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Abstract

Introduction: Many studies have aimed at identifying additional prognostic tools to guide
treatment choices and patient surveillance in lung cancer by assessing the expression of
individual proteins through immunohistochemistry (IHC) or, more recently, through gene
expression-based signatures. As a proof-of-concept, we used a multi-cohort, gene expression-
based discovery and validation strategy to identify genes with prognostic potential in lung
adenocarcinoma. The clinical applicability of this strategy was further assessed by evaluating

a selection of the markers by THC.

Materials and Methods: Publicly available gene expression data sets from six microarray-
based studies were divided into four discovery and two validation data sets. First, genes
associated with overall survival (OS) in all four discovery data sets were identified. The
prognostic potential of each identified gene was then assessed in the two validation data sets,
and genes associated with OS in both data sets were considered as potential prognostic markers.
Finally, IHC for selected potential prognostic markers was performed in two independent and

clinically well-characterized lung cancer cohorts.

Results and Conclusions: The gene expression-based strategy identified 19 genes with
correlation to OS in all six data sets. Out of these genes, we selected Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS
for further assessment with IHC. Although an independent prognostic ability of the selected
markers could not be confirmed by IHC, this proof-of-concept study demonstrates that by
employing a gene expression-based discovery and validation strategy, potential prognostic
markers can be identified and further assessed by a technique universally applicable in the
clinical practice. The concept of studying potential prognostic markers through gene
expression-based strategies, with a subsequent evaluation of the clinical utility, warrants further

exploration.
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Introduction

Despite recent advancements in the understanding and treatment of lung cancer, the prognosis
is poor and lung cancer continues to be the leading cause of cancer-related mortality worldwide
[1]. Non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) accounts for the majority of cases, with
adenocarcinoma (AC) as the most frequent histological subtype [2]. Disease stage and patient’s
performance status are the most well-established and clinically used prognostic factors.
Patients with localized disease can be candidates for curatively intended surgery. However,
also among these patients, there is a substantial mortality and a 5-year survival rate of only
around 60% [3]. For patients with tumors of TNM stage 1B or higher, post-operative adjuvant
chemotherapy leads to a decreased risk of recurrence and improved survival [3]. Since recently,
the addition of targeted therapy (for EGFR-mutated cases) or immunotherapy (for EGFR- and
ALK-negative tumors of stage 2 or higher that show high expression of PDL1), is also
recommended [4,5]. The varied outcome for surgically treated patients, also within the same
disease stage, illustrates a need for additional tools to guide treatment choices and patient
surveillance. With the emergence of yet more strategies involving immunotherapy or targeted
therapy in the preoperative and/or postoperative curative setting, treatment decisions will
become more and more complex [6-8]. Many studies have aimed at identifying prognostic
markers, often by assessing the expression of individual proteins through
immunohistochemistry (IHC). However, despite a plethora of IHC studies in lung cancer, no
such markers are in clinical use today. More recently, gene expression-based lung cancer
signatures turned out as promising prognosticators that deserve further validation for patient
benefit in clinical praxis, but the feasibility of such costly and labor-intensive analyses in a
clinical routine remain disputable [9]. In this proof-of-concept study, we hypothesized that by
utilizing a multi-cohort, gene expression-based discovery and validation strategy, we could

identify genes with prognostic potential in lung adenocarcinoma. Subsequently, to increase a
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potential clinical applicability of this strategy for identifying prognostic markers, a selection of

the identified markers was further assessed by IHC.

Materials and methods

All analytical steps, and the public and in-house lung cancer cohorts that we used, are outlined
in Figure 1. In brief, we explored six different publicly available gene expression data sets, in
total comprising 1,167 lung adenocarcinomas, to identify and validate markers with consistent
correlation to overall survival (OS), and then evaluated a selection of these markers by IHC in

two independent cohorts.
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Discovery data set Discovery data set Discovery data set Discovery data set
Shedden et al.™® Chitale et al.™ Fouret et al.’? Yamauchi et al.'3
n = 486 n =102 n =103 n = 226
Probes associated Probes associated Probes associated Probes associated
with OS: 2368 with OS: 1545 with OS: 2858 with OS: 8713

