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Abstract 
 
Objective: There is considerable interobserver variability in the differential diagnosis between 
ovarian high-grade endometrioid carcinoma (HGEC) and ovarian high-grade serous carcinoma 
(HGSC) due to their histopathological similarities. While the association between homologous 
recombination deficiency (HRD) and platinum sensitivity and PARP inhibitors is well established 
in HGSC, the molecular characteristics of HGEC remain unclear.  
 
Methods: Fresh-frozen tissue samples from 15 ovarian HGECs and 274 ovarian HGSCs 
morphologically diagnosed by central pathology review in the Japanese Gynecological 
Oncology Group (JGOG) were subjected to targeted DNA sequencing, RNA sequencing, DNA 
methylation array, and SNP array analysis. Tumors were classified by unsupervised clustering 
based on copy number variation signatures. External datasets including 555 ovarian HGSCs 
and 287 endometrial high-grade carcinomas from The Cancer Genome Atlas project (TCGA-OV 
and TCGA-UCEC) were also analyzed. 
 
Results: Four distinct groups were identified in the JGOG cohort. C1 (n=41) showed CCNE1 
amplification and poor survival. C2 (n=160) and C3 (n=59) showed a high frequency of BRCA 
alterations with moderate and low aneuploidy, respectively. C4 (n=22) was characterized by 
favorable survival, higher frequency of HGEC, absence of both BRCA alteration and CCNE1 
amplification, and low levels of HRD score, ploidy, intra-tumoral heterogeneity, cell proliferation 
rate, and WT1 gene expression. Additionally, C4 exhibited a normal endometrium-like DNA 
methylation profile and was defined as an “HGEC-type” tumor. The HGEC-type tumors were 
also identified in TCGA-OV and TCGA-UCEC. 
 
Conclusions: Ovarian HGEC-type tumors exhibit non-HRD status, a favorable prognosis, and 
endometrial differentiation, and may comprise a subset of tumors diagnosed as HGSC. 
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Introduction 
 
  Ovarian cancer has the highest mortality rate among gynecologic malignancies and its 
incidence is increasing in many countries around the world (#1, #2). Epithelial ovarian cancer, 
which accounts for approximately 90% of ovarian malignancies, includes several major 
histologic types, including high-grade serous carcinoma (HGSC), low-grade serous carcinoma, 
endometrioid carcinoma, clear cell carcinoma, and mucinous carcinoma (#2). These different 
histologic types are related to molecular characteristics, including gene expression, DNA 
methylation, gene mutations, and copy number variations, which influence clinical presentation 
and response to drug treatment (#4, #5, #6, #7, #8, #9). HGSC is the predominant histologic 
type, accounting for approximately 70% of epithelial ovarian cancers, and most cases are 
diagnosed as advanced cases with peritoneal dissemination (#2). On the other hand, 
endometrioid carcinoma, which is the most common histologic type of endometrial cancer, 
represents a minor histologic type, accounting for only about 10% of epithelial ovarian cancers 
(#2, #10, #11). 
  Similar to endometrial cancer, ovarian endometrioid carcinomas are classified into low-grade 
(LGEC; grade 1 or 2) and high-grade (HGEC; grade 3) based on the proportion of solid 
components, with the latter having a poorer prognosis than the former (#12). Earlier studies 
reported that HGEC were indistinguishable from HGSC by gene expression profile (#13, #14) 
and had TP53 mutation, which is commonly observed in HGSC, but lacked gene mutations 
such as KRAS, PIK3CA, PTEN, and CTNNB1, which are occasionally observed in LGEC. 
However, subsequent studies showed that some of the morphologic features previously thought 
to be characteristic of HGEC, such as SET (Solid, pseudo-Endometrioid, and Transitional cell 
carcinoma-like morphology) features, could be considered as HGSC (#15, #16). As a result, a 
significant proportion of tumors previously diagnosed as HGEC are now diagnosed as HGSC 
(#17), and HGEC is recognized as an uncommon tumor. 
  In the past decade, comprehensive molecular studies, including The Cancer Genome Atlas 
(TCGA) or the International Cancer Genome Consortium (ICGC) projects, have shown that 
more than half of HGSCs have homologous recombination deficiency (HRD) and that gene 
mutations in BRCA1/2 and characteristic chromosomal changes of HRD are biomarkers of 
sensitivity to platinum and PARP inhibitors (#9). Previously, clinical trials testing the efficacy of 
PARP inhibitors in ovarian cancer included only HGSC cases (#18, #19), but more recently, 
HGEC cases have also been included (#20, #21, #22, #23). This is because the molecular 
features specific to HGECs that distinguish HGSCs from HGECs have not been fully elucidated. 
  In the present study, we analyze the multi-omics dataset including both HGEC and HGSC, 
identify the molecular characteristics of HGEC, and demonstrate the inclusion of HGEC-type 
tumors among tumors diagnosed as HGSC. The results will advance the molecular 
classification of ovarian cancer and personalized medicine. 
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Material and Methods 
 
Analysis of the JGOG3025 and JGOG3025-TR2 (JGOG-TR2) datasets 
 
JGOG-whole cohort 
  In the JGOG3025 study, the Japanese Gynecologic Oncology Group (JGOG) collected clinical 
information and targeted DNA sequencing data for 51 genes in 710 cases of epithelial ovarian 
cancer, including 298 high-grade serous carcinoma (HGSC) and 24 high-grade (grade 3) 
endometrioid carcinoma (HGEC) (#7). 
 
