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Abstract

Background: About 70% of ovarian cancer (OC) patients relapse after initial chemotherapy, making it crucial
to predict survival before second-line treatment. Our previous work discovered a blood-based DNA
methylation prognostic signature (PLAT-MB8) that uses 8 CpG sites related to chemoresistance. We aim to
validate this biomarker and its correlation with clinicopathological features and treatment profiles in additional
cohorts.

Methods: Extracted DNA from whole blood was provided from the BriTROC 1 (n=47) and OV04 cohorts
(n=57) upon the first relapse. Additional samples from Hammersmith Hospital (n=100) were collected during
first-line chemotherapy (cycles 3-4 and 6). Bisulphite pyrosequencing was used to quantify DNA methylation
at the previously identified 8 CpG sites. The methylation data obtained were combined with previous data from
ScoTROC 1D and 1V (n=141) and OCTIPS (n=46). Cox regression was used to assess overall survival (OS)
after relapse concerning clinicopathological characteristics. The DNA methylation Class (Class 1 vs 2) was

determined by consensus clustering.

Findings: Blood DNA methylation at relapse predicts better clinical outcomes. Methylation Class shows no
association with outcome during first-line chemotherapy treatment. Methylation Class 1 is associated with
shorter survival, as indicated by a meta-analysis of five cohorts (OS: HR 2.54, 1.67-3.85). Class 2 patients on
carboplatin monotherapy have the best prognosis, while Class 1 patients on the same treatment have the poorest
prognosis (OS: aHR 9.69, 2.38-39.47). Class 1 is linked to older patients (>75 years) with advanced-stage,
platinum-resistant cases, correlating with residual disease, and shorter progression-free survival. In contrast,
Class 2 of PLAT-M8 is linked to platinum-sensitive patients, and higher complete response rates by RECIST
criteria, but shows no correlation with CA-125. These findings emphasise the potential of PLAT-M8 in guiding

second-line chemotherapy decisions.

Interpretation: PLAT-M8 methylation biomarker is associated with survival in OC patients with relapse and

hypothetically may predict platinum treatment response at second-line chemotherapy.

Funding: This work was supported by funding from Ovarian Cancer Action (“Risk and Prevention”
programme grant), Cancer Research UK programme grant (A13086) with support from the Cancer Research
UK Imperial Centre, the National Institute for Health Research Imperial Biomedical Research Centre and the

Ovarian Cancer Action Research Centre.
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Research in context

Evidence before this study

There is a strong association between platinum-based chemotherapy and DNA methylation changes in blood
DNA during ovarian cancer relapse. Previous findings identified eight specific CpG methylation changes

(known as PLAT-MS8) in blood at relapse following platinum-based chemotherapy that were associated with
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overall survival in patients enrolled in the ScoTROC 1 trial and the OCTIPS cohort. Using an ovarian cancer
cell line model, the study also showed that functional DNA mismatch repair increased the frequency of

platinum-induced methylation, providing insights into the observed epigenetic changes.

Added values of this study

Our current study validates in five large relapsed ovarian cancer cohorts that: (1) PLAT-M8 is associated with
various clinicopathological characteristics, such as age, stage, platinum sensitivity, RECIST response, and
progression time; (2) PLAT-M8, particularly from blood samples taken at the time of the first relapse before
second-line chemotherapy, can serve not only as prognostic indicators for overall survival but also time to
death after relapse in ovarian cancer patients; (3) PLAT-M8 does not have prognostic value when blood
samples are taken during first-line chemotherapy before relapse, after initial diagnosis; and (4) PLAT-M8 may
stratify overall survival and time to death after relapse based on the second-line treatment received by patients.
These findings pave the way for our ongoing research, showcasing the potential of this non-invasive approach
in predicting second-line treatment response, guiding decisions, and enhancing outcomes for relapsed ovarian

cancer patients.

Implications of all the available evidence

The lack of biomarkers guiding treatment decisions during second-line therapy highlights the need for more
reliable biomarkers. As a prognostic biomarker, PLAT-M8 is considered simple yet impactful, as it only
requires one blood sample taken before second-line treatment at the time of relapse. The advantages of this
research include developing personalised treatment approaches, minimizing side effects and wasted time from
ineffective medications, reducing the likelihood of subsequent relapse episodes, and improving clinical
outcomes for patients. Ultimately, the use of biomarkers has the potential to reduce hospital stays and
healthcare costs by optimizing treatment effectiveness and efficiency, while also enhancing the quality of life

for patients.

Introduction

Ovarian cancer (OC) has a high mortality rate in the UK and globally.! Survival rates in the UK are lower
than in Asian populations? and other high-income countries, especially Europe.®> One reason for the poor
survival rate is that over 70% of advanced OC cases relapse after optimal primary surgery and first-line
chemotherapy.* With each relapse, the OS decreases, worsening the prognosis.® Platinum-based chemotherapy
is a key treatment for both primary and recurrent OC. Currently, the choice of second-line treatment depends
on the platinum-free interval (PFI)®, which categorises recurrence as sensitive or resistant to platinum-based
chemotherapy at the time since the last first-line platinum treatment. This classification guides whether to use
platinum monotherapy or in combination with other agents.®

A major drawback of classifying platinum sensitivity based on PFI is the risk of biological
misinterpretation. This time-based approach ignores the heterogeneous nature of tumorigenesis and does not

account for histopathological types like clear cell or mucinous tumours, which are less sensitive to platinum.”
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Misclassification could affect prognosis and treatment response in relapsed patients receiving second-line
platinum. To improve treatment decisions, a more personalised approach using molecular profiling, such as
based on epigenetic patterns is needed. Additionally, the current biomarker CA-125 lacks specificity and
consistency, underscoring the need for more reliable biomarkers in managing relapsed OC.2

Evidence increasingly suggests that epigenetic alterations, such as DNA methylation, contribute to cancer
development and can serve as reliable biomarkers for OC.> However, the role of epigenetics-based
biomarkers in cancer progression and chemotherapy resistance is still lacking sufficient understanding.®*!
Epigenetic biomarkers are less invasive than tissue-based ones and can help identify relapse, predict prognosis,
and forecast treatment response. However, their clinical use is limited by the complex and time-consuming
validation process.'? Additionally, a comprehensive analysis of clinicopathological factors is needed to
validate prognostic DNA methylation biomarkers in platinum-based treatments. This is crucial to ensure
accurate adjustments, as these factors can significantly influence methylation levels and treatment outcomes.*®

Our previous work has also shown a correlation between a blood-based DNA methylation biomarker
(known as PLAT-M8) and OS.* PLAT-MS8 is an epigenetic signature constructed by DNA methylation
information on eight CpG sites. However, our initial study had a small sample size and did not delve deeper
into their associations with clinicopathological characteristics. Thus, further validation is needed. We also aim
to investigate its association with survival, second-line treatment stratification, recurrence-related biomarkers,
and clinicopathological characteristics in recurrent OC patients in multiple UK cohorts. The ultimate goal is

to improve survival rates and reduce the harmful side effects in platinum-nonresponsive patients.

Methods
Study design, data source, and samples

This retrospective cohort study aimed to predict OS after cancer relapse by collecting datasets and
peripheral blood DNA. Data was obtained from prior cohort studies, including ScoTROC 1V (n=54),
ScoTROC 1D (n=87), and OCTIPS (n=46) from Flanagan et al.}* who initially used these three datasets to
discover PLAT-M8 in 2017. These datasets were originally from ScoTROC 1 (recruited 1998-2000)*° and
OCTIPS (recruited 1985-2013).1® Two additional datasets were added from BriTROC 1 (recruited 2013-2017,
n=47)'" and OV04 (recruited 2010-2018, n=57).*® Furthermore, 153 new blood samples were collected from
100 patients at Hammersmith Hospital (HH) from 2007 to 2014 during first-line chemotherapy cycles (Cycle
3 (n=28), Cycle 4 (n=75), and Cycle 6 (n=49)) to assess the impact of the biomarker before recurrence. The
procedures for blood sample collection and patient data collection are outlined in Figure 1.

<Figure 1>

Eligibility criteria

We analysed DNA from blood samples (except for OCTIPS, which was obtained from tumour tissue
samples) collected during relapse provided by our collaborators and new DNA extraction from the HH dataset.
The present study used specific inclusion criteria to select cases, considering the eligibility criteria established

by previous cohorts. These criteria included women diagnosed with primary epithelial OC (including high-
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grade serous ovarian carcinoma/HGSOC, clear cell carcinoma/CCC, endometrioid carcinoma, and mucinous
carcinoma) confirmed at the time of diagnosis, classified as FIGO stage IC- IV, experiencing their first relapse,
and receiving platinum. We did not limit the selection based on PFI, and all blood samples were available at
the time of their first relapse before second-line chemotherapy. Cases that did not meet the inclusion criteria

or had poor sample quality or inadequate blood samples were excluded.

Clinical variables

This study examined the demographics and clinicopathological profiles of patients with relapsed OC.
Recurrence was evaluated using Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid Tumours (RECIST) version 1.1 criteria
and CA-125 levels after first-line therapy per Gynaecologic Cancer Intergroup guidelines.!® Patient ages at
presentation and relapse were categorised per decade, with 'younger patients' defined as those aged 75 years
old or younger, reflecting the peak rate of OC cases in the UK.?° Clinical staging was based on FIGO criteria,
further divided into early stage (I-11) and advanced stage (l11-1V).2* Histological types and tumour grades
followed World Health Organisation (WHO) criteria regarding serous and non-serous carcinoma.?
Chemotherapy regimens were categorised as ‘carboplatin monotherapy' and ‘carboplatin with combination' for
first and second-line treatment 2. PFI classification was simplified into platinum-sensitive (>6 months since
last chemotherapy) or platinum-resistant (<6 months since last chemotherapy) based on prior research.?
Surgical types and outcomes (e.g., residual disease/RD) were simplified, and categorised as either no RD or
any RD, accounting for varying cutoffs across all cohorts.? Clinical endpoints included progression-free
survival (PFS), and OS after first relapse. The biomarker status of PLAT-M8 was classified into two Classes
based on average methylation in 8 CpG sites: Class 1 (hypomethylated or not methylated) and Class 2
(hypermethylated). This classification, determined through clustering consensus as described in a prior
publication4, was combined with second-line chemotherapy into four categories: Class 2, carboplatin only;

Class 2, Other regimens * carboplatin; Class 1, carboplatin only; and Class 1, Other regimens + carboplatin.

Methylation analysis

DNA samples from clinical whole blood were extracted using Qiagen DNA Blood Mini Kits (Qiagen
QlAamp®, Manchester, UK) following the manufacturer's protocols. Quantification was conducted with a
Qubit 2.0 fluorimeter (Life Technologies, Paisley, UK) using the dsSDNA BR Assay. The methylation status
of CpG islands at eight specific sites and these sites was determined in the BriTROC 1, OV04 and
Hammersmith Hospital cohorts. Bisulphite conversion of 500 ng of genomic DNA was performed using the
EZ-96 DNA-methylation Gold kit (Zymo Research) according to the manufacturer's instructions.
Pyrosequencing was conducted as previously using the primers described.** Consensus clustering identified
the optimal two clusters for PLAT-M8 based on cophenetic correlation coefficient assessment.?® Samples were

classified into Class 1 or Class 2 based on cluster assignment.
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Statistical analysis

The association between clinicopathological factors, mortality status, and biomarker status was assessed
using statistical tests such as the x2, Fisher's exact, or non-parametric test in SPSS v29. Mann-Whitney and
Kruskal-Wallis tests were employed for abnormally distributed data to determine the statistical significance of
differences in average age across distinct groups.?” Life tables and the log-rank test were used to differentiate
the differences between median survival time and rate across cohorts. Furthermore, the factors of age at relapse,
FIGO stage, grade, histological type, first-line chemotherapy Class, residual tumour after surgery, and PFS
time were selected for analysis in the multivariate logistic regression to identify robustly associated factors
linked with Class 1 of PLAT-M8, which is a poorly represented biomarker. The percentages of PLAT-M8
Class 1 and Class 2 were also compared across cohorts using the y2 test. We aimed to understand which factors
contribute to the poorer status of PLAT-M8.28

In subsequent statistical analysis, we used R v4.3.1 and RStudio with the following packages: survminer,
survival, survMisc, broom, dplyr, tidyverse, lubridate, ggplot, ggpubr, ggsurvfit, and pROC. The Kaplan-Meier
(KM) method was used for survival analysis (OS) in the BriTROC 1 and OV04 datasets, comparing Class-1
and Class-2 groups. The Log-rank test was utilised to determine group differences.?® In the 'BriTROC 1 +
OVO04 study', OS analysis compared patient groups based on their assigned second-line chemotherapy
regimens. Further analysis focused on patients treated with single-agent carboplatin for relapsed disease. No
further investigation was done on the ScoTROC 1 and OCTIPS datasets, as research of this nature has already
been published elsewhere and no information about second-line chemotherapy.* Biomarker Class 1 of PLAT-
M8 versus Class 2 in relapsed and non-relapsed cohorts were separately analysed for hazard ratio (HR) using
Cox proportional hazards regression. Biomarker status, along with adjusted clinicopathological factors, were
included in a multivariate Cox proportional hazards regression model to predict OS.2 At this stage,
heterogeneity across different relapsed cohorts was not considered. The HR from univariate Cox proportional
hazards regression analysis was assessed across meta-cohorts. Forest plots, employing a random-effects model,
were generated to summarise HR for overall effect size estimates in both OS analysis, along with an evaluation
of heterogeneity.*® Sensitivity analyses of PLAT-MB8 in predicting survival after relapse were conducted based
on progression time and histological type. In prognostic evaluation, we use time-dependent survival receiver
operating characteristic curves (ROCs) to assess cumulative incidence and incidence risk prediction.®

Statistical significance was set at p<0.05.

