monitoring by dPCR enabled
early relapse prediction, treatment efficacy evaluation, and disease-free corroboration in
the management of gastrointestinal cancers, including CRC.3**

Here, we examined results of ctDNA assays from over 1,500 plasma samples
and found that ctDNA monitoring by dPCR can provide early relapse detection and

disease-free corroboration at molecular level during postoperative CRC surveillance as

compared to conventional CTS and CEA monitoring.

Materialsand Methods

Patients and sample collection

This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Iwate Medical University

(IRB #HGH28-15 and #MH2021-073). Written informed consent was obtained from all

patients. Among 116 patients registered in a clinical study (UMIN Clinical Tria

Registry: UMIN000045114) through October 31, 2021, 52 who had undergone

complete resection of the tumor and were at least 3 years since the initial surgery were

enrolled in this study (Figure 1). These 52 patients were histologically confirmed to

have CRC [stages I, II, IlI, and IV (n=4, 26, 20, and 2, respectively)] and were

registered in the study between March 11, 2016, and June 20, 2018. All patients
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underwent primary tumor resection as a first-line therapy. Nearly all (51/52, 98.1%) of
the patients underwent RO resection at the initial operation, and one patient (CC16010)
received a two-stage curative resection for the primary tumor and a metastatic liver
tumor. Moreover, 12 patients (1 stage I, 10 stage 11, and 1 stage |V) received adjuvant
chemotherapy (ACT) after curative resection. A summary of patient characteristics is
provided in Supplementary Table 1. Surgically acquired primary tumor tissue samples
and corresponding serial blood samples were obtained for the ctDNA assay. In principle,
the imaging examinations and blood collection for ctDNA and serum CEA were

completed at the same time.

Panel sequencing of primary tumors

DNA samples from the tumor and corresponding peripheral blood mononuclear cells
(PBMCs) were subjected to pand sequencing using three different platforms
(Supplementary Methods and Figure 1). Briefly, Set 1 was analyzed using the ClearSeq
Comprehensive Cancer Panel (Agilent Technologies, Inc., Santa Clara, CA) targeting
151 disease-associated genes on an Illumina Hiseq 2000 sequencer (Illumina, Inc., San
Diego, CA).*® Set 2 and Set 3 were analyzed by the lon Proton™ and the lon S5™

system (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Waltham, MA), respectively, using a customized

-10 -
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panel targeting 39 genes that are frequently altered in CRC (Supplementary Table 2).%
Although the sequencing panel that was used differed among the tumor sets, the major
purpose of primary tumor sequencing in this study was to detect a selected number of
mutations that have high variant allele frequencies (VAF). All three platforms were
sufficient for subsequent ctDNA monitoring in CRC patients. Clonal hematopoiesis of
indeterminate potential variants was removed by paired PBMC sequencing for Set 1 and
Set 2, and for Set 3, by confirming the absence of the corresponding specific mutation
in PBMC DNA by Sanger sequencing. Comprehensive descriptions of methodologies

used to identify somatic mutations are presented in the Supplementary Methods.® *

Monitoring ctDNA levels using dPCR

The dPCR assay for quantitative monitoring of ctDNA levels was performed as
described previously.** Briefly, specific primers and probes labeled for wild-type and
mutant alleles were specifically designed for each mutation identified in a primary
tumor, using Hypercool Primer & Probe™ technology (Nihon Gene Research
Laboratories, Sendai, Japan). For frequently recurring missense mutations,
commercially available primer/probe sets were used (Thermo Fisher Scientific,

Waltham, MA and Quantdetect, Inc, Tokyo, Japan). One to five mutations per tumor

-11 -
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that had a VAF higher than 10% in primary tumors were prioritized for dPCR analysis.

The criteria for mutation selection for the ctDNA assay and the definition of positive

and negative ctDNA findings for dPCR are described in the Supplementary Methods.

ctDNA data for VAFs were plotted on a time course along with therapy type and

clinical information. CEA levels were also measured at the same time points during

CtDNA analysis.