Central pathological review 
  As previously reported (#7), the central pathological review (CPR) was performed by three 
independent pathologists (Professor Yuko Sasajima, Professor Miki Kushima, and Dr. 
Masaharu Fukunaga) assigned by the JGOG. Evaluation and diagnosis were based on the 
WHO classification of tumors of female reproductive organs using only the representative 
hematoxylin and eosin staining (HE) slides of tumors without any reference to the results of 
immunohistochemistry (IHC) staining. 
 
Microsatellite instability (MSI) high and tumor mutational burden (TMB) high tumor 
  MSI status was estimated from raw targeted DNA sequencing data using MSIsensor2 
(https://github.com/niu-lab/msisensor2). Genomic regions of the panel contained 18 
microsatellite sites. According to the previously reported threshold of 30% (#24), samples with 
microsatellite instability at 6 (33%) or more sites were defined as MSI-high (Supplementary 
figure S%1%AB). TMB-high tumors were defined as tumors that had equivalent number of 
mutations as MSI-high tumors (Supplementary figureS%1%C).  
 
JGOG-TR2 cohort 
  Fresh-frozen tumor tissues from 274 and 15 cases diagnosed as stage II or higher HGSC and 
HGEC in the CPR were submitted to SNP array (Affymetrics OncoScan), total RNA-sequencing, 
and DNA methylation array (Illumina EPIC) analyses. Sample preparation and pretreatment for 
these analyses were described in detail previously (#25). 
  
Gene mutation profile and LOH status of gene mutations in HRR-related genes 
  For all detected variants, the following database information was added using ANNOVAR 
(#26): Clinvar (2023Jan05), InterVar (2018Mar25), dbNSFP, dbscsNV, dbSNP, gnomAD, 1KGP 
Genomes Project (1000g2015aug), ExAC, ESP6500, and 54K Japanese custom reference from 
jMorp (8.3KJPN). In addition, the latest OncoKB (#27) and BRCA Exchange (#28) annotations 
as of November 2023 have been added. Variants with VAF < 5% and those with population 
allele frequency > 1% were excluded. Variants annotated “benign” in Clinvar, InterVar, oncoKB, 
or BRCAexchange were excluded, while those “pathogenic” or “oncogenic” were retained. 
Missense mutations were retained if they were considered loss-of-function type in multiple 
functional prediction tools using dbSNFP annotations. Splice site mutations were included if 
they were considered loss-of-function type in the dbscSNV annotations. 
   The following were defined as genes associated with homologous recombination repair 
pathways: ATM, ATR, ATRX, BAP1, BARD1, BLM, BRCA1, BRCA2, BRIP1, CHEK1, CHEK2, 
FANCA, FANCC, FANCL, MLE11, NBN, PALB2, RAD 21, RAD50, RAD51, RAD51B, RAD51C, 
RAD51D, RAD52, RAD54L, RECQL4, and XRCC2. Since it was unclear whether mutations in 
these genes cause HRD in the absence of locus-specific loss-of-heterozygosity (LOH) (#7), 
variants were retained as significant only when the copy number of the minor allele at the locus 
was 0.  
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Copy number variations 
  As previously reported (#25), segmented allele-specific copy number variations, estimated 
tumor ploidy, and purity were calculated using ASCAT (#29) from the SNP array data. For 
samples whose tumor purity was not determined to be in the range of 0.20 to 0.95 in the initial 
analysis, optimal purity and ploidy were adjusted manually with reference to the generated 
“sunrise plots”. Three samples for which the optimal values could not be determined from the 
plots were excluded from the analysis. 
  From the ASCAT output, the 48-channel CNV signatures were obtained using 
SigProfilerMatrixGenerator (#30) and the HRD score was calculated as the sum of the LST, the 
TAI, and the LOH scores using scarHRD (#31). CCNE1 amplification was defined when the total 
copy number of the CCNE1 gene region was greater than or equal to 6. 
 
Hierarchical clustering and determination of the number of clusters 
  After the 48 CNV signature values per sample were normalized by dividing by the total number 
of segments per sample, Ward's hierarchical clustering was performed. We determined the 
number of clusters to be four based on the average silhouette scores for different numbers of 
clusters (Supplementary figure S%2%AB), the distribution of samples in PCA (Supplementary 
figure S%2%C) and UMAP (Supplementary figure S%2%D), and other molecular differences 
among the assigned clusters. 
 
BRCA1 methylation silencing 
  As previously reported (#25), BRCA1 promoter CpG island probes were selected when the 
mean beta was <0.3 and the Spearman correlation between mRNA expression and beta value 
was rS <−0.1, P value <0.01. Samples were annotated as methylation silenced when all the 
selected probes met the criteria of beta value >0.3 and mRNA expression <30%. 
 
Determination of HRD score cutoff 
  As previously reported (#25), using the ROC curve and Youden's index, the optimal cutoff of 
the HRD score that best discriminates samples with BRCA1/2 mutations with LOH and BRCA1 
methylation was determined as 67 in the JGOG-TR2 dataset.      
 