Ethical approval

Ethical approval for the additional collection of blood samples from patients with OC undergoing first-line
chemotherapy from Hammersmith Hospital was granted by the Imperial College Healthcare Tissue Bank
(ICHTB) Research Ethics Committee (REC no: 12/WA/0196, project application number: R17016, and
ICHTB Human Tissue Authority (HTA) license: 12275) on 2™ May 2017. The study also adheres to ethical
standards from prior approved studies, including: (1) ScoTROC 1: Ethical oversight provided by multiple
centres, although the specific ethics committee and referral number were not stated®; (2) BriTROC 1:
Approved by the Cambridge Central Research Ethics Committee, UK (No: 12/EE/0349)%; (3) OCTIPS:
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Approved by multiple local ethics committees, such as Charité-Universitatsmedizin Berlin (Germany),
Medical University of Innsbruck (Austria), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven (Belgium), University of
Edinburgh (UK), and other centres that joined this consortium (Nos: EK207/2003, ML2524, 05/Q0406/178,
EK130113, 06/S1101/16)'%3%; (4) OVO04: Approved by the National Research Ethics Service (NRES)
Committee East of England - Cambridge Central, UK (No: 07/Q0106/63) for Addenbrooke's Hospital,
Cambridge, as well as the Cambridge Central Research Ethics Committee (No: 03/018).% The reporting and
writing of this research followed the REporting recommendations for tumour MARKer prognostic studies
(REMARK)3* and The Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE)

guidelines.®

Results
Patient clinicopathological characteristics

We analysed 391 patients and 444 blood samples in this study (Table S1). The distribution of PLAT-M8
biomarker Classes varied among cohorts. ScoTROC 1D and HH cycle 6 predominantly had Class 1 biomarker
patients, while OCTIPS, BriTROC 1, OV04, and HH samples on cycles 3 & 4 had more Class 2 patients.
ScoTROC 1V had a balanced distribution. Patient age and survival time are summarised in Table 1, with
additional clinicopathological characteristics provided in Table 2 (mortality status) and Table S2 (biomarker
status). Among 291 relapsed cases (74.42% of the total), age at diagnosis and relapse varied across cohorts.
The 2-year rates for relapsed OC patients were 32%. The highest survival rate was in the OCTIPS study, and
the lowest was in the ScoTROC 1D study. Non-relapsed patients from the HH study showed moderate survival,
with 2-year OS rates of 40%.

Across five relapsed-cases cohorts, significant differences were observed in PFS, OS, and follow-up
months. Data from non-relapsed patients at HH (n=100, 25.58% of total) showed a slightly older median age
at diagnosis, with longer OS, but shorter follow-up months compared to relapsed patients. Our relapsed patients
were relatively more dominant in later stages, with 89.0% in stages I11-1V and 11.0% in stages I-Il. The main
histological type was serous carcinoma (70.8%), followed by adenocarcinoma NOS (8.6%) and papillary
adenocarcinoma (7.2%). Most patients (92.6%) had poorly differentiated and undifferentiated (G3-G4)
tumours.
<Table 1>

For first-line chemotherapy, 76.9% of patients received predominantly platinum and taxane (carboplatin +
paclitaxel). Other regimens with or without carboplatin constituted the greater proportion of 229 available
patient data from ScoTROC 1D and 1V, OCTIPS, and BriTROC 1. In second-line treatment, 35.0% of patients
predominantly received platinum and taxane (carboplatin + paclitaxel), and other regimens with or without
carboplatin constituted the majority (72.9%) in 140 available data from OCTIPS, BriTROC 1, and OV04. In
ScoTROC 1D and 1V, 51.1% of patients were in Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group (ECOG) grade 1,
meaning they had restricted physically strenuous activity but were ambulatory and capable of light or sedentary

work. Most patients (91.2%) underwent interval debulking surgery and about 60.1% of patients had RDs.
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However, 50% of patients achieved a complete response per RECIST, and 77.7% had a good response
(decreasing CA-125 levels). PLAT-M8 biomarker Classes were relatively balanced in the relapsed cohort
(Class 2: Class 1 ratio = 6:5) but slightly favoured Class 2 in the non-relapsed cohort (ratio = 7:5). Specifically,
in blood biomarker datasets, 48.1% in Class 2 and 33.7% in Class 1 received other regimens with or without
carboplatin as their second-line chemotherapy.

<Table 2>

Association between clinicopathological features with mortality and biomarker status

In a comparative analysis of mortality status among relapsed cases (Table 2), significant differences were
observed in various clinicopathological features: (1) Advanced FIGO stage correlated with a higher death rate
compared to earlier stages (p=0.043); (2) Non-serous carcinoma patients had a higher death rate than serous
carcinoma patients (p=0.001); (3) Patients who received other regimens with or without carboplatin in first-
line chemotherapy had a higher death rate than those with carboplatin only (p=0.047); (4) Platinum-resistant
patients had a higher death rate than platinum-sensitive individuals (p=0.039); (5) Patients with residual
disease (RD) had a higher death rate than those without RD (p=0.033); (6) Shorter PFS time in relapsed
individuals correlated with higher mortality compared to longer PFS time (p=0.010); and (7) Patients with
biomarker Class status Class 1 of PLAT-M8 at relapse had more deaths than those in Class 2 (p<0.001).
Conversely, in a comparative analysis of mortality status among non-relapsed cases in the HH cohort, no
significant differences were found in clinicopathological features. However, there was a notable distinction in
RECIST response, with a higher percentage of deceased patients showing evidence of progressive disease
(p=0.002).

In analysing biomarker status among relapsed cases (Table S2), significant variations in clinicopathological
features were noted: (1) Patients over 75 had a higher percentage in Class 1 than younger patients (p=0.015);
(2) Advanced FIGO stage patients had a higher proportion in Class 1 than earlier stages (p=0.038); (3) Patients
with RD had a higher percentage of Class 1 biomarker than those without RD (p=0.024); (4) the shorter PFS
time in relapsed individuals correlated with Class 1 of PLAT-M8 (p<0.001), as well as PLAT-M8 association
with platinum sensitivity and RECIST. Conversely, the comparative analysis based on biomarker status among
non-relapsed cases in the HH cohort showed no significant differences in clinicopathological features. In
exploring the association between the methylation-based biomarker and clinicopathological features, this study
employed multivariate logistic regression (Table S3). It particularly assessed the prediction of Class 1 PLAT-
M8 biomarkers, known for unfavourable clinical outcomes. Before adjustment, the FIGO stage, RD, and PFS
contributed to PLAT-M8 status. Post-adjustment, only PFS significantly predicted Class 1, with an odds ratio
of 6.33 (3.12-12.84), p<0.001.

PLAT-M8 validation in BriTROC 1 and OV04 patients
Our previous research on DNA methylation in blood, utilising ScoTROC 1 datasets for training and
validation, was further validated against OCTIPS tissue biopsies. The proposed PLAT-M8 biomarker, an

epigenetic signature from 333 CpG sites, is associated with survival outcomes with a false discovery rate
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(FDR) of less than 10%.'* After incorporating BriTROC 1 and OVO04 cohorts, data normalisation
accommodated methylation analysis variations (Pyrosequencing and 450k methylation array). Figure S1
illustrates methylation analysis in blood samples from relapsed OC patients across four cohorts. Remarkably,
ScoTROC 1D-450K displayed decreased methylation levels after normalisation, aligning closely with the
other three cohorts. In this study, we clinically validated PLAT-M8 in BriTROC 1 and OV04 cohorts. Adjusted
Cox regression model from BriTROC 1 revealed poorer OS for methylation Class 1 compared to Class 2 with
aHR of 2.92 (1.21-7.02, p=0.017) (Figure 2A). OV04 datasets showed no difference in OS between Class 1
and Class 2 (Figure 2B). When the two datasets were combined, similar patterns persisted, with Class 1
exhibiting poorer OS (aHR 2.21, 1.24-3.91, p=0.007) (Figure 2C). Examining methylation changes between
PLAT-M8 biomarker Class 1 and Class 2 using a pyrosequencer specific to CpG sites (Figure S2), in
BriTROC 1, PLAT-M8 showed significant hypermethylation at 4 out of 8 CpG sites and hypomethylation at
1 out of 8 CpG sites. Similar patterns were observed in OV04, with 4 out of 8 CpG sites hypermethylated and
1 out of 8 CpG sites hypomethylated.

<Figure 2>

PLAT-M8 detection at relapse as a predictor of survival: Validation in large cohorts

Validating in five datasets, multivariate Cox regression (Table 3, Figure 3A) revealed that Class 1 of
PLAT-MB8 predicted poorer OS compared to Class 2 (aHR 1.82, 1.35-2.46, p<0.001). Other prognostic factors
for OS included FIGO advanced stage (aHR 1.87, 1.13-3.08, p=0.014), non-serous histological type (aHR
1.82, 1.33-2.50, p<0.001), and PFS <327 days (aHR 1.87, 1.33-2.64, p<0.001).
<Table 3>

After performing univariate Cox regression in each cohort, we combined all relapsed-cases cohorts across
studies using both blood and tissue biopsy samples. A meta-cohort analysis was conducted using a random-
effect model, accounting for heterogeneity in OS (Figure 3B). This analysis yielded a higher summary HR of
2.54 (1.67-3.85, p<0.01) compared to the previous combined analysis without meta-analysis.

<Figure 3>

Differences in survival between PLAT-M8 Classes, especially within the first 2 years, were observed for
OS in relapse cases (Table S4). Notable variations in median PFS and OS were identified across diverse
clinicopathological characteristics, revealing reduced median survival (p<0.001 for all three parameters) in
Class 1 of PLAT-M8 during relapse compared to Class 2 (Table S5). Blood DNA methylation at relapse
predicted clinical outcomes, with the better prognosis group (Class 2 of PLAT-M8) showing a median
difference of 18.8 months in OS after relapse and more than 1.6 times that of the poorer group. Furthermore,
advanced stage (111-1V) was associated with significantly diminished median PFS (p=0.004) and OS (p=0.026),
compared to earlier stage (I-11), along with abbreviated median survival in non-serous carcinoma relative to
serous carcinoma (p<0.001 for all three parameters). Additional findings included decreased median PFS

(p=0.003) in patients receiving regimens excluding carboplatin during first-line treatment, reduced median
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survival in platinum-resistant patients versus sensitive populations (p<0.001 for all three parameters), and
diminished median survival in patients with any residual diseases compared to those without (p<0.001 for all
three parameters). Additionally, patients with no response to CA-125 experienced significantly reduced
median PFS (p=0.004) compared to those with a positive response.

Furthermore, we retrospectively explored PLAT-M8's association with recurrence-related parameters
(platinum sensitivity, RECIST response, CA-125 response). PLAT-M8 methylation showed a significant link
with platinum sensitivity after first-line chemotherapy, indicating Class 1 as more resistant and Class 2 as more
sensitive (p=0.036, Figure 3D). Class 1 predominated in PD (100%), SR (62.5%), and PR (54.3%) compared
to CR (40.9%) with p=0.004 (Figure 3E). Although not significantly associated, there was a tendency for more
responsive patients to be in Class 2 for CA-125 response (p=0.104, Figure 3F). Figure 3C assessed publication
bias in OS using a funnel plot. Despite a small number of studies, relative symmetry was observed, and Egger's
test found no significant bias (p>0.05). Trim and fill analysis suggested potential missing studies in OS,
influencing overall results. It is worth noting that some prior studies (BriTROC 1 and OV04) did not originally
focus on PLAT-MS8, and the HH cohort provided new datasets for this validation study.