Frequency of CTSduring postoperative surveillance

According to JSCC guidelines, CTS is recommended at least every 6 months during

postoperative surveillance for patients with CRC in Japan. Although the prognostic

impact of intensive surveillance for patients with CRC has been controversial, early

relapse detection may allow minimally invasive resection of metastatic tumors. From

this perspective, at our institute intensive surveillance with CTS concurrent with blood

CEA tests every 3-4 months has been performed for early detection of disease

recurrence. The number of times patients underwent CTS during the postoperative

surveillance period was counted for this cohort.

To reduce radiation exposure, side effects associated with contrast medium

administration, and medical expense, the number of CTS times should be minimized

-12 -
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during the postoperative surveillance period. In this study, the probability of CTS that

allowed detection of relapse and delay of relapse detection were evaluated in the context

of surveillance and in terms of the reduction in the number of CTS. The number of

unnecessary CTS conducted for relapse detection was estimated based on reducing CTS

using a designated timing of approximately once per year (i.e., annual CTS) compared

to the actual surveillance conducted. CTSs at the closest time points from approximate

annual imaging examination day after initial surgery were selected as once-a-year CTS.

The delay time was defined as the interval between the actual clinical-relapse detection

and the first timepoint when relapse was detected by the designated annual CTS. The

delayed first timepoint of CTS was defined as the estimated clinical-relapse timepoint.

Relapse detection using CTS and ctDNA assay

Thetiming of clinical relapse was defined based on the time point at which a radiologist

in daily clinical practice confirmed or suspected the lesion to be arelapse (i.e., the word

"relapse” was present in the radiographic report). Meanwhile, ctDNA-relapse was

defined as the time of the ctDNA-positive detection of at least two consecutive

ctDNA-positive time points. The lead time was defined as days from ctDNA-relapse to

clinical-relapse.

-13-
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Statistical analysis

Diagnostic quality for clinical-relapse by ctDNA and CEA was expressed as sensitivity

and specificity, as well as positive/negative predictive values. For group comparisons,

the Mann-Whitney U test and Fisher’s exact test were used. Correlations between two

variables were calculated based on the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient.

Kaplan-Meier estimates with log-rank tests were used to compare relapse-free survival

(RFS), stratified based on the ctDNA status (i.e., positive or negative) before treatment,

at the first postoperative time point (post-op), and throughout the postoperative

surveillance period. Clinical-RFS based on radiologic finding, estimated clinical-RFS

with once-a-year CTS, and ctDNA-RFS based on ctDNA status were also compared.

The Cox proportional hazards model was used to estimate risks, based on RFS. We

considered P values <0.05 to be statistically significant for al analyses. All analyses

were performed using GraphPad Prism 8 (GraphPad Software, San Diego, CA), with P

values <0.05 indicating statistical significance.

Results

Mutationsin primary CRC

At least one somatic mutation was identified in all 52 patients. Supplementary Tables 3

-14 -
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and 4 and Supplementary Figure 1 summarize the mutation profile; the detailed
mutation profile for Set 1 is available in our previous report.® A total of 109 mutations
[3 mutations per sample (range, 1-24) on average] and 85 mutations [3 mutations per
sample (range, 1-36) on average] were identified using the customized panel for CRC
for Sets 2 and 3, respectively. Patient CC16024 in Set 2 and Patient CC16054 in Set 3
had hypermutations with 24 (212.8/Mb) and 36 (319.1/Mb) mutations, respectively.
Among the three different sequence platforms, the most frequently mutated genes were
TP53 (37/52, 71.2%), APC (28/52, 53.8%), KRAS (24/52, 46.2%), PIK3CA (13/52,
25.0%), and BRAF (8/52, 15.4%). The average VAFs for these five genes were: TP53,
44.8% (range, 7.78%-85.9%), APC, 33.3% (range, 12.0%-61.0%), KRAS, 31.1% (range,
3.6%-81.7%), PIK3CA, 285% (range, 8.0%-40.5%), and BRAF, 28.1% (range,
12.9%-48.2%). Among the 52 patients, 50 (96.2%) had mutations in at least one of the

five genes, and 41 of 52 (78.8%) had more than two mutations in one of the five genes.