Differentially gene expression analysis between the C4 vs the C1-C3 
  We compared gene expression profiles between the C4 and the C1-C3 tumors using 
limma+voom (#32, #33) and DESeq2 (#34). After filtering low expressed genes (Supplementary 
figure %3%), genes with log2 fold change >1(UP) or <-1 (DN) and adjusted P-value<0.01 were 
defined as differentially expressed genes (Supplementary figure %3%). 147 upregulated genes 
and 161 downregulated genes that were commonly identified by the two methods were 
determined as the JGOG-C4 gene signature (Supplementary table 1). We calculated the JGOG-
C4 expression score by subtracting enrichment score of the down-regulated genes from that of 
the upregulated genes using ssGSEA (#35). 
 
EM/FT methylation score and EM/FT silencing score 
 
  To evaluate differences in genome-wide methylation status associated with cell differentiation 
between normal endometrium (EM) and fallopian tubes (FT), we developed the EM/FT 
methylation score. Using whole genome bisulfite sequencing data in a previous study 
(GSE1864888) (#36), we analyzed the differentially methylated regions (DMRs) between 3 
normal endometrial epithelium (EM) and 3 normal fallopian tube epithelium (FT) using “find 
markers” function in wgbs_tools (#36). 6626 genomic regions were identified as hyper-
methylated regions in EM than in FT (EM>FT regions) and 5372 genomic regions were 
identified as FT>EM regions. Subsequently, using Methyl-ssRSEA (#37), which accepts beta 
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values from the Infinium MethylationEPIC (EPIC) or Infinium HumanMethylation450 BeadChip 
(HM450) as input, the EM/FT methylation score was calculated as the subtraction of FT>EM 
region enrichment score from EM>FT region enrichment score. 
  To assess the gene silencing related to the EM/FT methylation, we developed the EM/FT 
silencing score. Using annotator (#38), 432 promotor CpG islands of 208 genes (EM>FT 
silencing genes, Supplementary table 2) were identified in the EM>FT regions and 236 
promotor CpG islands of 106 genes (FT>EM silencing genes, Supplementary table 2) in the 
FT>EM regions. The EM/FT silencing score was defined as the subtraction of enrichment 
scores of these genes (EM/FT – FT/ET) using ssGSEA (#35). 
  To examine the EM/FT methylation score, we obtained publicly available datasets of genome-
wide DNA methylation array, including GSE51820 (#5), GSE72021 (#42), GSE155760 (#43), 
GSE168930 (#44), GSE226823 (#45) (Supplementary table 3). Similarly, to test the EM/FT 
silencing score, we obtained previously studied gene expression profiles from GSE2109, 
GSE6008 (#46), GSE19539 (#47), GSE44104 (#48), GSE65986 (#49), and the ICON7 study 
(#50) (Supplementary table 3).   
 
TCGA-OV/UCEC data analysis 
 
   We obtained multi-omics datasets of The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA) project for high-
grade serous ovarian cancer (TCGA-OV) (#39) and uterine corpus endometrial cancer (TCGA-
UCEC) (#40) from the GDC portal (#41) (Supplementary table 3). From  segmented allele-
specific copy number variations processed by ASCAT (#29), 48-channel CNV signatures and 
HRD scores were calculated using SigProfilerMatrixGenerator (#30) and scarHRD (#31) in the 
same way as the JGOG-TR2. Somatic mutation profiles were downloaded from the GDC portal 
and mutations with "Oncogenic" annotation in the latest OncoKB (#27) were retained. 
Processed gene expression TPM values and DNA methylation data were downloaded from the 
GDC portal (#41). Using gene expression and gene promotor-based beta values in BRCA1 and 
MLH1, samples whose beta-value > 0.3 and expression < 30% was annotated as methylation 
silenced. Mass spectrometry-based protein expression for TCGA-OV samples studied in the 
Clinical Proteomic Tumor Analysis Consortium (#51) was obtained from cBioPortal (#52). 
  In TCGA-UCEC, cases with histopathologic diagnoses of serous carcinoma and grade 3 
endometrioid carcinoma were selected. Cases with mutations in POLE and four MMR-related 
genes, including MLH1, MSH2, MSH6, PMS2, and with MLH1 methylation were defined the 
POLE/dMMR subtypes. 
  Most of the TCGA-OV samples were analyzed using the Infinium HumanMethylation27 
(HM27), while most of the TCGA-UCEC samples using HM450K. Since HM27K probes are 
designed to mainly cover known gene promoter CpG islands and do not cover the whole 
genomic regions as comprehensively as HM450 (#53), the EM/FT methylation score using 
Methyl-ssRSEA (#37) was not calculated for TCGA-OV samples. 
 
Machine learning subtype prediction based on CNV signatures 
 
  48-channel CNV signature values from TCGA-OV were adjusted to those from the JGOG-TR2 
cohort using Combat_seq (#54). In TCGA-UCEC, because the SNP array platform was identical 
to TCGA-OV, CNV signature values of these two datasets were simply combined and then 
adjusted to those from the JGOG-TR2 cohort using Combat_seq. 
  Using adjusted CNV signatures as features and the C1-C4 subtypes as labels, five different 
classifier models, including k-nearest neighbor, support vector machine, random forest, 
multilayer perceptron, XGBoost, were trained in the JGOG-TR2 cohort. All the classifiers were 
used in default parameters of scikit-learn packages, except for the random forest classifier, 
where the maximum depth of the tree was set as 3 to prevent over-learning.  
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 We set stringent criteria in the machine learning approach, where results were only adopted if 
they were consistent across four or more of five classification methods.  
 