PLAT-M8 prognostic role based on the treatment regiments

Patients were categorised based on their second-line treatment regimens in the BriTROC 1 and OV04
cohorts (Table S6). Notably, Class 2 patients receiving carboplatin monotherapy had the best prognosis in OS,
while Class 1 patients receiving carboplatin monotherapy had the poorest prognosis (aHR 9.69, 2.38-39.47,
p=0.002) (Figure 2D)). Further analysis of patients who received platinum monotherapy (carboplatin only) in
Figure 2E revealed a more favourable prognosis for patients in Class 2 who received carboplatin monotherapy
in OS (log-rank p<0.001).

PLAT-M8 lacks predictive value during initial chemotherapy cycles

Additional data from 100 OC patients in the HH cohort undergoing chemotherapy was collected to
investigate the role of PLAT-M8 before relapse. Comparative analysis (Table 2, Table S2) showed no
significant differences in clinicopathological features related to mortality and biomarker status. Multivariate
Cox regression (Table 4, Figure S3) also did not reveal significant predictive roles for PLAT-M8 in OS,
considering age, FIGO stage, and histological group.
<Table 4>

Looking into different cycles (cycles 3 & 4 and cycle 6) in 153 samples of the HH cohort, PLAT-M8
methylation markers showed no significant prognostic value for OS with aHR 1.34, 0.79-2.27, p=0.285 and
aHR 1.11, 0.53-2.76, p=0.656, respectively (Figure 4A, 4B). Meta-cohort analysis (Figure 4C) across first-
line chemotherapy patients confirmed Class 1 of PLAT-M8 did not predict a poorer prognosis. Examining
methylation differences between Class 1 and Class 2 at specific CpG sites (Figure S2), variations were noted
in HH cycles 3 & 4 and cycle 6, but these differences were not consistent with datasets from relapsed cases.

<Figure 4>
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Prognostic performance of PLAT-M8

We analysed PLAT-M8's ROC curves for mortality prediction using univariate and multivariate logistic
regression (Figure 5A and 5B) with blood and tissue biopsy and blood-only datasets (Figure S4). In univariate
logistic regression, PLAT-M8 alone showed moderate sensitivity (51.9%), good specificity (71.1%), and
sufficient AUC (0.62). Combining it with clinical covariates improved AUC but remained within a sufficient
range. To better understand PLAT-M8's performance, we employed a dynamic control approach, including
cumulative and incident case ROCs (Figures S5 and S6). Cumulative case ROC assesses within the
multivariate model maintain good discrimination in OS analysis, starting at AUC 0.768 and stabilizing at 0.759
in the third year for the multivariate Cox-ph model, better than the unadjusted model (Figure 5C and 5D). In
this research, we conducted a sensitivity analysis on this biomarker at different cancer progression stages which
indicates that PLAT-M8 is more predictive of survival after relapse in partially sensitive (PFS/PFI 6-12
months) and sensitive (PFS/PFI >12 months) patients. Additionally, our sensitivity analysis based on
histological type showed that PLAT-M8 is effective for both serous and non-serous cancer. However, we could
not conduct a detailed analysis of HGSOC, the most lethal OC subtype, due to a lack of histological grade
information (Table 5).

<Figure 5>

<Table 5>

Discussion
Summary of findings

Analysing tumours at relapse is crucial to understand drug resistance and its impact on survival, but
obtaining samples from relapsed patients is challenging. Consequently, plasma and serum markers, which
reflect tumour DNA changes, are emerging as valuable prognostic tools.>*®* DNA methylation in plasma,
requiring only small amounts, shows high specificity, making it ideal for analysis. This study validates the
prognostic role of the methylation-based biomarker "PLAT-M8" in OC patients at relapse, with strong
predictive value for survival risk in the first year and sustained performance over time. PLAT-M8, particularly
Class 1 predicted poorer prognosis in the independent validation cohort (BriTROC 1 and OV04) but not in HH
samples taken during first-line chemotherapy (pre-relapse). Significant correlations with OS were confirmed
in five cohorts, and a meta-cohort analysis reinforced PLAT-M8's reliability. This biomarker was associated
with platinum sensitivity and RECIST response, but not with CA-125 response. Class 1, marked by increased
hypomethylation, was associated with older patients at advanced stages, treatment resistance, higher RD, poor
treatment response, and worse prognosis. These findings are consistent with an ovarian CCC study that linked

DNA methylation clusters to disease features, immune pathway gene expression, and survival outcomes.*’

PLAT-M8 in comparison with clinicopathological characteristics and mortality status
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The median age of diagnosis in our five cohorts of relapsed cases was 61 years, which is consistent with
global studies.®® The median PFS was 16.57 months, slightly shorter than the 18-24 months reported in the
literature.®® In our study, the age at relapse was 62 years, which was higher than that of a previous German
trial (59.1 years).® The age at diagnosis and relapse did not show a correlation with mortality, possibly due to
different cutoffs used in the literature.*®*? Despite ongoing debates about the age cutoff for the elderly, the
lack of a significant association between age and prognosis highlights the importance of objective assessments
in treatment decisions, such as epigenetic analysis.** In our study, age was found to be associated with the
epigenetic signature, indicating age-related epigenetic alterations in tumorigenesis.*® On bivariate analysis, age
at diagnosis, but not at relapse, was related to PLAT-MB8. This discrepancy suggests that ageing may contribute
to observed epigenetic changes long before recurrence. Our previous study suggested that age differences
between presentation and relapse within a shorter time frame (<3 years) were unlikely to cause additional
methylation changes.* In our multivariate analysis of predictors of PLAT-M8 and mortality, we chose to use
age at relapse for practical reasons during hospital visits. Epigenetic ageing may lead to cancer by accumulating
random alterations that affect tumour suppressors, with accelerated epigenetic age correlating with an
increased risk of cancer.*®* Age-related changes in the tumour microenvironment, immunosenescence,
stochastic DNA methylation alterations, and shifts in cellular composition collectively contribute to epigenetic
variability during ageing, linking age and epigenetic dysregulation to cancer development, chemoresistance,
and OS.*

Clinical staging significantly affects PLAT-M8, with earlier stages showing a lower relapse frequency
(11%) compared to advanced stages (89%). This is consistent with evidence of recurrence in 10-50% of early-
stage cases*® and over 80% in advanced stages.*’ The FIGO stage is correlated with recurrence, reflecting the
aggressiveness of the disease and influencing the complexity of surgery or chemotherapy, thereby increasing
the likelihood of RD.*® The stage of the disease is associated with DNA methylation changes linked to the
progression of OC.*® PLAT-M8 Class 1 (hypomethylation) is associated with later stages, while Class 2
(hypermethylation) is associated with earlier stages. However, the significance of the advanced stage
diminishes after adjusting for other variables. Generally, abnormal DNA methylation is an early event in
tumour initiation, with elevated levels of hypomethylation indicating a poor prognosis. Hypomethylation is
linked to chromosome instability, increased aggressiveness, and decreased survival in OCs.%° Further analysis
revealed that FIGO staging is an independent prognostic factor for relapsed OC, affecting ®> FIGO staging
reflects the aggressiveness of the disease at initial presentation and relapse, potentially increasing the likelihood
of the disease spreading beyond the ovary, which affects survival®

Despite DNA methylation's role in epithelial OC development®?, our analysis found no significant link
between histological subtype or tumour grade and PLAT-M8. Unequal proportions in tumour histology and
grade may have influenced these findings, indicating the need for a more balanced analysis. CpG methylation
progressively accumulates in OC, with tumour-specific patterns of aberrant methylation.>® Global methylation
patterns in EOC include hypermethylation of promoters and hypomethylation of repetitive DNA sequences,
with histotype-specific hypermethylation reflecting differences in carcinogenic processes, immune pathways,

or precursor tissue.®”>* Nevertheless, when comparing histological types and mortality in relapsed OC patients,
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we found that non-serous carcinomas—including adenocarcinoma, papillary adenocarcinoma, mucinous
adenocarcinoma, endometrioid carcinoma, and CCC—demonstrated poorer survival compared to serous
carcinoma. Histotype influences OC survival by affecting treatment responsiveness.>® Non-serous histotypes
like mucinous, clear cell and carcinosarcoma respond poorly to chemotherapy and have limited targeted
therapy options.>®” Another study also showed that CCC is associated with a higher rate of progressive
disease, and mucinous cancer shows lower response rates to first-line platinum.*® Despite some non-serous
histotypes indicating better long-term survival, distant-stage mucinous, clear cell, and carcinosarcoma have
comparable or worse 10-year survival than advanced-stage HGSOC.% Early-stage diagnoses contribute to
favourable outcomes for mucinous and clear cell histotypes®, but advanced-stage cases may have poor
outcomes.® In our cohorts, the poorer prognosis in non-serous cases is logical, as almost 90% of patients were
at an advanced stage and included in the relapsed group.

In terms of treatment, our study found a significant correlation between second-line chemotherapy,
specifically carboplatin and paclitaxel, and mortality in relapsed OC patients. Carboplatin monotherapy
demonstrated a longer median PFS of approximately 3 months compared to other treatment regimens. When
combined with PLAT-MS8, patients in Class 2 who received carboplatin alone experienced improved PFS and
OS. Data from the 1985 OCTIPS study and the 1998 ScoTROC 1 trial support these findings, leading to the
2000 recommendation to combine paclitaxel with platinum.5262 Despite the overall effectiveness of
chemotherapy, survival benefits in carboplatin combinations may be attributed to a lower incidence of adverse
events.%® Patients in Class 2 consistently exhibited better prognoses, with single-agent platinum treatments
potentially offering improved survival due to reduced adverse events.5! Multidrug combinations, particularly
those involving platinum and taxanes, can result in cumulative toxicities that impact treatment adherence and
patient survival.®*® A meta-analysis underscores the importance of personalised approaches that consider
patient factors and treatment tolerability.®* Adding non-cross-resistant cytotoxic drugs to carboplatin and
paclitaxel aims to boost treatment efficacy but is limited by cumulative side effects, cardiotoxicity, neuropathy
risks, and no clear survival benefits.5°

In OC, surgical outcomes, specifically the status of RD after debulking surgery, are a strong prognostic
factor for OS %67 and PFS.57% RD indicates adverse tumour biology, correlating with severe dissemination
and progression®®, affecting both primary and relapse cases.% " In our analysis, although the type of debulking
surgery does not directly correlate with methylation status, RD resulting from surgery is associated with
mortality. Attaining optimal debulking is crucial for maximizing survival benefits, increasing median OS by
5.5% and maximises cytoreduction rates by 10%.% Unfortunately, in our study, 60.1% of patients had RD,
which possibly contributed to recurrence after initial treatment.”* Additionally, bivariate analysis showed that
RD resulting from surgery was associated with Class 1 of PLAT-MS8, indicating its relation to methylation
changes. Previous studies have linked suboptimal surgical outcomes to epigenetic changes, specifically
hypomethylation of SPARC. This hypomethylation leads to increased gene expression and invasiveness.’
Moreover, RD may represent cells with unique methylation patterns, contributing to treatment resistance.”

Accordingly, it is proposed that PLAT-M8 has potential as a biomarker for detecting and monitoring RD. It
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can provide insights into treatment response and changes in DNA methylation patterns induced by therapies
like chemotherapy and radiotherapy.

Further analysis of parameters related to recurrence revealed that PLAT-M8 and RECIST response
intersects with epigenetic methylation in OC. While previous studies have explored the relationship between
ctDNA progression and RECIST response, they have not specifically investigated the role of different
methylation patterns in this process.’* Therefore, the novel PLAT-M8, which includes aberrant methylation
information, offers new insights into this correlation. Elucidating the link between RECIST and PLAT-M8 can
enhance the personalised management of ovarian cancer by integrating anatomical changes with epigenetic
influences. Previous studies have used RECIST to measure treatment response with methylation biomarkers
in cancers such as breast’ and cervical cancer.” In metastatic colorectal cancer, RECIST response correlated
with hypermethylated TFAP2E, linked to chemoresistance.”” Similarly, hypermethylated neuropeptide Y was
an early biomarker outperforming RECIST in predicting PFS.”® Our study suggests that PLAT-MS8, associated
with RECIST and potentially better at predicting recurrence, might surpass conventional imaging markers due
to its epigenetic basis, which reflects tumour behaviour and predicts OS more effectively.”