Mutations selected for ctDNA detection in CRC patients
First, probe/primer sets for the 87 selected mutations from 52 patients were validated by
dPCR using corresponding primary tumor DNA (Figure 2A, Supplementary Tables 3

and 4). The number of mutations used per patient for ctDNA testing was: 1, 30 patients;

-15-
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2, 13 patients; 3, 6 patients; 4, 2 patients and 5, 1 patient (mean 1.7 + 0.8). With NGS,
the mean VAF of the 87 selected mutations in the primary tumor DNA was 35.5%
(range, 8.8%—78.3%) and for dPCR the mean VAF was 33.5% (range, 3.6%-85.9%). A
strong positive correlation between NGS and dPCR in terms of VAF was observed for
the primary tumor DNA (r = 0.8, 95% ClI, 0.81-1.03, P < 0.0001, Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient, Supplementary Figure 2). Fourteen probe/primer sets for
mutations identified more than once were used for 36/52 (69.2%) patients (Figure 2A).
The percentages of each mutation in al recurrent mutations in this study cohort and that
in CRC samples registered in the Catalogue of Somatic Mutation in Cancer (COSMIC)
database® are shown in Figure 2B and C, respectively. The proportion of
non-KRAS/'BRAF mutations in the 48 recurrent mutations of our cohort was higher than
that for CRC samples referenced in the COSMIC database [22/48 (45.8%) vs.
2,305/31,379 (7.3%), respectively].

Preoperative plasma from 31 out of the 52 (59.6%) patients was positive for
ctDNA (Figure 3). Of these ctDNA-positive patients, 1/4 (25.0%), 14/26 (53.8%), 15/20
(75.0%), and 1/2 (50%) had stage I, |1, 111, and IV disease, respectively. No significant
differences in ctDNA levels were observed between patients with stage 11 and stage 111

disease (P=0.60, Mann-Whitney U test) (Supplementary Figure 3).

-16 -
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Longitudinal ctDNA analysisin postoper ative surveillance of patientswith CRC

The median observation period for our cohort was 1,503 (range, 322-1,951) days. A

total of 1,526 plasma samples from 867 time points were analyzed for ctDNA. Plasma

samples a post-op were collected an average of 34.0 days (range, 20-58) after resection

with curative intent. To categorize longitudinal data, ctDNA levels for each time point

were binarized (i.e., ctDNA-positive and -negative; Figure 3). Clinical-relapse was

observed for 10 out of the 52 (19.2%) patients with CRC. Non-relapsed patients had

significantly lower ctDNA-positive rates at all analyzed points compared to relapsed

patients [4.0% (27/674) vs. 59.1% (114/193), P <0.0001, Fisher's exact test]. The

ctDNA dynamics and detailed clinical information for the 10 relapsed and 42

non-relapsed patients are shown in Figure 4 and Supplementary Figure 4, respectively.

The ctDNA dynamics accurately reflected changes in tumor burden by treatment,

disease-free status, and clinical-relapse including minimal residual disease. For the 42

patients who had no clinical-relapse, ctDNA-negative results were obtained throughout

the postoperative period ranging from 10.7 months to 65.0 months. Of these 42 patients,

23 were pretreatment ctDNA-positive. All exhibited a decrease in ctDNA levels below

the detection limit at the post-op time point and continued to be ctDNA-negative.

-17 -


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.03.22279571

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.03.22279571; this version posted September 6, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Sasakietal - 18-

Moreover, 9 out of 10 (90%) patients with clinical relapse showed a decrease in ctDNA

in response to treatment and an increase in ctDNA response corresponding to clinical

relapse and tumor growth. Taken together, these results indicated that the ctDNA assay

provided valid information for tumor burden monitoring during the clinical course for

nearly al enrolled patients (51/52; 98.7%).

Among the 10 patients with clinical relapse, Patient CC16010 showed clinical

relapse after two-stage resection of the primary tumor and liver metastasis with curative

intent (Figure 4). This patient was excluded in the subsequent analysis, because the

observation period after liver tumor resection with curative intent was less than three

years. Among the 51 patients who underwent resection with curative-intent as the initial

surgery, no significant differences in the preoperative ctDNA levels were observed

between patients with (n=9) and without clinica relapse (n=42, P > 0.05;

Mann-Whitney U test). However, those who did have clinical relapse (n=9) showed

significantly higher ctDNA VAF than those without clinical relapse at post-op (n=42) (P

<0.0001, Mann-Whitney U test; Figure 5A and B).