Analysis in the Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER) database 
 
  From the database of 22-registry SEER Research limited field data (November 2022 
submissions), we selected cases with site recode (ICD-O-3 2023 Revision) ‘Ovary’ and 
histological diagnosis (ICD-O-3 Hist/behav) ‘8380/3: Endometrioid carcinoma’ and examined the 
number of cases stratified by year of diagnosis and histological grade (‘Grade Recode (thru 
2017)’ or ‘Grade Pathological (2018+)’). 
 
Statistical analysis 
  
 All statistical analyses in this study were performed using Python (3.8.8). For comparison 
between two groups, T-test was used for continuous values and Chi-square test for binary 
values using SciPy (1.7.2). Machine-learning analyses were performed using Scikit-learn (1.0.1) 
and XGBoost (v). Survival analyses including the Kaplan–Meier curve, the multivariate log-rank 
test, and the Cox proportional hazard regression analysis were performed using Lifelines 
(0.26.3). A P value <0.05 was considered statistically significant.  
 
Data and codes availability 
 
  Processed data and analysis codes to reproduce the results in this study are available in the 
GitHub project page (https://github.com/shirotak/JGOG_HGEOC). Genomic data of the 
JGOG3025-TR2 cohort, including RNA-seq, SNP array, and DNA methylation array are 
available from SRA (PRJNA1092599) and NCBI-GEO (GSE263455***). Targeted sequencing 
data and clinical information are available upon reasonable request to JGOG (info@jgog.gr.jp, 
https://jgog.gr.jp/en/index.html). 
  Controlled access data for the TCGA cases were obtained through dbGaP (access permission  
phs000178). Gene expression data for the ICON7 cases were obtained through the European 
Genome-Phenome Archive (accession number EGAS00001003487). 
 
*** The dataset will be made available after publication of the paper 
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Results 
 
Molecular profiles based on pathological diagnosis 
 
  In the JGOG-whole cohort, ovarian HGEC was diagnosed in 16.9% (24/142) of cases with 
ovarian endometrioid carcinoma. The percentage was consistent with the ratio of HGEC 
diagnosis calculated from the latest SEER database (Supplementary figure S%4%). 
  Clinical characteristics of the JGOG-TR2 study cohort are shown in Table1. Targeted DNA 
sequencing, RNA sequencing, DNA methylation array, and SNP array analyses were performed 
on 289 fresh-frozen tumor samples with pathological diagnosis of HGEC (n=15) and HGSC 
(n=274) (see Methods).  
  In targeted DNA sequencing, gene mutations commonly observed in ovarian endometrioid 
carcinoma (#55, #56), including ARID1A, PTEN, PIK3CA, and KRAS, were detected in HGEC 
(Supplementary figure S%5%A). The Homologous Recombination Deficiency (HRD) score was 
higher in HGSC than HGEC (Supplementary figure S%5%B, P=.028). Estimated ploidy was 
higher in HGSC than HGEC (Supplementary figure S%5%C, P=1.6 x 10-4). The MATH score, a 
measure of intratumor heterogeneity calculated from the mutant allele frequency profile, was 
higher in HGSC than HGEC (Supplementary figure S%5%D, P=5.5 x 10-5). In the analysis of the 
TCGA-OV data, WT1 gene expression was significantly positively correlated with WT1 protein 
expression, a commonly used diagnostic marker for serous subtype (Spearman r=.65, 
P=1.3x10-16, Supplementary figure S%6%). Therefore, we examined WT1 gene expression and 
found that it was higher in HGSC than HGEC (Figure S%5%E, P=3.1 x 10-4). 
  In the centralized pathological review (CPR), the pathological diagnosis was solely based on 
morphological findings on hematoxylin-eosin (HE) stained slides, without any reference to the 
results of immunohistochemical (IHC) staining, which was performed at the initial treatment 
institutions when necessary. The concordance of histologic diagnosis of HGEC between CPR 
and initial treatment institution (ITI) was low; only six tumors were common for HGEC diagnosis 
between CPR and ITI (Figure %5%F). 
 The significant discrepancy observed in the pathologic diagnosis of HGEC between CPR and 
ITI was consistent with previous reports that it is difficult to differentiate HGEC from HGSC 
based on histopathological findings (#17, #57). Therefore, we aimed to classify the JGOG-TR2 
tumors based on molecular features rather than morphological findings. Since chromosomal 
instability is one of the most characteristic molecular features of HGSC (#58), we focused on 
CNV signature-based analysis (#59). 
   