Currently, there is no standard prognostic indicator for OC, especially in relapsed cases. CA-125, a widely
used protein biomarker, has controversial sensitivity and specificity.® DNA methylation markers offer a stable
and specific alternative, enabling personalised treatment plans based on the overall DNA methylation profile
of ovarian tumours. CA-125’s clinical use is limited by its inadequate sensitivity (50-62%) and uncertain
prognostic role in relapsed OC.8 It does not significantly correlate with mortality status and lacks conclusive
evidence for predicting OS.% In our research, PLAT-MS8 at relapse does not statistically correlate with CA-
125. This aligns with CA-125's limited prognostic role in relapsed ovarian cancer and its minimal significance
in recurrence-related factors. 8 The prognostic value of CA-125 varies in platinum-sensitive and --resistant
OC, and it shows limited predictability for complete tumour resection.?* We also analysed another clinical
factor called PFI, which is considered during recurrence. Our aim was to replace it because it inaccurately
classifies recurrences based on time.&8 Although we found that PFI was linked to mortality status, PFS, and
OS, it was not consistent as a prognostic factor for relapsed OS patients in previous research.8” On the other
hand, PLAT-M8 is believed to be a more accurate prognostic biomarker that reflects the sensitivity level to
platinum. PFI, lacking molecular insights, does not adequately represent platinum resistance and fails to
differentiate platinum sensitivity in different clinicopathological contexts.®:8

Our analysis shows that PLAT-MS8 is superior, correlating with PFS in both univariate and multivariate
analyses across relapsed cases. Research has linked PFS with methylation, identifying 112 loci associated with
shorter PFS after chemotherapy® and an 11-gene panel linked to the Bmi-1 pathway connecting shortened PFS
with distant metastasis.®* In our analysis, we observed that shorter PFS is a strong predictor of mortality after
relapse. This is an important finding as previous studies have also used time to recurrence/PFS as a factor to
predict survival after recurrence in advanced-stage HGSOC.%? Time to recurrence or PFS, a phenotype that

reflects cancer genome and epigenome characteristics.®

PLAT-M8 as an epigenetic-based prognostic biomarker
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PLAT-M8 demonstrates strong prognostic value for survival after relapse, even without information
regarding secondary cytoreductive surgery. PLAT-M8 Class 1, characterised by hypomethylation, aligns with
studies that link hypomethylation in tumour-initiating cells to poor OC prognosis, specifically ATG4A and
HIST1H2BN hypomethylation.®® During validation, PLAT-MS8 significantly predicted OS post-relapse in the
BriTROC 1 and OV04 datasets, as well as five additional datasets, confirming its effectiveness across multiple
sources. PLAT-M8 is effective only during relapse, not before or during initial chemotherapy, indicating it
reflects platinum sensitivity post-relapse rather than pre-existing chemoresistance.

For sensitivity analysis, we derived platinum sensitivity categories (i.e., PFI) from cancer progression
stages (i.e., PFS), despite their different starting points: PFI starts from the last platinum treatment to
progression/recurrence, while PFS begins at initial surgery.®* Mankoo et al.®® found a direct correlation
between PFS and PFI outcomes, justifying the use of PFS to gauge responsiveness to platinum when PFI data
is unavailable. One key finding is that PLAT-M8 was a good predictor of survival after relapse in partially
sensitive cases, which is crucial for deciding on further platinum therapy. Our analysis also confirmed PLAT-
M8’s effectiveness for both serous and non-serous cancers. However, a detailed analysis of HGSOC was
limited by a lack of histological grade data. Nonetheless, since 70-90% of serous carcinoma is classified as
HGSOC, which frequently relapses, PLAT-M8 can be considered a robust prognostic biomarker across major
OC subtypes.*

Additionally, PLAT-M8 was validated as a prognostic factor for relapsed OC across various second-line
chemotherapy regimens using the BriTROC 1 and OV04 datasets. Despite factors like PFI, patient status, and
toxicity guiding treatment, there is a lack of DNA-methylation-based biomarkers in decision-making.*” In our
study, platinum monotherapy was effective for Class 2 biomarkers (mostly platinum-sensitive), with survival
rates comparable to Class 2 patients treated with other therapies with/without platinum. For Class 1 patients
(mostly platinum-resistant), rechallenging with other therapies (paclitaxel/docetaxel, liposomal doxorubicin,
and topotecan) with/without platinum combinations showed similar or better outcomes than platinum alone,
consistent with previous findings.*®*° Platinum-based combinations, especially in late recurrent disease, are
known to provide better outcomes, suggesting that Class 1 patients may still benefit from them.® This
indicates that resistance based on PFI might exclude patients from benefiting from other therapies with/without
platinum-based combinations. On the other hand, PLAT-MS8 can still tailor treatments to help Class 1 patients
benefit from these therapies. Nevertheless, platinum-only treatment for Class 1 patients should not be advised
as it worsens survival outcomes. Interestingly, Class 2 patients receiving multiple second-line combinations
had poorer survival than Class 1, possibly due to unpredictable toxicity or treatment discontinuation.®
Compliance issues with platinum combinations may extend response duration, but prolonging therapy and
adding new drugs risk increased toxicity, costs, and treatment dropout without significant benefits.'% Larger
randomised trials are needed to evaluate these strategies, with PLAT-M8 potentially serving as a predictive

biomarker for optimising platinum regimens in second-line therapy for relapsed OC.

Proposed mechanisms
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PLAT-M8 involves mismatch repair, specifically MLH1, which indicates hypermethylation in Class 2.
Mismatch repair recognises platinum-induced DNA damage, leading to hypermethylation. In Class 2,
hypermethylation after platinum is caused by platinum adducts that result in replication stalling in MLH1-
expressing cells, leading to cell death.'* This hypermethylation contributes to improved patient survival and
establishes a link between DNA methylation, PLAT-M8, platinum-induced damage, and its related oncogenes
silencing. Dysfunctional repair systems enable cells to bypass platinum-related issues, promoting resistance. %2
PLAT-MB8, consisting of 8 CpGs, is associated with genes (ZNF385D, ZPLD1, MAD1L1, SAMD12, ARID5B,
DUSP6, PPP2R5E, and SBNO?2) that are linked to carcinogenesis, chemoresistance, and prognosis. Although
these genes have been less explored in OC, they have shown prognostic significance in other cancers. For
example, ZNF385D and ZPLD1 have prognostic value in liver*® and breast cancer'®, respectively. MAD1L1's
promoter hypermethylation affects advanced OC prognosis'® and correlates with chemotherapy response.'%
SAMD12 is relevant in gastric cancer prognosis 1%, reduced ARID5B expression indicates poor prognosis in
OC'%, and DUSP6 overexpression is linked to chemotherapy resistance.®® SBNO2 levels are associated with
adverse prognoses in cervical cancer.!'®!! Further experimental validation is needed to confirm their

involvement by assessing the impact of methylation on gene expression.

Strengths and limitations

This study meticulously analyses clinicopathological characteristics related to methylation-based
biomarker diseases using five independent relapsed OC cohorts, including OCTIPS tissue samples. The multi-
institutional design with large UK ovarian cohorts improves result generalisability. The retrospective design
provides access to clinical endpoints and characteristics, and blood-based samples offer practicality and less
invasiveness, benefiting personalised medicine for relapsed patients. The retrospective design limits data on
treatment response, especially second-line treatment. Future research should focus on predicting second-line
treatment response and more comprehensively capturing chemotherapy response and survival mechanisms.
Reliance on archival DNA biospecimens complicates gene-related 8 CpGs expression analysis due to
methylation changes. Additionally, using DNA from white blood cells may not fully reflect tumour DNA

compared to more accurate but costly ctDNA methylation analysis.

Conclusion

PLAT-MBS, rooted in epigenetics, emerges as a potential game-changer, offering a reliable biomarker for
relapsed OC and potentially preventing ineffective chemotherapy reintroduction. This validation study reveals
clinicopathological features associated with different PLAT-M8 Classes. Class 1 indicates a hypomethylated
signature, indicating poorer outcomes. This class presents as an older population at an advanced stage, resistant
to treatment, and more progressive. Our findings support PLAT-M8's potential as a valuable prognostic marker
in OC at relapse, both in blood samples and tissue biopsies. This insight contributes to stratifying second-line
treatment strategies and predicting survival. Future research will focus on PLAT-M8's role in predicting
second-line treatment response and understanding its mechanism in chemoresistance, emphasizing CpG-

associated gene expression influenced by methylation. Further validation and cost-effectiveness assessments
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are needed to establish PLAT-M8's clinical position relative to existing biomarkers like CA-125, RECIST, or
PFI, with future comparisons among patients with different responses to second-line treatment based on
RECIST criteria.

References

1. IARC. Globocan 2022: United Kingdom. 2023.
https://gco.iarc.who.int/media/globocan/factsheets/populations/826-united-kingdom-fact-sheet.pdf
(accessed 30 October 2023).

2. Maleki Z, Vali M, Nikbakht HA, et al. Survival rate of ovarian cancer in Asian countries: a
systematic review and meta-analysis. BMC Cancer 2023; 23(1): 558.

3. Wojtyla C, Bertuccio P, Giermaziak W, et al. European trends in ovarian cancer mortality, 1990-
2020 and predictions to 2025. Eur J Cancer 2023; 194: 113350.

4, Giornelli GH, Mando P. A Theoretical View of Ovarian Cancer Relapse. Eur Med J 2017; August:

8.

5. Hanker LC, Loibl S, Burchardi N, et al. The impact of second to sixth line therapy on survival of
relapsed ovarian cancer after primary taxane/platinum-based therapy. Ann Oncol 2012; 23(10):
2605-12.

6. Fung-Kee-Fung M, Oliver T Fau - Elit L, Elit L Fau - Oza A, Oza A Fau - Hirte HW, Hirte Hw Fau -

Bryson P, Bryson P. Optimal chemotherapy treatment for women with recurrent ovarian cancer.
Curr Oncol 2007; 14(5): 195-208.

7. Uno K, Yoshikawa N, Tazaki A, et al. Significance of platinum distribution to predict platinum
resistance in ovarian cancer after platinum treatment in neoadjuvant chemotherapy. Sci Rep 2022;
12(1): 4513.

8. Charkhchi P, Cybulski C, Gronwald J, Wong FO, Narod SA, Akbari MR. CA125 and Ovarian
Cancer: A Comprehensive Review. Cancers 2020; 12(12): 3730.

9. Natanzon Y, Goode EL, Cunningham JM. Epigenetics in ovarian cancer. Semin Cancer Biol 2018;
51: 160-9.

10. Fu M, Deng F, Chen J, et al. Current data and future perspectives on DNA methylation in ovarian

cancer (Review). Int J Oncol 2024; 64(6): 62.

11. Chang X, Monitto CL, Demokan S, et al. Identification of hypermethylated genes associated with
cisplatin resistance in human cancers. Cancer Res 2010; 70(7): 2870-9.

12. Tavares NA-O, Gumauskaité SA-O, Lobo JA-O, Jerénimo CA-O, Henrique RA-O. DNA
Methylation Biomarkers for Prediction of Response to Platinum-Based Chemotherapy: Where Do
We Stand? Cancers 2022; 14(12): 2918.

13. Tomar T, Alkema NG, Schreuder L, et al. Methylome analysis of extreme chemoresponsive patients
identifies novel markers of platinum sensitivity in high-grade serous ovarian cancer. BMC Med
2017; 15(1): 116.

14. Flanagan JM, Wilson A, Koo C, et al. Platinum-Based Chemotherapy Induces Methylation Changes
in Blood DNA Associated with Overall Survival in Patients with Ovarian Cancer. Clin Cancer Res
2017; 23(9): 2213-22.

15. Vasey PA, Jayson GC, Gordon A, et al. Phase 11l randomized trial of docetaxel-carboplatin versus
paclitaxel-carboplatin as first-line chemotherapy for ovarian carcinoma. J Natl Cancer Inst 2004;
96(22): 1682-91.

16. Ruscito I, Cacsire Castillo-Tong D, Vergote I, et al. Exploring the clonal evolution of
CD133/aldehyde-dehydrogenase-1 (ALDH1)-positive cancer stem-like cells from primary to
recurrent high-grade serous ovarian cancer (HGSOC). A study of the Ovarian Cancer Therapy-
Innovative Models Prolong Survival (OCTIPS) Consortium. Eur J Cancer 2017; 79: 214-25.

17


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Goranova T, Ennis D, Piskorz AM, et al. Safety and utility of image-guided research biopsies in
relapsed high-grade serous ovarian carcinoma-experience of the BriTROC consortium. Br J Cancer
2017; 116(10): 1294-301.

Sauer CM, Hall JA, Couturier DL, et al. Molecular landscape and functional characterization of
centrosome amplification in ovarian cancer. Nat Commun 2023; 14(1): 6505.