34

Probes associated with OS in all discovery data sets: 70

Validation data set (Tang et al.') Validation data set (Tomida et al."®
n=133 n=117
Probes associated with OS: 35 Probes associated with OS: 44

Probes associated with OS in both validation data sets: 19

Markers selected for IHC evaluation:
Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS

Evaluating the markers in the IHC discovery cohort
(n=131)

Evaluating the markers in the IHC validation cohort
(n=194)

Figure 1. Schematic image of the gene expression-based strategy for identification of
prognostic markers and subsequent IHC evaluation. For each probe (matching to a gene) in the
four discovery data sets, the median gene expression value was used to divide the samples into two
groups (high/low). The log-rank test was employed to identify probes significantly associated with OS
(P-value < 0.05). Results from the four discovery data sets were then compared and probes that were
significantly associated with OS in all four data sets were tested in the same manner in two validation
data sets. The genes significantly associated with OS in both data sets were classified as potential
prognostic markers. Out of these genes, three were selected for IHC evaluation in two patient cohorts.
One of the cohorts was used as an IHC discovery cohort were optimal cut-offs for each markers were
selected. These cut-offs were then applied to the cases in the IHC validation cohort.

Abbreviations: OS = overall survival, IHC = immunohistochemistry.
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Gene expression-based discovery and validation

Publicly available transcriptomic profiles and matched survival data were obtained from six
microarray-based lung cancer studies [10-15]. Samples with AC histology (n = 1,167) were
chosen for further comparisons of the gene expression data, which were processed as
previously described [16]. Four of the data sets were used in the discovery step, all based on
the Affymetrix platform [10-13]. For each probe (matching to a gene) in the data sets, the
median gene expression value was used to divide the samples into two groups (high/low). Then,
the log-rank test was employed to identify probes significantly associated with OS (P-value <
0.05). Results from the four discovery data sets were then compared and probes that were
significantly associated with OS in all four data sets advanced to the validation step, in which
the probes generated from the discovery step were tested in the same manner in two validation
data sets, based on non-Affymetrix platforms [14-15]. The genes significantly associated with

OS in both data sets were then classified as potential prognostic markers.

Immunohistochemical evaluation of potential prognosticators

Among the potential prognostic markers obtained by our discovery and validation strategy, we
selected three genes (Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS, as further discussed below) for further IHC
evaluation of the corresponding proteins. Immunohistochemical staining was performed in two
independent and clinically well-characterized lung cancer cohorts. The first cohort was used as
an THC discovery cohort for identification of cut-offs for classifying samples as having a low
or high expression of each marker, and the second cohort was used as an IHC validation cohort,

where these cut-offs were then applied.

The THC discovery cohort was based on the “Southern Swedish Lung Cancer Study” which

prospectively included patients with primary lung cancer who underwent surgical treatment at
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the Skéne University Hospital, Lund, Sweden, in 2005 — 2011 [17]. The present study included
131 AC and 69 squamous cell carcinomas (SqCC). The IHC validation cohort, was based on
194 AC cases from the "Uppsala NSCLC II cohort” which included patients with primary lung
cancer who underwent surgical treatment at the University Hospital in Uppsala, Sweden, in
2006 —2010 [18,19]. Patient characteristics and clinicopathological data in the two IHC cohorts
were described previously [20]. The studies were approved by the Regional Ethical Review
Board in Lund (Dnr 2004/762 and 2008/702) and Uppsala (Dnr 2012/532) and conducted in

adherence with the Declaration of Helsinki.

Only patients that were surgically treated for primary NSCLC tumors were included. Patients
receiving neoadjuvant treatment, or chemotherapy for another malignancy six months before
surgery, were excluded from the present study. All cases were previously reviewed by two
pathologists (HB and PM), who updated the diagnoses in accordance with the 2015 WHO
classification and TNM 7 and who confirmed all changes from the original diagnoses [17,19,
21, 22]. Furthermore, growth patterns were evaluated (HB) for stratification into three groups:
minimally invasive/predominant lepidic, predominant acinary/papillary, and mucinous or
predominant micropapillary/solid. Overall survival data were retrieved from the Swedish
Cancer Registry, to which reporting is mandatory by law. The registry was consulted on June
26, 2018 (the IHC discovery cohort), and on March 29, 2019 (the IHC validation cohort). For
one patient in the IHC validation cohort, survival data were unavailable. Analysis of
recurrence-free interval (RFI) was performed as previously described [20], and included 122
AC in the IHC discovery cohort, and 164 AC in the IHC validation cohort. Tissue microarrays
(TMA) were used for IHC analysis. The TMA-blocks had, for each case, three (the IHC
discovery cohort) or two (the IHC validation cohort) cores, 1| mm in diameter. For IHC
analysis, 4-um thick sections were stained according to Supplementary Table 1. The slides