Identification of four tumor subtypes based on CNV signatures 
 
  Unsupervised hierarchical clustering based on 48-channel CNV signatures (see Methods) 
identified four different clusters with distinctive genomic features (Figure 1A, Supplementary 
figure S%7%A). The C1 cluster (n=41) showed a high CCNE1 amplification rate (P=8.1x10-16), 
low frequency of BRCA1/2 alterations (BRCA1/2 mutation with locus-specific LOH and BRCA1 
methylation silencing) (P=3.2x10-6), complete absence of HGEC, moderate HRD score (C2/C3 
> C1: P=2.1x10-5, C1> C4: P=1.5x10-41), and high ploidy (P=2.7x10-53), which is known to be 
associated with CCNE1 amplification (#60). Both the C2 (n=160) and the C3 (n=59) clusters 
showed a high BRCA1/2 alteration rate (P=4.9x10-10) with a high HRD score (P=7.1x10-22), but 
the C3 showed very low ploidy (C2>C3: P=1.4x10-47). The C4 cluster (n=22) showed distinctive 
features including significantly higher frequency of cases diagnosed with HGEC (P=1.8x10-6), 
lower TP53 mutation rate (P=3.0x10-8), complete absence of BRCA alterations (P=4.0x10-4) or 
CCNE1 amplification (P=.033), higher frequency of PIK3CA/ARID1A/KRAS/PTEN mutations 
(P=4.2x10-7), lower HRD score (P=4.5x10-42), lower ploidy (P=6.4x10-5), lower MATH score 
(P=.0011), and lower WT1 gene expression (P=8.1x10-10) than the other groups. 
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KEGG_CELL_CYCLE and G2M_CHECKPOINT gene expression scores calculated using 
ssGSEA were significantly lower in the C4 cluster than the others (P=1.9x10-7 and P=1.1x10-9), 
suggesting a lower cell proliferation rate of the C4 tumors. Collectively, the C4 tumor subtype 
was considered to be a molecularly determined “HGEC-type” tumor. 
  When compared to tumors pathologically diagnosed as HGEC in CPR (n=15), ITI (n=16), and 
either of them (n=25), the C4/HGEC-type tumors tend to have more distinctive molecular 
features from the other tumors (Supplementary figure S%7%B).  
  Overall survival (OS) and progression-free survival (PFS) were significantly different among 
the four subtypes (P=.021 and P=.025, Figure1B), even when analyzing within pathologically 
diagnosed HGSC samples (Supplementary figure S%7%C). The C1 showed the worst 
prognosis and was considered a previously known CCNE1 amplification subtype in HGSC 
(#61). When tumors were divided into HRD and non-HRD types according to BRCA1/2 
alterations and the HRD score (see Methods), while all the C4 cases were classified into non-
HRD, they tended to have a better prognosis than other non-HRD cases (Figure 1C). The 
results were similar when the analysis was limited to pathologically diagnosed HGSC tumors 
(Supplementary figure S%7%D). 
 
Genome-wide DNA methylation analysis associated with cell differentiation of 
endometrium and fallopian tubes 
 
  To investigate genome-wide DNA methylation associated with cell differentiation between 
uterine endometrium (EM) and fallopian tubes (FT), we utilized whole genome bisulfite 
sequencing data from a previous study (#36) to analyze differentially methylated regions 
(DMRs) between EM and FT, and developed the EM/FT methylation score (Supplementary 
figure %8%A). 
 In a DNA methylation array dataset for normal EM (n=13) and FT (n=11) samples 
(GSE155760) (#43), the EM/FT methylation score was significantly higher in EM than in FT (P= 
7.2x10-5, Figure 2A). In the JGOG-TR2, the EM/FT methylation score was significantly higher in 
CPR-diagnosed HGECs (P=1.4x10-4) than in HGSCs, but the difference was more striking 
between the C4 tumors and the others (P=2.7x10-18) (Figure 2B). In another DNA methylation 
array dataset for ovarian cancer (GSE226823) (#45), including 60 HGSC, 19 endometrioid 
carcinoma, and 48 clear cell carcinoma samples, the EM/FT methylation score was significantly 
higher in endometrioid carcinoma than in HGSC (Figure 2C, P=2.1x10-17). This difference was 
consistently observed in other genome-wide DNA methylation array datasets (Supplementary 
figure %8%B). Interestingly, clear cell carcinoma, which is also considered to originate from 
endometrial cells (#62), showed a higher EM/FT methylation score than HGSC (Figure2C, 
P=1.1x10-34, Supplementary figure %8%B). 
  From the gene expression profiles of the 208 genes in the EM>FT DMRs and the 106 genes in 
the FT>EM DMRs, we developed the EM/FT silencing score (see Methods). As expected, the 
EM/FT silencing score negatively correlated with the EM/FT methylation score in the JGOG-
TR2 cohort (Spearman r=-0.41, P=1.1x10-12, Figure 2D) and was lower both in the CPR-based 
HGEC (P=.0013) and C4 (P=.0017) than the other tumors (Figure 2E). In another gene 
expression dataset for ovarian cancer (GSE44104) (#48), the EM/FT silencing score was 
consistently lower in endometroid carcinoma and clear cell carcinoma than serous carcinoma 
(Figure 2F, P=1.7x10-4 and 2.4x10-5). This result was reproduced in other gene expression 
datasets (Supplementary figure %8%C). 
 