Rustin GJ, Vergote | Fau - Eisenhauer E, Eisenhauer E Fau - Pujade-Lauraine E, et al. Definitions
for response and progression in ovarian cancer clinical trials incorporating RECIST 1.1 and CA 125
agreed by the Gynecological Cancer Intergroup (GCIG). Int J Gynecol Cancer 2011; 21: 419-23.
CRUK. Ovarian cancer statistics. 2020. https://www.cancerresearchuk.org/health-
professional/cancer-statistics/statistics-by-cancer-type/ovarian-cancer (accessed 30 October 2023).
Berek JS, Renz M, Kehoe S, Kumar L, Friedlander M. Cancer of the ovary, fallopian tube, and
peritoneum: 2021 update. Int J Gynaecol Obstet 2021; 155 Suppl 1(Suppl 1): 61-85.

IARC. WHO Classification of Tumours: Female Genital Tumours. 5 ed. Geneva, Switzerland:
WHO; 2020.

Anand U, Dey A, Chandel AKS, et al. Cancer chemotherapy and beyond: Current status, drug
candidates, associated risks and progress in targeted therapeutics. Genes Dis 2023; 10(4): 1367-401.
Baert T, Ferrero A, Sehouli J, et al. The systemic treatment of recurrent ovarian cancer revisited.
Ann Oncol 2021; 32(6): 710-25.

NICE. Ovarian cancer: recognition and initial management. 02 October 2023 2011.
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg122 (accessed 23 October 2023).

Brunet JP, Tamayo P, Golub TR, Mesirov JP. Metagenes and molecular pattern discovery using
matrix factorization. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 2004; 101(12): 4164-9.

Najmi A, Sadasivam B, Ray A. How to choose and interpret a statistical test? An update for budding
researchers. J Family Med Prim Care 2021; 10(8): 2763-7.

Cioci AC, Cioci AL, Mantero AMA, Parreco JP, Yeh DD, Rattan R. Advanced Statistics: Multiple
Logistic Regression, Cox Proportional Hazards, and Propensity Scores. Surg Infect 2021; 22(6):
604-10.

Goel MK, Khanna P, Kishore J. Understanding survival analysis: Kaplan-Meier estimate. Int J
Ayurveda Res 2010; 1(4): 274-8.

Mikolajewicz N, Komarova SV. Meta-Analytic Methodology for Basic Research: A Practical Guide.
Front Physiol 2019; 10: 203.

Kamarudin AN, Cox T, Kolamunnage-Dona R. Time-dependent ROC curve analysis in medical
research: current methods and applications. BMC Med Res Methodol 2017; 17(1): 53.

Glajzer J, Castillo-Tong DC, Richter R, et al. Impact of BRCA Mutation Status on Tumor
Dissemination Pattern, Surgical Outcome and Patient Survival in Primary and Recurrent High-Grade
Serous Ovarian Cancer: A Multicenter Retrospective Study by the Ovarian Cancer Therapy-
Innovative Models Prolong Survival (OCTIPS) Consortium. Ann Surg Oncol 2023; 30(1): 35-45.
Parkinson CA, Gale D, Piskorz AM, et al. Exploratory Analysis of TP53 Mutations in Circulating
Tumour DNA as Biomarkers of Treatment Response for Patients with Relapsed High-Grade Serous
Ovarian Carcinoma: A Retrospective Study. PLoS Med 2016; 13(12): e1002198.

Sauerbrei W, Taube SE, McShane LM, Cavenagh MM, Altman DG. Reporting Recommendations
for Tumor Marker Prognostic Studies (REMARK): An Abridged Explanation and Elaboration. J
Natl Cancer Inst 2018; 110(8): 803-11.

Cuschieri S. The STROBE guidelines. Saudi J Anaesth 2019; 13(Suppl 1): S31-S4.

Marinelli LM, Kisiel JB, Slettedahl SW, et al. Methylated DNA markers for plasma detection of
ovarian cancer: Discovery, validation, and clinical feasibility. Gynecologic oncology 2022; 165(3):
568-76.

Cunningham JM, Winham SJ, Wang C, et al. DNA Methylation Profiles of Ovarian Clear Cell
Carcinoma. CEBP 2022; 31(1): 132-41.

18


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

o4.
55.

56.

o7.

58.

59.

60.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Ali AT, Al-ani O, Al-ani F. Epidemiology and risk factors for ovarian cancer. Menopause
Review/Przeglad Menopauzalny 2023; 22(2): 93-104.

Ushijima K. Treatment for Recurrent Ovarian Cancer—At First Relapse. J Oncol 2010; 2010:
497429.

Trillsch F, Woelber L, Eulenburg C, et al. Treatment reality in elderly patients with advanced
ovarian cancer: a prospective analysis of the OVCAD consortium. J Ovarian Res 2013; 6(1): 42.
Yoshikawa K, Fukuda T, Uemura R, et al. Age-related differences in prognosis and prognostic
factors among patients with epithelial ovarian cancer. Mol Clin Oncol 2018; 9(3): 329-34.
Gil-Ibanez B, Oskay-Ozcelik G, Richter R, et al. Predictive factors in relapsed ovarian cancer for
complete tumor resection. Anticancer Res 2011; 31(8): 2583-7.

Yu M, Hazelton WD, Luebeck GE, Grady WM. Epigenetic Aging: More Than Just a Clock When It
Comes to Cancer. Cancer Res 2020; 80(3): 367-74.

Flanagan JM, Brook MN, Orr N, et al. Temporal stability and determinants of white blood cell DNA
methylation in the breakthrough generations study. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 2015; 24(1):
221-9.

Capp JP, Thomas F. Tissue-disruption-induced cellular stochasticity and epigenetic drift: Common
origins of aging and cancer? Bioessays 2021; 43(1): e2000140.

Wei W, Li N, Sun Y, Li B, Xu L, Wu L. Clinical outcome and prognostic factors of patients with
early-stage epithelial ovarian cancer. Oncotarget 2017; 8(14): 23862-70.

Garzon S, Lagana AS, Casarin J, et al. Secondary and tertiary ovarian cancer recurrence: what is the
best management? Gland Surgery 2020; 9(4): 1118-29.

Montavon Sartorius C, Mirza U, Schotzau A, et al. Impact of the new FIGO 2013 classification on
prognosis of stage | epithelial ovarian cancers. Cancer Manag Res 2018; 10: 4709-18.

Watts GS, Futscher BW, Holtan N, Degeest K, Domann FE, Rose SL. DNA methylation changes in
ovarian cancer are cumulative with disease progression and identify tumor stage. BMC Med
Genomics 2008; 1: 47.

Widschwendter M, Jiang G, Woods C, et al. DNA hypomethylation and ovarian cancer biology.
Cancer Res 2004; 64(13): 4472-80.

Wang Y, Shan X, Dong H, Li M, Yue Y. Prediction for 2-year mortality of metastatic ovarian cancer
patients based on surveillance, epidemiology, and end results database. Front Surg 2022; 9: 974536.
Earp MA, Cunningham JM. DNA methylation changes in epithelial ovarian cancer histotypes.
Genomics 2015; 106(6): 311-21.

Costello JF, Fruhwald MC, Smiraglia DJ, et al. Aberrant CpG-island methylation has non-random
and tumour-type-specific patterns. Nat Genet 2000; 24(2): 132-8.

Ehrlich M. DNA hypomethylation in cancer cells. Epigenomics 2009; 1(2): 239-59.

Peres LC, Cushing-Haugen KL, Kobel M, et al. Invasive Epithelial Ovarian Cancer Survival by
Histotype and Disease Stage. J Natl Cancer Inst 2019; 111(1): 60-8.

Gershenson DM, Okamoto A, Ray-Coquard I. Management of Rare Ovarian Cancer Histologies. J
Clin Oncol 2019; 37(27): 2406-15.

Berton-Rigaud D, Devouassoux-Shisheboran M, Ledermann JA, et al. Gynecologic Cancer
InterGroup (GCIG) consensus review for uterine and ovarian carcinosarcoma. Int J Gynecol Cancer
2014; 24(9 Suppl 3): S55-60.

Braicu EI, Sehouli J, Richter R, Pietzner K, Denkert C, Fotopoulou C. Role of histological type on
surgical outcome and survival following radical primary tumour debulking of epithelial ovarian,
fallopian tube and peritoneal cancers. Br J Cancer 2011; 105(12): 1818-24.

Huang Y, Ming X, Li B, Li Z. Histological Characteristics and Early-Stage Diagnosis Are
Associated With Better Survival in Young Patients With Epithelial Ovarian Cancer: A Retrospective
Analysis Based on Surveillance Epidemiology and End Results Database. Front Oncol 2020; 10:
595789.

Morice P, Gouy S, Leary A. Mucinous Ovarian Carcinoma. N Engl J Med 2019; 380(13): 1256-66.

19


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

T7.

78.

79.

80.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Sandercock J, Parmar MK, Torri V, Qian W. First-line treatment for advanced ovarian cancer:
paclitaxel, platinum and the evidence. Br J Cancer 2002; 87(8): 815-24.

Lister-Sharp D, McDonagh MS, Khan KS, Kleijnen J. A rapid and systematic review of the
effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of the taxanes used in the treatment of advanced breast and
ovarian cancer. Health Technol Assess 2000; 4(17): 1-113.

Safra T, Kovner F, Barak N, Inbar MJ, Ron IG. One year maintenance of carboplatin in patients with
epithelial ovarian cancer--a phase Il study. Isr Med Assoc J 2006; 8(1): 27-9.

Kyrgiou M, Salanti G, Pavlidis N, Paraskevaidis E, loannidis JP. Survival benefits with diverse
chemotherapy regimens for ovarian cancer: meta-analysis of multiple treatments. J Natl Cancer Inst
2006; 98(22): 1655-63.

Fotopoulou C. Limitations to the use of carboplatin-based therapy in advanced ovarian cancer. EJC
Suppl 2014; 12(2): 13-6.

Kim JH, Kim SI, Park EY, et al. Impact of postoperative residual disease on survival in epithelial
ovarian cancer with consideration of recent frontline treatment advances: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. Gynecologic oncology 2023; 179: 24-32.

Chase DM, Mahajan A, Scott DA, Hawkins N, Kalilani L. Correlation between progression-free
survival and overall survival in patients with ovarian cancer after cytoreductive surgery: a systematic
literature review. Int J Gynecol Cancer 2023; 33(10): 1602-11.

Bryant A, Hiu S, Kunonga PT, et al. Impact of residual disease as a prognostic factor for survival in
women with advanced epithelial ovarian cancer after primary surgery. Cochrane Database Syst Rev
2022; 9(9): CD015048.

Greer A, Gockley A, Manning-Geist B, et al. Impact of residual disease at interval debulking surgery
on platinum resistance and patterns of recurrence for advanced-stage ovarian cancer. Int J Gynecol
Cancer 2021; 31(10): 1341-7.

Rubin SC, Randall TC, Armstrong KA, Chi DS, Hoskins WJ. Ten-year follow-up of ovarian cancer
patients after second-look laparotomy with negative findings. Obstet Gynecol 1999; 93(1): 21-4.
Martin LP, Schilder RJ. Management of recurrent ovarian carcinoma: current status and future
directions. Semin Oncol 2009; 36(2): 112-25.

Reyes HD, Devor EJ, Warrier A, et al. Differential DNA methylation in high-grade serous ovarian
cancer (HGSOC) is associated with tumor behavior. Sci Rep 2019; 9(1): 17996.

Wang J, Li J, Chen R, et al. DNA methylation-based profiling reveals distinct clusters with survival
heterogeneity in high-grade serous ovarian cancer. Clin Epigenetics 2021; 13(1): 190.

Spindler KG, Jakobsen A. Circulating tumor DNA: Response Evaluation Criteria in Solid Tumors -
can we RECIST? Focus on colorectal cancer. Ther Adv Med Oncol 2023; 15: 17588359231171580.
Chen S, Zhou C, Liu W, et al. Methylated septin 9 gene for noninvasive diagnosis and therapy
monitoring of breast cancer. Transl Cancer Res 2018; 7(3): 587-99.

Wu N, Zhang X, Zhu M, et al. ZNF582 promoter methylation predicts cervical cancer
radiosensitivity and ZNF582 protein overexpression reduces radiosensitivity by cell cycle arrest in S
phase. Epigenetics 2022; 17(12): 1786-99.

Ebert MP, Tanzer M, Balluff B, et al. TFAP2E-DKK4 and chemoresistance in colorectal cancer. N
Engl J Med 2012; 366(1): 44-53.

Raunkilde L, Hansen TF, Andersen RF, Havelund BM, Thomsen CB, Jensen LH. NPY Gene
Methylation in Circulating Tumor DNA as an Early Biomarker for Treatment Effect in Metastatic
Colorectal Cancer. Cancers (Basel) 2022; 14(18): 4459.

Bogani G, Matteucci L, Tamberi S, et al. RECIST 1.1 criteria predict recurrence-free survival in
advanced ovarian cancer submitted to neoadjuvant chemotherapy. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol
2019; 237: 93-9.