were scanned and evaluated using the pathXL software (Philips, Amsterdam, The
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83  Netherlands). For further analysis, we required a minimum of 200 assessable tumor cells on

84  the TMAs, with most cases having over 1000 evaluable cells.

85  All stainings were evaluated by three independent observers (AS, DE and MJ) who were
86  blinded to clinical data and patient outcome. Nuclear staining for Ki67 and MCM4 was
87  considered positive. Cytoplasmic or nuclear staining were considered positive for TYMS,
88  though only cells with visible nuclei were counted. Attention was paid to exclude stained non-
89  tumor cells. In case of varying expression of the marker between the cores within a sample, the
90 mean proportion of cells expressing the marker across all cores was assessed. For cases with
91 differences in the scoring between the evaluators, the cases were jointly reviewed, and

92  consensus was reached.

93  Inthe IHC discovery cohort, the fraction of viable tumor cells expressing the marker was scored
94  as 0(0-1%), 1 (>1-10%), 2 (>10-25%), 3 (>25-50%), 4 (>50-75%) or 5 (>75%). For TYMS,
95 in addition to the recorded fraction of positive tumor cells, the staining intensity was scored as
96 0 (negative), 1 (mild), 2 (moderate), or 3 (strong) and a final score was constructed by
97  multiplying these two parameters. To establish the optimal cut-off for each marker for
98  categorizing samples into high or low expression groups, Kaplan-Meier plots with log-rank
99 tests were used and the cut-offs yielding the lowest p-values in the log-rank tests were selected.

100  Prognostic analyses were performed separately on AC and SqCC.

101 Inthe IHC validation cohort, tumors were scored as high or low expressors using the optimized
102 cut-offs selected in the IHC discovery cohort. Furthermore, in both cohorts, the combined
103  prognostic ability of the three markers was examined by each case receiving one point per

104  positive maker, thus resulting in a combined score ranging from 0 to 3 points.
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105  Gene expression of Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS in the IHC validation cohort

106  Gene expression data of Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS were available for 104 AC cases in the I[HC
107  validation cohort. Gene expression data are available as GSE81089 and RNA sequencing
108  analysis was performed as previously described by Djureinovic et al. [23]. We tested two
109  different cut-offs for classifying samples as having low or high gene expression levels of Ki67,

110 MCMH4 or TYMS by dividing the samples into either two or three equally sized groups.

111 Statistical analysis

112 Kaplan-Meier plots with log-rank test were used for OS analyses and for analyses of RFI.
113 Univariable and multivariable Cox proportional hazards regression models were used for
114  further comparisons between groups. Multivariable models were adjusted for stage (I, II, III,
115 and IV), age, smoking status (current, past, or never), gender, adjuvant therapy, growth pattern,
116  and patients’ performance status (the latter available for the IHC validation cohort only).
117  Spearman's rank correlation was used to assess the correlations between gene expression levels
118  of the potential prognostic genes. The Mann-Whitney U test/Wilcoxon rank-sum test and
119  Fisher's exact test were used to compare data between groups. A P-value < (.05 was considered

120  statistically significant. All statistical analyses were performed using R (version 3.6.1) [24].

121

122 Results

123 Gene expression-based identification of genes with prognostic

124 potential

125  For 70 probes (genes), the gene expression levels were associated with OS in all four discovery

126  data sets, as schematically illustrated in Figure 1. Of these, 19 genes (listed in Table 1) were

9
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associated with OS in the two gene expression data sets used for validation and were thus

considered as having prognostic potential in lung adenocarcinoma.

Table 1. Genes with prognostic potential identified in the gene expression-based discovery
and validation step.