Analysis of the TCGA-OV dataset 
  
  To investigate whether the TCGA-OV cases include HGEC-type tumors, we built a machine-
learning model that classifies tumors into the four aforementioned subtypes based on CNV 
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signatures. We adopted five different classification algorithms, namely, k-nearest neighbor, 
support vector machine, random forest, multilayer perceptron, and XGBoost, where all of them 
showed high accuracy of around 95% in the training dataset (Supplementary figure %9%A). 
Using the CNV signature of TCGA-OV data as input, after adjusting for batch effects with the 
JGOG-TR2 cohort (Supplementary figure %9%B), tumor subtypes were determined when four 
or more of the prediction results from the five classifiers matched, otherwise excluded as 
undetermined cases.  
  Subtyping was successful in 509 of 555 cases (92%), with 102 cases predicted to be C1(pC1), 
237 to pC2, 158 to pC3, and 13 pC4/HGEC-type tumors. The pC4 showed similar genomic 
profiles to the C4 in the JGOG-TR2, including lower TP53 mutation rate (P=3.8x10-10), absence 
of BRCA1/2 alteration (P=.047), absence of CCNE1 amplifications (P=.013), higher frequency of 
PIK3CA/ARID1A/KRAS/PTEN mutations (P=5.5x10-6), lower HRD score (P=3.2x10-13), lower 
ploidy (P=6.2x10-4), and lower MATH score (P=1.9x10-6) (Figure 3A). In gene expression, the 
pC4 showed higher JGOG-C4 signature score (see Methods) (P=8.7x10-6), lower 
KEGG_CELL_CYCLE (P=.0024) score, lower G2M_CHECKPOINT score (P=.014), and lower 
WT1 gene expression level (P=1.7x10-5) compared to the other groups (Figure 3A). The EM/FT 
silencing gene score was also lower in the pC4 (P=.0032, Figure 3A). 
  Survival analysis showed that the pC4 cases tended to have better OS (P=.047) and PFS 
(P=.083) (Figure 3B) among the four subtypes. Notably, even though all pC4 cases were 
classified as non-HRD based on BRCA alterations and HRD score (see Methods), they tended 
to have better OS and PFS than other non-HRD cases (Figure 3C). 
  These findings indicate that a small proportion (2.6%; 13/509) of HGEC-type tumors are 
included even in the TCGA-OV cohort, where only tumors diagnosed as HGSC were enrolled.  
 
Analysis of the TCGA-UCEC dataset 
 
  Similar to ovarian cancer, uterine endometrial cancer includes both grade 3 endometrioid 
carcinoma (UHGEC) and serous carcinoma (USEC) histology. The same prediction method was 
applied to tumors with diagnoses of UHGEC and USEC in the TCGA-UCEC cohort.  
  Of the total 287 cases, tumor subtypes were successfully determined in 251 (87%) cases, 
comprising 183 UHGEC and 104 USEC cases. TCGA-UCEC samples predicted as C4 (UpC4) 
had similar CNV signature profiles to the pC4 of TCGA-OV (Figure 4A) and most of the UpC4 
(96%, 112/117) were UHGEC. The genomic profiles of the predicted subtypes were similar to 
those in JGOG-TR2 and TCGA-OV cohort (Figure 4B); the UpC4 showed lower TP53 mutation 
rate (P=7.4x10-24), absence of CCNE1 amplifications (P=1.5x10-8), higher frequency of 
PIK3CA/ARID1A/KRAS/PTEN mutations (P=8.5x10-6), lower HRD score (P=6.4x10-56), lower 
ploidy (P=3.9x10-28), lower MATH score (P=4.8x10-21), higher JGOG-C4 signature score 
(P=1.4x10-21), lower WT1 gene expression (P=9.8x10-10), higher EM/FT methylation score 
(P=1.3x10-13), and lower EM/FT silencing score (P=2.0x10-7) than the UpC1-UpC3. These 
differences were significant even after excluding the POLE/dMMR tumors (Supplementary 
figure %10%A). UpC4 tended to have better survival outcomes than the others (Supplementary 
figure %10%B), but there was no significant difference among the four subtypes after excluding 
POLE/dMMR tumors (Supplementary figure %10%C). 
  In another DNA methylation array dataset for uterine endometrial cancer (GSE155760), the 
EM/FT methylation score was higher in endometrioid carcinoma than in serous carcinoma 
(P=1.6 x10-4, Supplementary figure %11%A). And in another gene expression dataset for 
uterine endometrial cancer (GSE23528), the EM/FT silencing score was lower in endometrioid 
carcinoma than in serous carcinoma (P=.027, Supplementary figure %11%B). 
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Discussion 
 
  To our knowledge, JGOG3025-TR2 is a unique multi-omics dataset that includes both HGSCs 
and HGECs of the ovary. In this study, we comprehensively analyzed this dataset and identified 
a group of tumors with characteristic molecular profiles that differ from HGSCs, which we 
defined as “HGEC-type” tumors. The HGEC-type tumors were found in a subset of tumors 
morphologically diagnosed as HGSCs (Figure 1A, 3A). 
 
  The low WT1 mRNA expression in C4 (Figure 1A) and pC4 (Figure 3A) indicate that those 
tumors are closer to HGEC than HGSC (#57, #63, #64, Supplementary figure %6%). 
Importantly, even within the C1, C2, and C3 tumors, which were considered as typical HGSCs, 
some tumors showed low WT1 gene expression (Figure 1A). It has been reported that about 
20% of HGSCs showed negative WT1 expression (#63, #65, #66) and such cases had a poor 
prognosis in HGSCs (#65). Given the much lower frequency of HGEC relative to HGSC in 
ovarian cancer, if HGECs are diagnosed based on WT1 negativity, it is more likely to that 
HGSCs with negative WT1 will be included. In a previous study using whole exome sequencing 
data of 112 ovarian endometrioid carcinomas (#56), tumors were enrolled based on WT1 
negativity. As a result, in addition to eight tumors of grade 3 endometrioid carcinoma, 15 
"tumors with serous-like features" were included, and 12 of these tumors had TP53 mutations. 
Those tumors could belong to the HGSC (C1,C2,C3) groups according to our CNV signature 
classification. 
 