Koukoura O, Spandidos DA, Daponte A, Sifakis S. DNA methylation profiles in ovarian cancer:
implication in diagnosis and therapy (Review). Mol Med Rep 2014; 10(1): 3-9.

20


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Gupta D, Lis CG. Role of CA125 in predicting ovarian cancer survival - a review of the
epidemiological literature. J Ovarian Res 2009; 2: 13.

Wang Q, Feng X, Liu X, Zhu S. Prognostic Value of Elevated Pre-treatment Serum CA-125 in
Epithelial Ovarian Cancer: A Meta-Analysis. Front Oncol 2022; 12: 868061.

Gadducci A, Landoni F, Maggino T, et al. Serum CA125 assay at the time of relapse has no
prognostic relevance in patients undergoing chemotherapy for recurrent ovarian cancer: a
multicenter Italian study. 1JGC 1997; 7(1): 78-83.

Asya P, Jalid S, Rolf R, Desislava D, Elena loana B, Mustafa Zelal M. Preoperative CA-125 Value
as a Predictive Factor for Postoperative Outcome in First Relapse of Platinum-sensitive Serous
Ovarian Cancer. Anticancer Res 2018; 38(8): 4865.

Pignata S, S CC, Du Bois A, Harter P, Heitz F. Treatment of recurrent ovarian cancer. Ann Oncol
2017; 28(suppl_8): viii51-viii6.

Baek M-H, Park EY, Ha HlI, et al. Secondary Cytoreductive Surgery in Platinum-Sensitive Recurrent
Ovarian Cancer: A Meta-Analysis. J Clin Oncol 2022; 40(15): 1659-70.

Eisenkop SM, Friedman RL, Wang HJ. Secondary cytoreductive surgery for recurrent ovarian
cancer. A prospective study. Cancer 1995; 76(9): 1606-14.

Davis A, Tinker AV, Friedlander M. "Platinum resistant" ovarian cancer: what is it, who to treat and
how to measure benefit? Gynecologic oncology 2014; 133(3): 624-31.

van Zyl B, Tang D, Bowden NA. Biomarkers of platinum resistance in ovarian cancer: what can we
use to improve treatment. Endocr Relat Cancer 2018; 25(5): R303-r18.

Wei SH, Balch C, Paik HH, et al. Prognostic DNA methylation biomarkers in ovarian cancer. Clin
Cancer Res 2006; 12(9): 2788-94.

Glinsky GV, Berezovska O, Glinskii AB. Microarray analysis identifies a death-from-cancer
signature predicting therapy failure in patients with multiple types of cancer. J Clin Invest 2005;
115(6): 1503-21.

Rose PG, Java JJ, Salani R, et al. Nomogram for Predicting Individual Survival After Recurrence of
Advanced-Stage, High-Grade Ovarian Carcinoma. Obstet Gynecol 2019; 133(2): 245-54.

Liao YP, Chen LY, Huang RL, et al. Hypomethylation signature of tumor-initiating cells predicts
poor prognosis of ovarian cancer patients. Hum Mol Genet 2014; 23(7): 1894-906.

Colombo N. Optimising the treatment of the partially platinum-sensitive relapsed ovarian cancer
patient. EJC Suppl 2014; 12(2): 7-12.

Mankoo PK, Shen R, Schultz N, Levine DA, Sander C. Time to recurrence and survival in serous
ovarian tumors predicted from integrated genomic profiles. PLoS One 2011; 6(11): e24709.

Wang Y, Duval AJ, Adli M, Matei D. Biology-driven therapy advances in high-grade serous ovarian
cancer. J Clin Invest 2024; 134(1): e174013.

Gabra H. Introduction to managing patients with recurrent ovarian cancer. EJC Suppl 2014; 12(2): 2-
6.

Lihua P, Chen XY, Wu TX. Topotecan for ovarian cancer. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2008;
2008(2): CD005589.

Parmar MK, Ledermann JA, Colombo N, et al. Paclitaxel plus platinum-based chemotherapy versus
conventional platinum-based chemotherapy in women with relapsed ovarian cancer: the
ICON4/AGO-OVAR-2.2 trial. Lancet 2003; 361(9375): 2099-106.

Raja FA, Counsell N, Colombo N, et al. Platinum versus platinum-combination chemotherapy in
platinum-sensitive recurrent ovarian cancer: a meta-analysis using individual patient data. Ann
Oncol 2013; 24(12): 3028-34.

Markman M, Markman J, Webster K, et al. Duration of Response to Second-Line, Platinum-Based
Chemotherapy for Ovarian Cancer: Implications for Patient Management and Clinical Trial Design.
J Clin Oncol 2004; 22(15): 3120-5.

Strathdee G, MacKean MJ, Illand M, Brown R. A role for methylation of the hMLH1 promoter in
loss of hAMLH1 expression and drug resistance in ovarian cancer. Oncogene 1999; 18(14): 2335-41.

21


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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 .

103.  Bi X, Luo Z. 1967P: Comprehensive analysis of a microvascular invasion related ceRNA network
reveals a potential prognostic IncRNAs signature involved in hepatocellular carcinoma progression
and sorafenib resistance. Ann Oncol 2020; 31(S4): S1106.

104.  Chen YC, Gonzalez ME, Burman B, et al. Mesenchymal Stem/Stromal Cell Engulfment Reveals
Metastatic Advantage in Breast Cancer. Cell Rep 2019; 27(13): 3916-26 5.

105. Jansen RA, Liu JC, Liyanarachchi S, et al. Abstract 5021: Prognostic impact of MAD1L1 promoter
hypermethylation in advanced ovarian cancer. J Clin Oncol 2006; 24(18_suppl): 5021.

106. JuW, Yoo BC, Kim IJ, Kim JW, Kim SC, Lee HP. Identification of genes with differential
expression in chemoresistant epithelial ovarian cancer using high-density oligonucleotide
microarrays. Oncol Res 2009; 18(2-3): 47-56.

107.  Lu GH, Zhao HM, Liu ZY, Cao Q, Shao RD, Sun G. LncRNA SAMD12-AS1 Promotes the
Progression of Gastric Cancer via DNMT1/p53 Axis. Arch Med Res 2021; 52(7): 683-91.

108. Gao, LiH, Han Q, et al. Overexpression of DUSP6 enhances chemotherapy-resistance of ovarian
epithelial cancer by regulating the ERK signaling pathway. J Cancer 2020; 11(11): 3151-64.

109.  Yan K, Niu L, Wu B, et al. Copy number variants landscape of multiple cancers and clinical
applications based on NGS gene panel. Ann Med 2023; 55(2): 2280708.

110.  McCabe MT, Powell DR, Zhou W, Vertino PM. Homozygous deletion of the STK11/LKB1 locus
and the generation of novel fusion transcripts in cervical cancer cells. Cancer Genet Cytogenet 2010;
197(2): 130-41.

111.  LiJ,CaoY, LiuY, et al. Multiomics profiling reveals the benefits of gamma-delta (gammadelta) T
lymphocytes for improving the tumor microenvironment, immunotherapy efficacy and prognosis in
cervical cancer. J Immunother Cancer 2024; 12(1): e008355.

Authors' Contributions:

JMF served as the principal investigator for this study, secured funding, and made the decision to publish. As
the guarantor, JMF assumed full responsibility for the work. JMF and MH conceptualised the research,
contributed to the analysis, conducted the investigation, designed the methodology, managed project
administration, utilised software, and created visualisations of the study findings. They had complete access
to the literature data, conducted reviews and revisions, and drafted the paper. Additionally, JIMF, MH, NM,
NP, AMP, RB, JDB, and IAM curated data, provided resources, and reviewed and edited the manuscript. JMF,
RB, JDB, and IAM validated all evidence analyses, while JM and IAM thoroughly supervised the study
process. All mentioned authors critically revised the manuscript for important intellectual content and

approved the final version for publication.

Acknowledgements
The first author would like to acknowledge a scholarship from Beasiswa LPDP (the Indonesian Endowment
Fund for Education) from the Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Indonesia, which provided immense

support to pursue a PhD at Imperial College London under contract number 20230722299954.
Financial disclosure statement

This work was supported by funding from Ovarian Cancer Action (“Risk and Prevention” programme grant),

Cancer Research UK programme grant (A13086) with support from the Cancer Research UK Imperial Centre,

22


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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 .

the National Institute for Health Research Imperial Biomedical Research Centre and the Ovarian Cancer

Action Research Centre.

Competing interest statement

The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

Patient consent for publication
The patient has provided consent and permission to participate in this study and for publication, with identity

details concealed in accordance with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki.

Data sharing statement (Availability of data and material)
All relevant data and materials supporting the findings of this study are available upon request from the
corresponding author.

Figure guidelines

We confirm that our figures have complied with the journal image preparation guidelines. Also, there is no
image manipulation in this study.

23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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 .

Inclusion criteria

Women with primary ovarian cancer;

FIGURES

Collected cohort datasets

Number of participants

(according to prior publications):

1. 8coTROC 1 (n = 1,077)
OCTIPS (n = 112)
BHTROC 1 (n = 220)

2.
3.
4. OV04 (n = 105)

FIGO stage IC - IV;
Receiving chemotherapy
(adjuvant/neoadjuvant);
* Not restricted to the PFI criteria;
+ Blood samples were available at
their first relapsed cases before
second-line chemotherapy.

Additional blood samples from a
tissue biobank at Hammersmith
Hospital:

During first-line chemotherapy (before
relapse) at: Cycle 3 (n=28); Cycle 4
(n=75); Cycle 6 (n=49)

—

R e

Available patients datasets

ScoTROC 1-discovery (n = 54)*
ScoTROC 1-validation (n = 87)*
OCTIPS (n = 46)*

BriTROC 1 (n = 47)**

OV04 (n = 57y

Exclusion criteria

» Non-relapse cases;
+ Poor quality of specimens;
* Inadequate blood samples.

HH cohort (n = 100) with 153 samples***J

retrieved from Flanagan et al 2017

*
[** raw data were requested to respective authors}

*** new collected datasets

Clinicopathological characteristics:

Data extraction and
harmonisation

N

* Age (at first diagnosis and * CA-125 response

Blood samples (5-10 mL, duplicates):

~

at first relapse)}

FIGO stage

Histological type

Tumour grade

Surgical procedure
First-line chemotherapy
Second-line chemotherapy
ECOG performance
Residual disease

* RECIST response

* Mortality status
+ Clinical endpoints (PFS and
OS post relapse)

Blood-taking
time

[+

|

| Last initial | 2 line |

surgery treatment

First Death/
progressionfrelapse censored

Initial

@ DNA extraction and purification from WBCs ]

4

Methylation quantification using 450K array
(ScoTROC 1D) and Pyrosequencer on 8 CpG sites
(ScoTROC 1V, BriTROC 1, OV04, OCTIPS, and HH)

PLAT-M8 signatures (as a biomarker)

R D D D B D I

\pnsentati on

/

1

2B g062" 2130
cgoﬁ5193Aigll992827 (12998 T2 g1 55953 g6

Statistical analysis:

« Generating 1. Comparative

ROC curve

- Conducting 3. Meta-cohort analysis (per su

2. Multivariate logistic and Cox- regression

1961
? cgols

92018

Biomarker classification based oh methylation
average levels using clustering consensus

@

]

bgroup)

sensitivity-
specificity

1

Class 2

analysis

——

Statistical analysis

Low methylation:
unfavoured hiomarker

favoured biomarker

[ High methylation:

}

Figure 1. Flow diagram illustrating the data selection process in this study. The study population consists of a subgroup
of relapsed ovarian cancer patients registered in 6 datasets of cohorts (ScoTROC-1 is divided into two cohorts, with an
additional new collection at Hammersmith Hospital) that were previously studied on a large scale. Inclusion and
exclusion criteria were applied to select cases, extract clinical data and analyse stored blood samples for DNA
methylation using targeted sequencing with PLAT-M8 epigenetic signatures. PLAT-M8 biomarkers were categorised
into two classes based on the level of methylation: class 1 (representing low or absent methylation) and class 2
(representing high methylation levels), which was subsequently analysed for correlation with clinicopathological
characteristics. The number of patients (n) at each selection stage and reasons for exclusion in the designated box are
provided. Abbreviations: BriTROC-1, British translational research ovarian cancer collaborative 1; CCC, Clear cell carcinoma;
CpG, Cytosine-phosphate-Guanine; EOC, epithelial ovarian carcinoma; HGSOC, high-grade serous ovarian carcinoma; FIGO,
International Federation of Gynecology and Obstetrics; HH, Hammersmith Hospital; OCTIPS, Ovarian cancer therapy innovative
models prolong survival; OS, Overall survival after relapse; OV04, Ovarian cancer clinical trial study 4" edition; PFS,
progression-free survival; PCR, Polymerase chain reaction; PFI, platinum-free interval; PFS, Progression-free survival;