Gene Symbol Gene Name

Kl67 Marker of proliferation Kiel 67

MCM4 Minichromosome maintenance complex component 4
TYMS Thymidylate synthetase

CCNA2 Cyclin A2

CCNE1 Cyclin E1

BUB1B Budding uninhibited by benzimidazoles 1 homolog beta
DLGAP5 Discs large homolog associated protein 5

KIF14 Kinesin family member 14

NUSAP1 Nucleolar and spindle-associated protein 1

RACGAP1 Rac GTPase activating protein 1

ECT2 Epithelial cell transforming sequence 2 oncogene
ASPM Abnormal spindle-like microcephaly-associated protein
PRC1 Protein regulator of cytokinesis 1

BTG2 B-cell translocation gene 2

HLF Hepatic leukemia factor

GDF10 Growth differentiation factor 10

CTTN Cortactin

COL4A3 Collagen, type IV, alpha 3

CIRBP Cold inducible RNA binding protein

In the two validation data sets, correlation plots (Figure 2) showed a generally strong
correlation in gene expression levels between the 19 genes. Broadly, the 19 genes could be
divided into two groups that were inversely correlated to each other. By using Kaplan-Meier
plots, it was demonstrated that high gene expression levels were associated with worse outcome
for one group of genes, while low expression levels were associated with worse outcome for

the other group, as exemplified in Supplementary Figure 1.

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.29.24312777
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.29.24312777; this version posted August 29, 2024. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

A) B)
EEE" S0 '\mﬂg o 2 o Eggvvgm r\“’ﬁ% o 2 o
CBGEEIZSLER20F L, 288 08O E SIS RCREOF L8
A ZO<KSXOFLSDOCOOCIOmMO AZO<KSYO0OFLESDOCOOCIOmMO .
PRC1 9000000000000 - cooee I PRC1 00000000000 ¢ 00ose
NUsAP1 0000000000000 00000 N . NUSAP1 90000000000 oo ol .
DLGAP 0 000000000000 00000 i DLGAP; 0 09000000 00 - eooe
ASPM 0...0..000000 00000 I, ; AsPM 0000000000000 D o |los
9000000000000 MCM4.......... O 00
00 ° 00000 i, KIF14 @©®® 000000 0000 | loa
0000000 5 CCNA2 @00 (] o0 ® ® 8
( 000 |io2 & TYMS @0 © (] 02 8
ocooc000 £ ECT2 00 ©® O 0] D000 5
(] @000 |0 ¢ MKI67 @® © 000 o @ o ® 0 g
DO0O00 £ BUB1B O £
() @0 eo0@00 | 027 CCNE1 0000000000 @0 00000 02§
RACGAP1 0000.0..00.0. oec000 & RACGAP1 000000000 o0 2
CTTN @ [ -04 CTTN O 0.4
GDF10 (00 @00 @0 0@ oooo. [ GDF10 O
HF @00 000 ) ) @®o -06 HLF @/0o/0/@e/@e e ee e O o/ [y o6
COLA3 00000000 00000 COL4A3 @0 0000 D O 08
BTG2 0000000 eeeeeee O -08 BTG2 oo N
CIRBP 0000000000000 Y ) CIRBP @/®0/0/@* 00 |0 D o000

Figure 2. Spearman correlation of gene expression levels of the 19 candidate genes in the two
validation data sets. (A) Tomida et al.’®, (B) Tang et al'. If multiple probes were available for a gene
then the probes with largest standard deviation was chosen to represent the gene.

135 Evaluation of the clinical utility

136  To further explore the potential clinical utility of our gene-expression based strategy for
137  identifying prognostic markers, a selection of the identified markers was further assessed by
138  IHC. Considering clinical practicability, we preferred markers where high expression was
139  associated with worse outcome. Also, availability of reliable antibodies was considered in
140  selecting candidate genes for further analyses with IHC. In the two validation data sets, the
141  patients classified as having high gene expression levels of Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS did not
142 fully overlap (Supplementary Figure 2), thereby suggesting that the three markers could
143 possibly complement each other. Based on these considerations, we chose these three genes
144  for further analyses with THC in two independent lung cancer cohorts. Representative
145  microscopic images of the stainings for Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS are shown in Supplementary

146  Figure 3.
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147  Protein expression of Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS in the IHC discovery cohort

148  For AC in the IHC discovery cohort, the protein expression could be evaluated for Ki67 in all
149 131 cases, for MCM4 in 129 cases and for TYMS in 120 cases. For SqQCC, 68 cases could be
150  evaluated for Ki67 and MCM4, and 60 cases could be evaluated for TYMS. When comparing
151  the IHC scores of the respective markers with regards to histology, SqQCC had significantly
152 higher expression of Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS compared to AC (Wilcoxon test, P-value <0.05

153  in all three tests). Therefore, further analyses were performed on AC and SqCC separately.