  There are conflicting reports regarding the proportion of HRD-positive tumors in endometrioid 
carcinoma (#67, #68). In a single-center retrospective cohort of ovarian endometrioid 
carcinoma, HRD tumors were found in 19% (5/26) of ovarian endometroid carcinomas (#67). 
However, in a prospective study of centrally pathologically reviewed epithelial ovarian 
carcinomas, only three cases of HGEC were observed among 125 cases with BRCA1/2 
pathogenic variants (#68). And of these three, one was WT1-positive and one was POLE-
mutated, whose BRCA mutation may be a passenger variant, suggesting that pathogenic 
variants in BRCA1/2 are extremely rare in true endometrioid carcinoma (#68). In the present 
study, C4/pC4 tumors, or molecularly defined ”HGEC-type” tumors, were all non-HRD tumors in 
terms of BRCA alterations and HRD scores (Figure 1A, Supplementary figure %7%, Figure 3A). 
In general, non-HRD HGSCs have a poor prognosis compared to HRD tumors due to their 
chemoresistance (#25, #69). However, HGEC-type tumors, despite being non-HRD tumors, 
exhibited relatively favorable outcomes (Figure 1C, Figure 3C). Since tumor aneuploidy (#70), 
tumor heterogeneity (#71), and tumor proliferation rate (#72, #73) are associated with poor 
prognosis, lower scores on these factors (Figure 1A, Supplementary figure %7%, Figure 3A) 
may be attributed to their favorable outcomes. On the other hand, a substantial proportion of 
HGEC-type tumors had gene mutations in ARID1A, PIK3CA, KRAS, and PTEN (Figure S2A, 
Figure 3A), similar to low-grade endometrioid carcinomas (#55, #74). This suggests that these 
tumors may benefit from targeted therapies that target these specific gene mutations rather than 
PARP inhibitors (#75). 
 
    The cell of origin for epithelial ovarian carcinoma is thought to differ among histological types; 
HGSC arises from serous tubal intraepithelial carcinoma (STIC) originating from fallopian tubal 
epithelial cells (#76), while endometrioid carcinoma and clear cell carcinoma arise from (ectopic) 
endometrial cells retrogradely implanted onto the ovary from the uterine endometrium (#2, #75, 
#77). We found that the differences in methylation status between normal fallopian tube cells 
and endometrial cells are replicated between ovarian HGSCs and endometrioid or clear cell 
carcinomas (Figure 2). The finding that C4 tumors in JGOG-TR2 and pC4 tumors in TCGA-OV 
showed methylation profiles similar to endometrial cells (Figure 2, Figure 3A) strongly suggests 
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that they are of endometrial origin (#78, #79). Here, we utilized whole-genome bisulfite 
sequencing (WGBS) (#36) data as a training set to identify differentially methylated regions 
(Supplementary figure %8%A). Non-cancerous cells generally have less DNA methylation in 
CpG islands compared to cancer cells. The use of WGBS data, which is highly sensitive and 
comprehensive, was optimal for comparative analysis of methylation status between normal 
cells. 
 
  Interestingly, most of the high-grade carcinomas in TCGA-UCEC were successfully classified 
into the four subtypes similar to those in ovarian cancer based on CNV signatures (Figure 4). 
Since UpC1, UpC2, and UpC3 tumors showed methylation status for tubal cell differentiation 
and UpC4 for endometrial cell differentiation, the difference between them could be attributed to 
differences in cell of origin. The precursor lesion of serous endometrial cancer has traditionally 
been considered serous endometrial intraepithelial carcinoma (SEIC), but it is also possible that 
tumor cells derived from STIC detach from the fallopian tube, migrate into the uterine cavity, and 
subsequently implant in the endometrium to form a tumor. Recently, it has been reported that 
tumor cells derived from STIC have been identified in cervical cytology specimens obtained 
before the diagnosis of ovarian HGSC (#80). There is an increased risk of serous endometrial 
cancer after menopause (#81), when intermittent shedding of the endometrium ceases. It has 
been reported that 20% of serous endometrial cancers are associated with STIC-like tubal 
lesions (#82) and that SEIC and STIC often coexist (#83). Germline carriers of BRCA1/2 
mutations are at risk for serous endometrial cancer (#84). These observations are consistent 
with our hypothesis. To validate this hypothesis, further research is warranted. 
 
  A limitation of this study is the relatively small number of cases molecularly diagnosed as 
C4/HGEC-type (n=22) in JGOG-TR2. Secondly, the 51 genes targeted for DNA sequencing in 
this study were primarily selected based on the association with the homologous recombination 
pathway, and CTNNB1, which is frequently mutated in endometrioid carcinoma, was not 
included. Thirdly, tumors with MSI-high or TMB-high were examined from a relatively small 
genomic region (approximately 180KB), potentially leading to inaccurate annotations. Finally, it 
may not be practical to apply SNP array-based CNV signature analysis to clinicopathological 
diagnosis. Recently, CNV analysis has increasingly been performed using whole genome 
sequencing, which allows more comprehensive analysis of single nucleotide variants, small 
insertions and deletions, and structural variants (#85). Future comprehensive genomic analysis 
of a larger number of cases will reveal the genomic profile of HGEC in more detail. 
 