ScoTROC-1, Scottish randomised trial in ovarian cance

r (D, discovery and V, validation).
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Figure 2. PLAT-M8 validation in BriTROC-1 and OV04 patients reveals prognostic methylation markers for overall
survival (OS) after first relapse and methylation markers at relapse potentially predict second-line platinum-based
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chemotherapy response. (A) In BriTROC-1 (n = 16, Class 1 in blue; n = 31, Class 2 in red), Kaplan-Meier (KM) curve
shows that Class 1 biomarker status has a poorer prognosis than Class 2 (reference) with adjusted multivariable Cox
regression for OS at adjusted hazard ratio (aHR) 2.92 (95%Cl: 1.21-7.02, p = 0.017), log-rank p < 0.001. (B) In OV04
(n =25, Class 1 in blue; n =32, Class 2 in red), KM curve indicates a nonsignificant tendency toward a poorer prognosis
for relapse methylation between Class 1 and Class 2. Adjusted multivariable Cox regression for OS at aHR 1.63 (95%ClI:
0.75-3.56, p =0.221), log-rank p = 0.138. (C) Adjusted multivariable Cox regression for OS is aHR 2.21 (95%Cl: 1.24-
3.91, p = 0.007), log-rank p < 0.001. All adjustments were made for the covariates of age at relapse, cancer stage,
histology, and progression-free survival (PFS). (D) Data from BRITROC-1 and OV04 were combined, and a KM curve
for OS was generated for each class, stratified by second-line treatment. The survival curves analysed the clinical
outcomes of patients who received carboplatin (Cp) only, either as a single agent in the Class 1 biomarker group ("Class
1, Cp only") or the Class 2 biomarker group ("Class 2, Cp only"). Other treatments, with or without Cp, were also
analysed within Class 1 ("Class 1, other +/- Cp," n = 35, green) and Class 2 ("Class 2, other +/- Cp," n = 50, purple),
including paclitaxel (n = 56), liposomal doxorubicin (n = 21), gemcitabine (n = 9), cediranib (n = 3), epirubicin (n = 2),
and bevacizumab (n = 2). In this analysis, "Class 2, Cp only" was used as the reference group. The OS post-relapse
analysis indicated that "Class 2, Cp only" had the most favourable prognosis, while "Class 1, Cp only" had the poorest
prognosis, with an aHR of 9.69 (95% ClI: 2.38-39.47, p = 0.002). The "Class 1, other +/- Cp" and "Class 2, other +/-
Cp" groups showed intermediate results (overall log-rank p < 0.001). (E) Comparing the OS between those who received
Cponly in Class 1 (n = 6) versus Class 2 (n = 13), the "Class 2, Cp only" group showed a more favourable prognosis
(log-rank p < 0.001). All charts were truncated at 6 years for consistency across studies.
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A. KM plot of OS analysis: Five cohorts B. Meta-cohort analysis of OS from first relapse in five cohorts
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Figure 3. PLAT-M8 validation in five cohorts (ScoTROC-1D, ScoTROC-1V, and OCTIPS from Flanagan et al. 2017,
and addition of BriTROC-1 and OV04 studies) along with newly collected samples from Hammersmith Hospital (HH)
with cycle-specific data. In 291 patients across the five cohorts, Kaplan-Meier curves for relapse methylation Class 1
(blue, n = 138) versus Class 2 (red, n = 153) revealed (A) multivariable adjusted Cox regression for overall survival
(OS) adjusted hazard ratio (aHR) of 1.82 (95%Cl: 1.35-2.46, p < 0.001), log-rank p < 0.001. All adjustments were made
for the covariates of age at relapse, cancer stage, histology, and progression-free survival (PFS). Considering
heterogeneity, meta-cohorts with a forest plot of univariate Cox regression showed (B) Meta-cohorts with a forest plot
of univariate Cox regression using a random-effects model for OS analysis among relapse cases showed that Class 1 of
PLAT-MS8 had poorer prognosis with a summary HR of 2.54 (95%CI: 1.67-3.85, p < 0.01) with possible moderate
heterogeneity (1=49%, p = 0.10). (C) Contoured funnel plot evaluation of publication bias in meta-cohorts of 5 datasets
of relapsed cases for OS analysis. The contour-enhanced funnel plot incorporates three shaded areas of statistical
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significance. The majority of the experiments fall within the light grey area (highly significant results, p < 0.01).
According to the Egger's test, there was no significant publication bias, and the plot exhibits relative symmetry despite
the small number of studies. Visual inspection of the plot symmetry using the trim and fill analysis would impute
potential missing studies close to the threshold of significance within the grey area of statistical significance. The trim
and fill analysis revealed a study (indicated by a black triangle) in the OS meta-cohort. Additionally, PLAT-M8 was
validated with recurrence-related parameters such as platinum sensitivity (PFI), RECIST response, and CA-125
response. (D) Histogram from BriTROC-1 samples, which were only available for assessing the PFI (Class 1, n = 16
and Class 2, n = 31), showed that Class 2 associated with platinum sensitivity (*Fisher’s Exact test, p = 0.036). (E)
Histogram from ScoTROC-1 and OCTIPS samples, which were only available for assessing the RECIST response
(Class 1, n = 68 and Class 2, n = 64), revealed that Class 2 had a higher proportion of patients with complete response
(°"Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.004). (F) Histogram from ScoTROC-1 samples, which were only available for assessing
the CA-125 response (Class 1, n = 64 and Class 2, n = 57), indicated a tendency for Class 2 to have a higher proportion
of responsive patients (° x2 test, p = 0.104).
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Figure 4. PLAT-M8 validation in Hammersmith Hospital (HH) cohort patients reveals that methylation markers are not
prognostic for ovarian cancer survival during first-line chemotherapy (carboplatin + paclitaxel) before the relapse
timepoint. A total of 153 blood samples from 100 patients were Analysed, focusing on cycle-specific data. In HH cycles
3&4 (n =16, Class 1 in blue; n = 31, Class 2 in red) and HH cycle 6 (n = 25, Class 1 in blue; n = 32, Class 2 in red),
Kaplan Meier (KM) curves display outcomes comparing relapse methylation Class 1 versus Class 2 (Ref). In HH cycles
3&4, both (A) overall survival (OS) with an adjusted hazard ratio (aHR) 1.34 (95%Cl: 0.79-2.27, p = 0.285), log-rank
p = 0.288 did not show significant differences between Class 1 and Class 2 of PLAT-M8. (B) This insignificant
difference also occurs in HH cycle 6, both OS with aHR 1.11 (95%CI: 0.53-2.76, p = 0.656), log-rank p = 0.719.
However, there is a tendency that Class 1 might have worse survival. All adjustments of the hazard ratio were made for
the covariates of age at diagnosis, cancer stage, histology, and progression-free survival (PFS). (C) In the meta-cohort,
considering heterogeneity, the OS analysis for detecting the PLAT-M8 biomarker among the non-relapse cases was not
significant and combining studies, OS summary HR reduced to 2.06 (95%Cl: 1.41-3.01, p < 0.01, 1= 58%, p = 0.03).
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Figure 5. Assessing the prognostic performance of PLAT-M8 class 1 vs. class 2 (reference) in blood and tumour tissue
DNA samples to predict mortality and time-dependent survival among relapsed cases (n = 291). (A) Using a univariate
logistic regression model to predict mortality, PLAT-M8 alone has a sensitivity of 51.9%, specificity of 71.1%, a
positive predictive value (PPV) of 62.9%, a negative predictive value (NPV) of 18.2%, and an accuracy of 61.8% with
an AUC of 0.62. (B) Using a multivariate logistic regression model involving age at relapse, FIGO stage, histological
type of tumour, and PFS time, PLAT-M8 may predict mortality with an improved AUC of 0.68. (C) Using a univariate
Cox-regression model to assess time-dependent overall survival (OS) prediction, the performance of PLAT-M8 in
predicting the cumulative incidence (events) risk over six years demonstrates its optimal discriminative value in the
initial year, registering an AUC of 0.687, and subsequently decreasing to 0.674 by the third year. D) After adjustment
involving age at relapse, FIGO stage, histological type of tumour, and PFS time, PLAT-M8 improves its discriminative
value in the first year with an AUC of 0.768, decreasing over time to 0.759 in the third year.
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TABLES

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of patients in the six included cohorts (n = 391).

Median (IQR) or median of survival time (95%CI) across different cohorts?

Relapse Non-relapse
Baseline ScoTROC ScoTROC OCTIPS BriTROC 1 | OV04 Overall p- HH
characteristics 1D Y relapsed | valueP
N =54 N =87 N =46 N =47 N =57 cases? N = 100"
(13.81%) (22.25%) (11.76%) (12.02%) (14.58%) (25.58%)
Age at diagnosis 60.50 (52.00- | 60.00 (53.00- | 60.00 63.00 66.00 61.00 0.004f 63.50 (54.00-
(years), n = 391 65.00) 66.00) (53.00- (53.00-70.00 | (55.50- (53.00- 70.00)
66.00) 72.00) 67.00)
Age at relapse 61.50 (53.00- | 61.00 (54.00- | 61.00 65.00 69.00 62.00 0.003f -
(years), n = 291 65.25) 67.00) (54.00- (55.00- (57.00- (54.00-
67.00) 73.00) 74.00) 69.00)
Median PFS 10.88 (9.88- 12.00 (9.83- 28.77 24.82 22.03 16.57 <0.001f | -
(months), n=291 | 11.88) 14.17) (18.34- (16.36- (15.62- (14.18-
39.20) 33.28) 28.43) 18.96)
Median OS¢ 9.14 (3.95- 13.61 (6.23- 50.14 18.41 21.90 19.92 <0.0019 | 26.10 (18.77-
(months), n =391 | 14.33) 20.99) (35.90- (10.83- (16.58- (15.94- 33.44)
64.37) 25.99) 27.21) 23.91)
2-year OS rated, n= | 18% 22% 65% 35% 31% 32% <0.0019 | 40%
391
Median follow up® 120.33 122.47 110.20 67.86 59.87 80.71 <0.0019 | 64.67 (57.80-
(37.51- (50.47- (79.16- (64.65- (39.70- (62.23- 71.54)
203.15) 194.46) 141.24) 71.07) 80.03) 99.19)

4Data was presented as median (IQR) due to non-normal distribution in some cohorts, while others exhibited normal distribution,
prompting homogenization; Survival time: Median (95% CI); and the percentage ‘%’ values represent row percentages.

bOnly measured the differences of characteristics across the relapsed cases

€OS in five cohorts measures the time from the first relapse to death or loss to follow-up (LTFU). For survivors, OS represents the
time to their last follow-up (censored time). In the Hammersmith Hospital study (non-relapse cohort), OS specifically tracks the
time from the last registered chemotherapy to death or LTFU.

9The survival rate was calculated based on life tables, following the cumulative proportion surviving at the end of the interval (5
years).

¢Median follow-up was calculated using reverse Kaplan Meier from diagnosis before relapse;

fKruskal-Wallis test;

9Log rank test

hSelected only the first sample from each patient (if there is more than 1 sample given) to avoid duplications in calculating endpoints
for the 100 patients as individuals;

Abbreviations: BriTROC 1, British translational research ovarian cancer collaborative 1; HH, Hammersmith Hospital; OCTIPS,
Ovarian cancer therapy innovative models prolong survival; OS, Overall survival after relapse; OV04, Ovarian cancer clinical
trial study 4™ edition; PFS, progression-free survival; SCOTROC 1, Scottish randomised trial in ovarian cancer (D, discovery and
V, validation).

Table 2. Clinicopathological features in five cohorts with relapsed ovarian cancer cases (n = 291) and at
Hammersmith Hospital with non-relapsed cases (n = 100) in relation to mortality status

Five cohorts Hammersmith Hospital cohort
. . Mortality status Total p-value | Mortality status Total p-value
Clinicopathological features Alive Death Alive Death
n | % n % n % n | % n | % n | %
Age at diagnosis (years)
21-30 0 |0 4 100 | 4 14 101122 |0 |0 1 100 |1 |10 |O0.916®
31-40 1 |16.7 |5 833 |6 2.1 2 | 400 600 |5 |50
41-50 131295 (31 | 705 |44 |151 3 |2311]10|769 |13 | 130
51-60 22 | 253 |65 | 747 |87 | 299 16 | 66.7 | 8 |33.3 |24 |24.0
60-70 28 1269 | 76 | 73.1 | 104 | 35.7 11 | 324 | 23 | 67.6 | 34 | 34.0
>70 19 | 413 |27 | 587 |46 | 158 10 | 435 | 13 | 56.5 | 23 | 23.0
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Age at relapse (years)

21-30 0 |0 3 100 | 3 1.0 | 0.089?