The CEA level for each time point was also binarized (i.e., above and below

the upper limit of normal) in a swimmer plot (Supplementary Figure 5). Unlike ctDNA,

time points at which CEA levels were positive were often observed during the

-18 -
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postoperative period in patients without clinical relapse (16/42, 38.1%). Furthermore,

for patients with clinical relapse the dynamics of CEA levels did not reflect changes in

tumor burden as accurately as ctDNA levels did. No significant difference in CEA level

was observed between patients with (n=9) and without clinical-relapse (n=42) at both

the pre- and post-op time points (Supplementary Figure 6A and B).

The dynamics of ctDNA during the postoperative surveillance period in

patients who received ACT but had clinical relapse were associated with ctDNA levels

that were continuously or transiently positive (Patients CC16041 and CC16042); during

ACT ctDNA elevation (Patients CC16003 and CC16019); and post-ACT ctDNA

elevation (Patients CC16011 and CC16030; Figure 4). In patients who had not received

ACT, continuous ctDNA-positive (Patient CC16015), transient ctDNA-negative (Patient

CC16009), and continuous ctDNA-negative (Patient CC16005) results were obtained.

Serial ctDNA analysis during the surveillance period after the initial resection with

curative intent in the 51 patients with longitudinal plasma samples identified

clinical-relapse with 85.7% sensitivity, 97.6% specificity, 92.3% positive predictive rate

(PPR), and 95.4% negative predictive rate (NPR). In contrast, the diagnostic

performance of serial CEA analysis for clinical-relapse revealed 64.3% sensitivity,

61.9% specificity, 36.0% PPR, and 83.9% NPR.
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Plasma ctDNA status and risk of recurrence

After excluding four patients with stage | disease, we next evaluated the RFS rate

stratified with ctDNA status for 47 patients. No significant difference in RFS was

observed between preoperative ctDNA-positive (n=28) and -negative (n=19) groups

(HR 25, 95% CI 0.66-9.35, P=0.22, log-rank test; Figure 5C). Patients having

sustained post-operative ctDNA-positive results (n=4) showed a significantly higher

risk of clinical relapse than those who were ctDNA-negative (n=43) (HR 20.4, 95%Cl

0.66-631.0, P < 0.0001, log-rank; Figure 5D). Similarly, patients having at least one

ctDNA-positive time point during the postoperative surveillance period (n=9) showed a

significantly higher risk of clinica relapse than those who had sustained

ctDNA-negative results (n=38) (HR 56.3, 95%CI 7.78-407.0, P < 0.0001, log-rank test;

Figure 5E). Of note, Patient CC16043, who had no clinical relapse, had ctDNA-positive

results at the last four time points (Figure 3 and Supplementary Figure 4). Although

clinical relapse had not been confirmed as of day 1,703, a suspected lymph node

swelling in the abdominal para-aortic area was observed on CTS on day 1,373. In

addition, the ctDNA level for the tumor-specific mutation (TP53 ¢.G524A) continued to

increase from day 1,299 until the last time point (Supplementary Figure 7).
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Possibly unnecessary CTS during postoper ative surveillance

A total of 382 CTS procedures were performed for our cohort, with an average

frequency of 3.3/year per patient. Of these CTS procedures, 13 (3.4%) contributed to

confirmation of relapse (including multiple relapses per patient) (Figure 5F). The timing

of CTS during the postoperative surveillance period for all patients is presented in

Figure 6 and Supplementary Figure 4. A once-a-year interval for CTS during the

surveillance period yielded a total of 164 CTS procedures. The rate of CTS that can

detect a relapse was significantly increased to 7.9 % (13/164) for once-a-year CTS

(Figure 5F). Interestingly, the rate of ctDNA-positive time points out of the total time

points was significantly higher than the rate of relapse-confirmed CTSs out of the total

number of CTSs carried out (P < 0.0001, Fisher’s exact test, Figure 5F).