154  For Ki67, a cut-off of >10% positive tumor cells most clearly identified prognostic groups in
155  the OS analysis among the AC cases and was therefore chosen for identification of samples
156  with a low or high expression (Figure 3A). By applying this cut-off, 74 AC cases (56%) were
157  classified as having a high Ki67 protein expression. A cut-off of >75% positive tumor cells
158  was selected for MCM4 among the AC cases in the OS analysis, which resulted in 15 cases
159  (12%) identified as having a high MCM4 expression (Figure 3B). For TYMS, a score (obtained
160 by multiplying fraction and intensity) of >2 p was chosen for identification of AC samples with
161  a high TYMS expression in the OS analysis, which resulted in 19 cases (16%) classified as
162  having a high expression of TYMS (Figure 3C). The prognostic value of these cut-offs in the

163  RFI-analysis for Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS are shown in Supplementary Figure 4.

12
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Figure 3. Prognostic value of Ki67 (A), MCM4 (B), TYMS (C), and combined score (D), on overall
survival in the IHC discovery cohort.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.29.24312777
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.29.24312777; this version posted August 29, 2024. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .
164  For SqCC, no prognostically meaningful subgroups could be identified for any of the markers

165  in the OS analysis, and therefore the SqQCC cases were omitted from further analyses and were

166  not evaluated in the IHC validation cohort.

167  For the selected cut-offs in the IHC discovery cohort, smoking status was significantly
168  associated with Ki67 expression levels, with low expression often observed in never smokers
169  and high expression in current smokers (Fisher’s exact test, P=0.007). For MCM4 and TYMS,
170  no associations with smoking were found. Furthermore, expression of Ki67 was associated
171 with AC growth pattern, as samples with a high expression were more frequently found in the
172 group with mucinous or predominant micropapillary/solid pattern (Fisher’s test, P = 0.03). For
173  MCM4 and TYMS, no associations with growth patterns were found. For age, gender, stage,
174  and number of cases receiving adjuvant treatment, no associations between these parameters

175  and patients with a high or low expression of Ki67, MCM4 or TYMS, respectively, were found.

176  Protein expression of Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS in the IHC validation

177  cohort

178  In the IHC validation cohort, the protein expression of Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS could be
179  assessed in 159, 178, and 146 AC cases, respectively. By applying the identified cut-offs from
180  the IHC discovery cohort for respective gene, high expression was found in 91 cases (57%) for
181  Ki67, in 17 cases (10%) for MCM4, in and 17 cases (12%) for TYMS. High expression of
182  Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS was associated with male gender (Fisher’s test, P < 0.05 in all three
183  tests) and high expression of Ki67 was associated with more advanced stages (stage III)
184  (Fisher’s test, P=0.007). Furthermore, the expression of Ki67 and MCM4 was associated with

185  growth pattern, as proportionally more cases with a high expression were found in the group
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186  with mucinous or predominant micropapillary/solid pattern compared to cases with a low
187  expression, where proportionally more cases were minimally invasive/lepidic or
188  acinary/papillary (Fisher’s test, P <0.05). The expression of Ki67 was associated with smoking
189  as there were proportionally more never smokers among cases with a low expression compared
190  to cases with a high expression (Fisher’s test, P < 0.001). Apart from these findings, no other
191  associations between age, gender, stage, smoking status, growth pattern, WHO performance

192  status, and number of cases receiving adjuvant treatment and patients with a high or low

193  expression of Ki67, MCM4 or TYMS, respectively, were found.