  In conclusion, we identified CNV signature profiles characterizing both HGEC and HGSC using 
the JGOG-TR2 multi-omics analysis cohort. This study not only elucidated the nature of HGEC 
but also revealed the presence of molecularly diagnosed HGEC-type tumors within tumors 
diagnosed as HGSC. The findings will provide new insights into the pathological diagnosis of 
ovarian cancer and facilitate individualized treatment approaches in the future.  
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Figures 
 
Figure 1) Four tumor subtypes based on CNV signatures in the JGOG3025-TR2 cohort. 
 

A) Molecular profiles. 
Unsupervised clustering based on 48-channel CNV signatures revealed the four tumor 
subtypes (Supplementary figure 2). The C1 showed a high CCNE1 amplification rate, a low 
frequency of BRCA1/2 alterations, a complete absence of HGEC, moderate HRD score, and 
high ploidy. Both C2 and C3 showed high BRCA alteration rates and high HRD scores, 
while C3 exhibited very low ploidy. C4 showed a low TP53 mutation rate, a complete 
absence of BRCA alterations and CCNE1 amplifications, and an extremely low HRD score.  

B) Comparison of overall survival (OS) (left) and progression-free survival (PFS) (right) among 
the four subtypes. 

C) Comparison of OS (left) and PFS (right) between HRD, C4, and non-HRD without C4. 
While all the C4 cases were classified into non-HRD, they tended to have as favorable 
outcomes as HRD cases. 
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Figure2) Genome-wide DNA methylation analysis associated with cell differentiation of 
endometrium and fallopian tubes 

A) Comparison of EM/FT methylation score between fallopian tube samples and endometrium 
samples 
In GSE155760, EM/FT methylation score was significantly higher in endometrium samples 
than fallopian tube samples. 

B) Comparison of EM/FT methylation score in the JGOG-TR2. 
EM/FT methylation score was significantly higher in tumors diagnosed as HGEC by CPR 
than those as HGSC (left) and in the C4 tumors than the other tumors (right). 

C) Comparison of EM/FT methylation score between different histological types of ovarian 
cancer. 
In GSE226823, EM/FT methylation score was higher in endometrioid carcinoma (Endo) or in 
clear cell carcinoma (Clear) than HGSC. 

D) Correlation of EM/FT methylation score and EM/FT silencing score in the JGOG-TR2 cohort. 
the EM/FT methylation score and the EM/FT silencing score were negatively correlated. 

E) Comparison of EM/FT silencing score in the JGOG-TR2. 
EM/FT silencing score was significantly lower in tumors diagnosis as HGEC than those as 
HGSC (left) and in the C4 tumors than the other tumors (right).  

F) Comparison of EM/FT silencing score between different histological types of ovarian cancer. 
In GSE44104, the EM/FT silencing score was significantly higher in Endo or Clear than in 
Serous.  
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Figure 3) Analysis in TCGA-OV datasets 

 
A) Differences in genomic profiles between the predicted tumor subtypes.  

Observed differences in molecular profiles between the assigned groups were similar to 
those in the JGOG-TR2 cohort (Figure1A, Supplementary figure%7%A). 
Binary (#) and continuous ($) values were compared between C4 and other subtypes using 
Chi-square test and T-test, respectively. 

B) Differences of OS (left) and PFS (right) outcomes between the predicted four subtypes. 
C) Differences in OS (left) and PFS (right) outcomes between HRD, pC4, and non-HRD without 

pC4. 
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Figure 4) Analysis in TCGA-UCEC 

 
A) Sample distribution from TCGA-OV and TCGA-UCEC cases using UMAP plots in relation to 

predicted subtype and histology. 
(left) pC1, pC2, pC3 and pC4 tumors in TCGA-OV were denoted by blue rings, orange rings, 
green rings, and red solid dots, respectively. TCGA-UCEC tumors were represented by grey 
square frames. (right) High-grade endometroid (UHGEC) and serous carcinoma (USEC) in 
TCGA-UCEC were colored in pink and green, and UpC4 and the other tumors were 
depicted as solid squares and square frames, respectively. TCGA-OV tumors were 
represented by grey rings. 

B) Differences in genomic profiles between predicted tumor subtypes. 
Observed differences in molecular profiles between the assigned groups were similar to 
those in the JGOG-TR2 cohort (Figure1A, Supplementary figure%7%A). 
Binary (#) and continuous ($) values were compared between C4 and other subtypes using 
Chi-square test and T-test, respectively.  
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Table1 
 

  

Table1: Clinical characteristics of the JGOG-TR2 cohort

Histology High-grade endometrioid
(HGEC)

High-grade serous
(HGSC)

Number of patient 15 274
Stage II 2 (13%) 26 (9%)

III 6 (40%) 189 (69%)
IV 7 (47%) 53 (19%)

Unknown 6 (2%)
Age Median  [25th,75th] 59 [53, 68] 61.5 [54, 69]

Performance status 0 12 (80%) 202 (74%)
>=1 2 (13%) 64 (23%)

Unknown 1 (7%) 8 (3%)
Residual tumor 0 10 (67%) 161 (59%)

1cm 3 (20%) 44 (16%)
>= 1cm 2 (13%) 69 (25%)

Follow-up day
Median [25th, 75th ] 1310 [915, 1399] 1072 [932, 1229]

Analysis type Targeted DNA sequencing 15 274
RNA sequencing 15 271

DNA methylation array 15 268
SNP array 15 272
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