From the abovementioned result, among patients with relapse (n=10), CTS

might presumably be frequently unnecessary for clinical relapse detection. When the

CTS frequency was reduced to once-a-year, delays in clinical relapse detection might

have occurred in 7 of the relapsed 10 patients (9 of 13 events), with an average delay of

140.9 days (range, 0-279; Figure 6). In contrast, early ctDNA elevation (ctDNA-relapse)

was observed in nine of the 10 relapsed patients (11 of 13 events), with an average lead
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time from ctDNA-relapse to clinical relapse of 191.9 days (range, 0-376 days; Figure 6).

The lead time from ctDNA-relapse to estimated clinical relapse with annual CTS

extended to 307.7 days (range, 45-582 days). The clinical-RFS rate for CTS conducted

every 3-4 months, estimated clinical-RFS rate with once-a-year CTS, and ctDNA-RFS

rate based on ctDNA status were compared for 9 patients who had both clinical- and

ctDNA-relapse. No significant difference was observed between the clinical-RFS rate

for CTS every 3-4 months and that for once-a-year CTS (HR, 2.0, 95%CI 0.74-5.27,

P=0.17, log-rank test; Supplementary Figure 8A). In contrast, the clinical-RFS rate with

CTS every 3-4 months was significantly higher than the ctDNA-RFS rate (HR, 2.5,

95%CI 0.78-6.78, P=0.04, log-rank test; Supplementary Figure 8B). Furthermore, a

larger difference was observed between ctDNA-RFS rate and estimated clinical-RFS

rate with once-a-year CTS (HR, 3.6, 95%CI 1.16-10.84, P=0.0005, log-rank test;

Supplementary Figure 8C).

Relapse events without ctDNA elevation

Some relapse events in our study occurred without accompanying ctDNA elevation. In

Patient CC16042, a small intrapelvic lesion was pathologically diagnosed as a

disseminated relapse after diagnostic surgery (Figure 4 and Supplementary Figure 9). It
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was suggested that disseminated relapse may have a different DNA fragment-releasing
mechanism that resulted in lower ctDNA levels than would be seen for metastatic
lesions in other organs.®® Moreover, the tumor showed a low standardized uptake value
on positron emission tomography (PET). Thus, one could speculate that tumor cells that
have a low cell division rate would release low or undetectable amounts of ctDNA.
Indeed, patients with preoperative ctDNA-negative were reported to have substantially
higher RFS and OS rates than those who were preoperative ctDNA-positive after
hepatectomy for resectable colorectal liver metastases.®® Patient CC16005, who had
relapse of liver metastasis, also never had ctDNA-positive results during the
surveillance period. Given the lack of clinical- and ctDNA-relapse after resection of
liver metastasis over roughly a two-year period, the tumor might comprise dormant cells
that have not released ctDNA and in turn the patient would be expected to have a high
likelihood of cure after tumor resection. As such, we should consider the possibility that
detection of ctDNA might be difficult for some types of tumor relapses. Interestingly,
these two cases (CC16042 and CC16005) showed CEA elevation before clinical-relapse
diagnosis was made and a decrease after metastatic tumor resection (Supplementary
Figure 5). Therefore, the CEA test may be an indispensable tool in postoperative

surveillance for CRC patients. Of note, in our 52-patient cohort, one patient (Patient
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CC16026) showed secondary CRC. In this patient, a positive reaction for the mutation
detected in the initial primary cancer (KRAS ¢.G35A) was not observed by dPCR for the

primary tumor of the secondary cancer.