194  High protein expression of Ki67 was associated with a worse prognosis in the 5-year OS
195  analysis (log-rank test, P = 0.0002, Figure 4A). In the univariable Cox proportional hazards
196  regression model, Ki67 expression was significantly associated with prognosis (HR 2.54, 95%
197 CI 1.54-4.21). However, these results did not remain statistically significant in the
198  multivariable model adjusted for stage, growth pattern, age, gender, smoking, WHO
199  performance status, and adjuvant treatment (HR 1.29, 95% CI 0.68-2.45). In the RFI analysis,
200 patients with a high expression of Ki67 had a higher rate of recurrence (log-rank test, P =
201 0.0003, Supplementary Figure 5A). For MCM4 and TYMS, no statistically significant
202  associations between protein expression and survival or RFI could be demonstrated (Figure

203  4B/C and Supplementary Figure 5B/C).
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Figure 4. Prognostic value of Ki67 (A), MCM4 (B), TYMS (C), and combined score (D), on overall
survival in the IHC validation cohort.
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204 Combining markers for improved prognostication

205  Considering the gene expression findings, we also examined the combined prognostic ability
206  of'the three markers. The number of patients positive for each marker, and the overlap between
207  these, are presented in Supplementary Figure 6. All three markers did not independently add
208  prognostic information in the combined score as there were no patients that were positive for
209  only MCM4 in both cohorts, and TYMS only added one (IHC validation cohort) or two (IHC

210  discovery cohort) cases to the high-risk group (more than one point) compared to Ki67 alone.

211 In both IHC cohorts, cases that were positive for one or more markers had a worse prognosis
212 in the 5-year OS analysis (Figure 3D and 4D) and a higher rate of recurrence (Supplementary
213 Figure 4D and 5D) compared to cases that were negative for all three markers. However, in the
214  THC validation cohort, these associations did not remain statistically significant in the

215  multivariate model.

216  Gene expression of Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS in the IHC validation cohort

217  Gene expression levels of Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS were available for 104 AC cases in the IHC
218  validation cohort. Out of these 104 cases, IHC data were missing for 20 cases for Ki67, four
219 cases for MCM4, and 28 cases for TYMS. For all three markers, a correlation between gene
220  expression levels and IHC classification (low or high expression) could be observed (Wilcoxon

221 test, P <0.01 all three tests, Supplementary Figure 7).

222 The prognostic value of Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS gene expression levels in the IHC validation
223 cohort were evaluated by dividing the samples into two or three equally sized groups. For Ki67
224  and TYMS, no statistically significant differences between the groups could be identified,
225  although potentially prognostic subgroups could be visualized in the Kaplan-Meier plots

226 (Supplementary Figure 8). For MCM4, patients with high expression levels had a worse
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227  prognosis compared to patients with low expression levels in the 5-year OS analysis (log-rank

228  test, P = 0.004 when dividing the samples into two groups, and P = 0.02 when dividing the

229  samples into three groups, Supplementary Figure 8).

230 Discussion

231  Studies of potential prognosticators in lung cancer are often based on the immunohistochemical
232 expression of protein markers or on gene expression-based prognostic signatures. There are no
233 prognostic IHC markers in clinical use for lung cancer today, and the reproducibility and
234  clinical benefit of gene expression-based prognostic signatures needs to be thoroughly
235  validated before being implemented in a clinical setting [9]. However, gene expression can
236  already now be employed as a research tool for identifying potential prognosticators. As a
237  proof-of-concept, we identified markers with prognostic impact in lung adenocarcinoma
238  through a gene expression-based, multi-cohort discovery and validation strategy, where the
239  expression of 19 genes was correlated to survival in six independent studies based on global
240  gene expression profiling arrays, published in reputable journals [10-15]. We also selected
241  markers identified by this strategy for further evaluation by IHC, a method more adapted to the

242 current clinical setting, thus underlining a potential future clinical utility.

243 Several of the 19 potential prognostic markers that we identified in our expression-based
244  discovery and validation strategy (Table 1) are linked to proliferation, and either higher
245  expression levels (e.g. for Ki67) or lower expression levels (e.g. BTG?2) are correlated to poor
246  outcome [25,26]. The prognostic impact of proliferation has long been recognized in many
247  types of cancer, and many IHC-based markers target proliferation [27]. Furthermore, it has
248  been suggested that proliferation-associated genes are key components in gene-expression-

249  derived adenocarcinoma prognostic phenotypes [28]. Accordingly, genes linked to
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250  proliferation proved important in our current multi-cohort approach to associate gene
251  expression with patient overall survival. As illustrated in correlation plots for the two validation
252 data sets (Figure 2), the 19 candidate genes could broadly be divided into two groups that were

253  inversely correlated to each other. In the larger of these two groups, all genes are directly

254  implicated in proliferation.

255  To further explore the potential clinical applicability of our gene-expression based strategy for
256  identifying prognostic markers, we selected three of the 19 markers for further assessment. The
257  gene expression levels of the three selected markers (Ki67, MCM4, and TYMS) were
258  correlated to each other in the two validation data sets, and high expression was associated with
259  worse prognosis. Furthermore, as illustrated in Supplementary Figure 2, the markers could
260  possibly complement each other in identifying high-risk patients. Based on the gene expression
261  correlation analyses, it could be hypothesized that alternative gene selections would have
262  resulted in similar results. IHC has the advantage of being an accessible and applicable method
263 in the clinical routine and, for all three markers, there are reliable antibodies available and the
264  genes have a recognized prognostic potential in lung adenocarcinoma [26, 29-32]. Difficulties
265 in standardization and reproducibility across [HC studies remain challenges, but may improve
266  with the emergence of digital image analysis [33]. However, other methods suitable for
267  formalin-fixed paraffin embedded tissue, such as RNA-based NanoString technology or
268  quantitative reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (QRT-PCR), might as well have

269  been considered.

270  The robustness of the three selected markers was demonstrated through a clear correlation
271  between gene expression levels and IHC classification in both IHC cohorts. Furthermore, when
272 assessing the prognostic value of gene expression levels of the three markers in the IHC
273  validation cohort, potentially prognostic subgroups could be visualized in the Kaplan-Meier

274  plots, although not statistically significant for Ki67 and TYMS. For the IHC stainings, we were
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275  able to test the consistency of the chosen cut-offs by using two independent lung cancer cohorts.
276 The first cohort was used to establish cut-off values for categorizing samples into groups (high
277  and low expression). Subsequently, these cut-offs were applied when evaluating the cases in
278  the IHC validation cohort. However, based on these cut-offs, we could only confirm the
279  prognostic ability of Ki67, although the association did not remain prognostic in the
280  multivariable model. For MCM4 and TYMS, the cut-offs chosen in the IHC discovery cohort
281  identified only a small proportion of the samples with a worse prognosis. It is possible that a

282  lower cut-off for these two markers, identifying more patients and more resembling the cut-off

283  chosen for Ki67, would have performed better in the validation cohort.

284  Only AC cases were included in the gene expression-based discovery and validation step for
285  detection of potential prognostic markers. Therefore, it was not unexpected that we were unable
286  to define prognostic subgroups among the SqCC cases for any of the three prognostic markers
287  selected for our IHC validation. The impact of histological subtyping for accurate choice of
288  prognosticators has been demonstrated also for other potential prognostic markers in lung
289  cancer and, indeed, prognostic gene expression signatures developed in lung cancer have often
290  been derived from specific histological subgroups [9,20]. The SqCC samples had significantly
291  higher protein expression of Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS compared to AC. As the three markers
292  are related to proliferation, these results imply that most of the SqCC cases were highly
293  proliferative, and thereby it becomes more challenging to find meaningful subgroups based on

294  these markers.

295  As illustrated in Supplementary Figure 2, more high-risk patients could be identified by
296  combining the three markers compared to using one single marker for gene expression levels
297  of Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS in the two validation data sets. However, for the IHC evaluations
298  in our study, the combined score was in both cohorts dependent on the prognostic ability of

299  Ki67 alone, and the patients identified by MCM4 and TYMS overlapped with the patients
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300 identified by Ki67 (Supplementary Figure 6). These results possibly reflect that we set the cut-
301  offs for MCM4 and TYMS at a level where these markers identified a too small proportion of
302 the patients. Also, all three selected markers are associated with proliferation and, as such, may
303  be redundant as they assess the same cancer characteristic. Possibly, a combination of markers
304 that assess different biological processes could better identify additional high-risk patients.
305 However, in a previous study by Grinberg et al., a prognostic model based on a biomarker
306  panel consisting of five protein markers with diverse biological functions was developed,
307  where each marker also was associated with prognosis in gene expression data sets [34]. When
308 the model was applied to the validation cohort, it failed to improve survival prediction beyond
309 clinical parameters alone, thus questioning the prognostic impact of protein biomarkers and

310 further stresses the difficulties of implementing additional prognosticators into clinical

311  practice.