Discussion

Several reports have demonstrated that longitudina ctDNA monitoring during
postoperative surveillance could predict clinical-relapse in patients with CRC.*### |n
such reports, primary tumor sequencing was performed using sequencing panels ranging
from targeting of 15 genes to whole-exome sequencing and ctDNA was traced using
selected tumor-specific mutations (ranging from 1 to 16 mutations) during surveillance
using droplet dPCR or NGS. For the present study, primary tumor DNA was sequenced
using three different platforms and then ctDNA was analyzed using a dPCR system with
a physical partition (i.e.,, microwell) on a chip for ctDNA monitoring. Importantly,
differences in sequencing platforms appeared to have little impact on the selection of a
small number of tumor-specific mutations for ctDNA analysis. The present study
analyzed plasma samples from 52 patients across 867 time points, with a median
follow-up duration of 50.1 months, which is longer than that for previous studies

(12.5-27 months).*® %! ?° Despite the moderate size of the patient cohort (n=52), to our
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knowledge the number of ctDNA assays per patient was higher than that reported for
any previous studies (16.4 vs. 4.6-11.0, respectively) % ®  Similar to previous

gudi$18’ 21, 29

patients with ctDNA-positive results at post-op and during the
surveillance period also showed significantly higher risk for clinical relapse than those
who had ctDNA-negative results using dPCR. The median lead time from
ctDNA-relapse to clinical relapse using our dPCR method was 182.0 days (range,

18,21 29
As

0-376), which is largely consistent with previous studies (5.6 - 11.5 months).
an extreme case, Patient CC16043 had sustained ctDNA-positive results across over
404 days, but relapse was not clinicaly confirmed (Supplementary Figure 4). Overall,
these results indicate that only a small number of mutations may be sufficient for tumor
burden monitoring using a ctDNA assay to predict and detect clinical relapse during
postoperative surveillance of CRC patients.

With arate of CTS per million population that is 3-7 times higher compared to
that for other industrialized countries, Japan has the highest annual frequency of CT
examinations worldwide.*® Patients who undergo cancer resection also have easy access
to CTSin Japan. One reason for the difficulty in reducing CTS frequency during disease

surveillance may increase the possibility for a delay in relapse detection. In addition,

from the perspective of minimally invasive surgery for metastatic tumors, an intensive
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surveillance with CTS performed every 3-4 months would alow an early detection of
recurrence. Consequently, patients included in this study underwent CTS on average 3.3
times/year. In patients with clinical relapse, small lesions could often be retrospectively
identified with CTS carried out several months before the clinical relapse diagnosis was
made. However, such non-specific findings by CTS did not result in early intervention
for relapse treatment. In terms of the timing of clinical relapse diagnosis, no significant
difference was observed between the clinical-RFS rate for CTS carried out every 3-4
months compared to that for once-a-year CTS (Supplementary Figure 8A). These results
indicated that additional modalities, such as ctDNA monitoring, may be a valuable
aternative to increasing the number of CTSs to improve outcomes of postoperative
surveillance for CRC.

CEA testing has been used for predicting clinical-relapse and could potentially
compensate for CTS. In fact, a previous study showed that CRC patients with elevated
postoperative CEA had increased risk of recurrence.* However, our results suggest that
serial ctDNA analysis had a higher predictive value for clinical relapse relative to CEA.
Unlike ctDNA testing, in terms of longitudinal monitoring CEA testing did not always
faithfully reflect changes in tumor burden as evidenced by the high number of

false-positive and -negative time points (Figure 3 and Supplementary Figure 5). The
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lead time from ctDNA-relapse to clinical-relapse of 191.9 days (range, 0-376) for the
present cohort indicates that tumor-specific ctDNA detection may indeed be helpful for
relapse diagnosis of small lesions that are classified as non-specific findings or cannot
be detected with CTS. If CTS is carried out with a longer interva of annual
postoperative surveillance, the delay time of clinical-relapse detection will be increased,
whereas the timing of ctDNA-relapse will not change. Hence, the difference between
"clinical-RFS rate" and "ctDNA-RFS rate" would be larger with less-frequent CTS
surveillance. Our findings support a rationale in which CTS for relapse detection
conducted at longer intervals would not delay relapse diagnosis if compensatory data is
provided by frequent ctDNA assay (e.g., every 3 months).