312 Our study has several limitations. Out of the 19 potential prognostic markers generated in the
313  gene expression-based step, we selected three for further evaluation with IHC in this proof-of-
314  concept study. It is possible that choosing other, or more, markers would have yielded a
315  different result. Ideally, more AC cases in the IHC-cohorts would have permitted more
316  extensive evaluations and subgroup analyses of the prognostic value of the markers. Also, in
317  the IHC-cohorts, the SqQCC cases were few and results should be interpreted with care. The
318  markers were further evaluated by using TMAs instead of whole tumor sections, which could
319  have an impact on the validity of the results, particularly when assessing markers with unknown
320 intra-tumoral heterogeneity. The cut-off values were determined by using log-rank tests in the
321  IHC discovery cohort, and the threshold with the lowest p-value from these log-rank tests was
322 considered the optimal cut-off which were then applied to the IHC validation cohort. It is
323 conceivable that another method for identifying an optimal cut-off would have resulted in a

324  different, and perhaps better balanced, cut-off for the markers. The lack of consensus in how
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to set cut-off values highlight some of the challenges with conducting IHC-based prognostic

studies.

To summarize, through our gene expression-based discovery and validation strategy, we

identified 19 genes with prognostic potential in lung adenocarcinoma and assessed three of

these markers further by IHC. In conclusion, this proof-of-concept study demonstrates that a

gene-expression based strategy for identifying prognostic markers, combined with a

subsequent evaluation of the clinical utility, is a justified approach that warrants further

exploration.
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Supplementary Table 1. Immunohistochemical stainings for Ki67, MCM4 and TYMS.

Antigen  Clone Dilution  Pretreatment Staining System

Ki67 MIB1 1:200 Dako high pH Dako Autostainer+, EnVision
MCM4 D3HG6N 1:200 Dako high pH Dako Autostainer+, EnVision
TYMS EPR4545 | 1:50 CC1 Ventana Discovery Ultra
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Supplementary Figure 1. Prognostic value of Ki67 (A), TYMS (B), GDF10 (C), and CIRBP (D) gene
expression levels in one of the validation data set (Tang et al.™).
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Supplementary Figure 2. The overlap between cases with high gene expression levels (cut-off based
on the median gene expression values for each gene) of Ki67, TYMS, and MCM4 in the two validation
data sets. (A) Tomida et al."®, (B) Tang et al.".
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Supplementary Figure 3. Representative microscopic images of the stainings for Ki67 (A: low

expression, B: high expression), MCM4 (C: low expression, D: high expression), and TYMS (E: low
expression, F: high expression).
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Supplementary Figure 4. Prognostic value of Ki67 (A), MCM4 (B), TYMS (C), and combined score
(D), on recurrence-free interval (RFI) in the IHC discovery cohort.
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Supplementary Figure 5. Prognostic value of Ki67 (A), MCM4 (B), TYMS (C), and combined score

~ Op ~+ 13p
1.00 ‘”L\ﬁ_L
Lo
|
0.75 4 ‘1
& 0.507 4
0.251
P=0.0007
0.00
0 2 4

Time in years
Number at risk

51 41 29 5
85 2 22 )
0 2 4 :

Time in years

(D), on recurrence-free interval (RFI) in the IHC validation cohort.
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Supplementary Figure 6. The overlap between cases that were positive for the three markers in the
IHC discovery cohort (A) and the IHC validation cohort (B).
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Supplementary Figure 7. The association between gene expression levels and
immunohistochemical classification (low or high expression) for the three markers in the IHC
validation cohort.
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Supplementary Figure 8. The prognostic value of Ki67 (A and B), MCM4 (C and D), and TYMS (E

and F) gene expression levels in the IHC validation cohort, when dividing the samples into two or
three groups.
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