In this cohort, clinical relapse was not observed for 42 patients during the
surveillance period. Except for Patient CC16043, who was suspected of having
clinical-relapse based on ctDNA testing, all 606 postoperative time points were
ctDNA-negative in the other 41 patients who had no clinical relapse. The ability to
detect a VAF as low as 0.001% by dPCR* suggests that a ctDNA-negative result is
strongly indicative of disease-free status. As with non-metastatic CRC, Tie et al.
recently reported that patients with postoperative and post-adjuvant treatment

ctDNA-positive results showed a significantly lower RFS rate than those with
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ctDNA-negative results after treatment of colorectal liver metastasis.®® Although
intensive surveillance may be required for patients who underwent metastatic tumor
resection, our personalized, affordable dPCR method can be used to monitor tumor
relapse and allow reduced CTS frequency during the postoperative period. Taken
together, our results demonstrate that the ctDNA assay may reduce the number of times
of CTS is needed during postoperative surveillance of CRC patients without
contributing to delays in relapse diagnosis.

The current study has some potential limitations. First, our system was not
intended to select mutations corresponding to targeted therapies. Second, serial ctDNA
monitoring does not detect changes in genetic clonality during therapies. NGS is
essential for mutation screening of ctDNA, but not necessarily for monitoring of tumor
burden with extremely low VAF ctDNA gquantification. Third, in some relapse events
occurred in our study, no elevation in ctDNA levels was detected.

In conclusion, ctDNA testing can reduce the frequency of CTS from every 3-4
months to at most once-yearly during the postoperative surveillance period in CRC

patients without increasing the likelihood of delayed relapse diagnosis.

Figurelegends
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Figure 1. Flow of patient enrollment and sample collection during the study

period.

CRC, colorectal cancer; ctDNA, circulating tumor DNA; UMIN-CTR, University

Hospital Medical Information Network Center Clinical Trials Registry; NGS,

next-generation sequencing; PBMC, periphera blood mononuclear cell; dPCR, digital

PCR; CT, computed tomography.

Figure 2. Somatic mutation profile of primary CRC tumors analyzed by dPCR.

(A) Mutation profile of the 52 CRC tumors analyzed by dPCR. Colored boxes indicate

the intersection between patients and primer/probe sets. (B) Composition of mutations

among recurrent mutations in CRC patients included in the present cohort. (C)

Composition of mutations in CRC samples registered in the COSMIC database relative

to the recurrent mutations detected in our study. A total of 31,379 mutations were

registered in the COSMIC database for the 14 recurrent mutations that were included in

the present cohort. VAF, variant allele frequency; NGS, next-generation sequencing;

dPCR, digital PCR, COSMIC, Catalogue of somatic mutations in cancer.
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Figure 3. Longitudinal ctDNA monitoring during the postoperative period for

patients with CRC. ctDNA, circulating tumor DNA. Horizontal bars indicate

observation periods.

Figure 4. Dynamics of ctDNA during the postoperative period for CRC patients

with relapse. ctDNA, circulating tumor DNA; VAF, variant allele frequency.

Figure 5. Association between ctDNA status and clinical relapse. (A) Preoperative

and (B) postoperative ctDNA levels in CRC patients with or without disease relapse.

Plasma samples for the first postoperative time points were collected an average of 34.0

days (range, 20-58) after curative resection. (C)—(E) Relapse-free surviva according to

ctDNA status at preoperative time point (C), postoperative time point (D), and during

the postoperative surveillance period (E). pre-ctDNA, preoperative ctDNA; post-ctDNA,

postoperative ctDNA; HR, hazard ratio. P values were derived from a Kaplan-Meier

log-rank test. HR was calculated using the log-rank test. (F) Frequency of CTS and

ctDNA assays during the postoperative surveillance period. Dark and light blue boxes

indicate number of CTSs with or without confirmation of clinical-relapse, respectively.
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Red and pink boxes indicate the number of ctDNA-positive and -negative results,

respectively. CTS, computed tomography scan; ctDNA, circulating tumor DNA.

Figure 6. Lead time for ctDNA eevation and delay in relapse detection during the

surveillance period with CTS performed once a year to detect clinical relapse in

CRC patients. All time points for CTS and the first time points for ctDNA detection

after curative resection during the relapse-free period are shown. ctDNA, circulating

tumor DNA; CTS, computed tomography scan; PET, positron emission tomography.
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