31-40 1 |250 |3 750 | 4 1.4

41-50 10| 286 |25 | 714 |35 | 120

51-60 23 1261 |65 | 739 |88 |302

60-70 24 | 233 |79 | 76.7|103 | 354

>70 25143133 |56.9 |58 | 199

Age at diagnosis category

(years)

Younger (<75) 74| 27.6 | 194 | 72.4 | 268 | 92.1 | 0.240° | 39 | 43.8 | 50 | 56.2 | 89 | 89.0 | 0.350°
Elder >75) 9 |363|14 |647 |23 |79 3 [273|8 |727 |11 |11.0

Age at relapse category

(years)

Younger (<75) 71| 27.6 | 186 | 72.4 | 257 | 88.3 | 0.352°

Elder >75) 12 1391 |22 | 609 |34 |11.7

FIGO stage

| 9 |643 |5 357 |14 |48 |0.023* |4 |500|4 |[50.0|8 |80 |0.716°
| 5 27.8 | 13 72.2 | 18 6.2 6 545 | 5 455 |11 | 11.0

i 55 | 27.5 | 145 | 72,5 | 200 | 68.7 22 | 37.3 | 37 | 62.7 | 59 | 59.0

v 14 | 237 |45 | 763 |59 |20.3 10 | 455 | 12 | 545 | 22 | 22.0

FIGO stage degree

Early (1-11) 14 | 438 | 18 |56.3 |32 |11.0 |0.043° |10 |526 |9 |47.4 |19 |19.0 | 0.297°
Advanced (111-1V) 69 | 26.6 | 190 | 73.4 | 259 | 89.0 32 1395 |49 | 605 |81 | 810
Histological subtypes

Serous carcinoma 70 | 34.0 | 136 | 66.0 | 206 | 70.8 | 0.004® | 33 | 429 | 44 | 57.1 | 77 | 77.0 | 0.827*
Adenocarcinoma NOS 1 (40 |24 |96.0 |25 |86 0 |0 0 |0 0 |0

Papillary adenocarcinoma 3 |143 |18 |87 |21 |72 0 |0 0 |0 0|0

Mucinous adenocarcinoma 1 (2503 75.0 | 4 14 0 |0 1 100 |1 |10
Endometrioid carcinoma 6 [333|12 |66.7 |18 |6.2 1 (3332 |66.7|3 |30

Clear cell carcinoma 1 (200 |4 80.0 | 5 1.7 2 |333|4 |66.7|6 |6.0
Carcinocarcoma 0 |0 0 0 0 0 1 |500(1 [500]|2 |20

MCOA histological type 0 |0 3 100 | 3 1.0 3 |500|3 |500|6 |6.0

Other ovarian malignancies 1 [111 |8 88.9 |9 3.1 2 |400|3 |600|5 |50
Histological group

Serous carcinoma 70 | 34.0 | 136 | 66.0 | 206 | 70.8 | 0.001° |33 |42.9 |44 | 57.1 |77 | 77.0 | 0.751°
Non-serous carcinoma 13 | 153 |72 | 84.7 | 85 |29.2 9 |391)|14|609 |23]230
Tumour grade

Well-differentiated (G1) 0 |0 0 0 0 0 0.760° |2 |500|2 |500 |4 |42 |0.979
Moderately differentiated (G2) |5 | 455 | 6 545 |11 |74 6 |400 |9 |60.0 |15 156
Poorly/undifferentiated (G3-4) | 56 | 40.6 | 82 | 59.4 | 138 | 92.6 331429 | 44 | 57.1 | 77 | 80.2

Missing data 142 4

First-line chemotherapy

Plat monotherapy 17 | 354 |31 | 646 |48 |21.0|0174* |9 |36.0 |16 |64.0 |25 | 250 | 0.539
Plat + taxane 36 | 20.5 | 140 | 79.5 | 176 | 76.9 30 | 441 |38 | 559 | 68 | 68.0

Plat + Topll inhibitor 0 |0 0 0 0 0 1 |100 [0 |O 1 |10

Plat + ACs 0 |0 0 0 0 0 0 |0 1 |100 |1 |10

Plat + alkylating agents 1 (100 |O 0 1 0.4 0 |0 0 |0 0 |0

Plat + taxane + STKi 1 |500 |1 50.0 | 2 0.9 0 |0 0 |0 0|0

Plat + taxane + EGFR-TKi 1 |500|1 50.0 | 2 0.9 0 |0 0|0 0|0

Plat + taxane + anti-VEGF 0 |0 0 0 0 0 1 (3332 |66.7|3 |30

Plat + taxane + Topl inhibitor |0 |0 0 0 0 0 0 |0 1 j100 |1 |10

Plat + taxane + ACs 0 |0 0 0 0 0 1 (100 |0 |O 1 |10

Missing data 62

First-line chemotherapy

class

Cp monotherapy 17 | 354 | 31 | 646 |48 |[21.0 |0.047° |9 |36.0|16 |64.0 |25 | 250 |0.483°
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Cp with combination 39 | 215|142 | 785 | 181 | 79.0 33 |44.0 |42 | 56.0 | 75 | 75.0
Missing data 62
Platinum sensitivity level
Sensitive 17 | 425 |23 | 575 |40 | 851 | 0.039°
Resistant 0 |0 7 100 | 7 14.9
Missing data 244
ECOG performance
0 12 | 226 |41 | 77.4 |53 | 37.6 | 0.200°
1 8 (111 |64 |889 |72 |511
2 2 [125]14 | 875 |16 | 113
Missing data 150
Surgical type
Interval debulking 23 | 442 129 | 558 |52 |91.2|0.385°
Primary debulking 1 (200 |4 80.0 | 5 8.8
Missing data 234
Residual disease
No residual disease 3033.0|61 |359 |91 |39.9 |0.033°
Any residual disease 28 | 20.4 | 109 | 79.6 | 137 | 60.1
Missing data 63
RECIST response
Complete response 20 | 30.3 |46 |69.7 |66 |50.0 |0.149° |27 |57.4 |19 | 42.6 | 46 | 47.9 | 0.002°
Partial response 4 | 114 |31 |886 |35 |265 5 1208 |20 |79.2 |25 26.0
Stable response 4 |16.7 |20 |833 |24 |182 5 |313 |11 688 |16 | 16.7
Progressive disease 2 128615 714 |7 5.3 1 |111 (8 (899 |94
Missing data 159 4
CA-125 response
Response (decrease) 1374 |81 926 |94 |77.7 | 0517
No response (stable/increase) 2 |138 |25 |86.2 |27 |223
Missing data 170
Second-line chemotherapy
Plat monotherapy 11 | 440 |14 |56.0 |25 |17.9 | 0.185°
Taxanes monotherapy 4 |66.7 |2 333 |6 4.3
Topl inhibitor monotherapy 0 |0 4 100 | 4 2.9
ACs monotherapy 2 100 |0 0 2 14
Plat + taxanes 191388 |30 |612 |49 |350
Plat + antimetabolites 8 |400 |12 |600 |20 |143
Plat + Topl inhibitor 0 |0 3 100 | 3 21
Plat + ACs 9 (39114 |609 |23 |164
Taxane + ACs 0 |0 1 100 |1 0.7
Plat + taxanes + anti-VEGF 0 |0 3 100 |3 2.1
Plat + taxanes + ACs 1 |500(1 500 | 2 14
Plat + antimetabolites + anti- 0 |0 2 100 | 2 14
VEGF
Missing data 151
Second-line chemotherapy
class
Cp monotherapy 11 | 440 | 14 |56.0 | 25 | 17.9 | 0.538°
Other regiments +/- Cp 43 | 374 | 72 | 626 | 115 | 82.1
Missing data 151
PFS time for first relapse
(days)
>327 68 | 32.9 | 139 | 67.1 | 207 | 71.1 | 0.010°
<327 15179 |69 |821 |84 |289
Biomarker status
Class 2 59 | 37.1 | 100 | 62.9 | 159 | 54.6 | <0.001° | 31 | 46.3 | 36 | 53.7 | 67 | 67.0 | 0.2182
Class 1 24 | 18.2 | 108 | 81.8 | 132 | 454 11 | 333 |22 | 66.7 | 33 | 33.0
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Chemo + biomarker status

Class 2, Cp only 9 692 |4 30.8 | 13 | 12,5 | 0.556?
Class 2, Other regiments +/- 19 [38.0 |31 |[62.0 |50 |48.1

Cp

Class 1, Cp only 1 167 |5 833 |6 5.8

Class 1, Other regiments +/- 12 | 343 |23 | 65.7 |35 | 337

Cp

Missing data 187

aMann-Whitney; °Chi-Square; °Fisher’s Exact test.

The percentage '%' values in each group represent row percentages; meanwhile, the percentage ‘%' values in the total represent
column percentages.

Abbreviation: ACs, anthracyclines; Cp, carboplatin; ECOG, Eastern cooperative oncology group; EGFR-TKIi, epidermal growth
factor receptor tyrosine kinase inhibitor; FIGO; International federation of gynecology and obstetrics; MCOA, Mixed cell
ovarian adenocarcinoma; NOS, non-specific; Plat, platinum; RECIST, Response evaluation criteria in solid tumors; STKi,
serine-threonine kinase inhibitors; Topll, topoisomerase Il; VEGF, Vascular endothelial growth factor. Notes: +/- Cp’ means
with or without carboplatin since some patients did not receive Carboplatin as their primary therapy, and ‘other’ means other
regimens of chemotherapy beside carboplatin. Taxane (e.g., paclitaxel and docetaxel), Topll inhibitor (e.g., etoposide), ACs (e.g.,
liposomal doxorubicin and epirubicin), Alkylating agents (e.g., cyclophosphamide), STKi (e.g., enzastaurin), EGFR-TKi (e.g.,
erlotinib and sorafenib), anti-VEGF (e.g., bevacizumab), Topl inhibitor (e.g., topotecan), Antimetabolites (e.g., gemcitabine)

Table 3. Multivariate Cox regression analysis associating overall survival after relapse with biomarker class, adjusted
by clinical covariates in five cohort datasets (n = 291; only complete data variables).

Clinicopathological features UHR (95%Cl) p-value | aHR (95%Cl) p-value
Biomarker status at relapse

Class 1 vs class 2 [Ref] 2.28 (1.73-3.00) <0.001 | 1.83(1.36-2.47) <0.001
Age at relapse category (years)

Elder (>75) vs younger (<75) [Ref] 1.29 (0.83-2.02) 0.257 1.18 (0.75-1.86) 0.463
FIGO stage degree

Advanced (111-1V) vs early (I-11) [Ref] 1.73 (1.06-2.81) 0.028 1.87 (1.13-3.08) 0.014

Histological group

Non-serous carcinoma vs serous carcinoma [Ref] 1.97 (1.48-2.63) <0.001 | 1.82(1.33-2.50) <0.001

PFS time, first-relapse period (days)

<327 vs. >327 [Ref] 2.80 (2.07-3.78) | <0.001 | 1.87(1.33-2.64) | <0.001

Abbreviation: 95%CI, 95% confidence interval, aHR, adjusted hazard ratio, FIGO, International federation of gynecology
and obstetrics; PFS, Progression-free survival; uHR, unadjusted hazard ratio.

Table 4. Multivariate Cox regression analysis associating overall survival after relapse with biomarker class, adjusted
by clinical covariates in the Hammersmith Hospital cohort (n = 100; only complete data variables).

Clinicopathological features UHR (95%Cl) p-value | aHR (95%ClI) p-value
Biomarker status during chemotherapy

Class 1 vs class 2 [Ref] 1.24 (0.73-2.12) 0.428 1.26 (0.74-2.15) 0.402
Age at diagnosis category (years)

Elder (>75) vs younger (<75) [Ref] 1.97 (0.93-4.18) 0.076 1.97 (0.93-4.18) 0.076
FIGO stage degree

Advanced (111-1V) vs early (I-11) [Ref] 1.14 (0.56-2.32) 0.724 1.28 (0.61-2.72) 0.515

Histological group

Non-serous carcinoma vs serous carcinoma [Ref] 1.52 (0.83-2.80) 0.174 1.57 (0.85-2.89) 0.148

Abbreviation: 95%ClI, 95% confidence interval, aHR, adjusted hazard ratio, UHR, unadjusted hazard ratio.
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Table 5. Sensitivity analysis of class 1 compared with class 2 of PLAT-M8 in different progression times and
histological subtypes in predicting survival after first relapse

Subgroups Number at risk | Log-rank | uHR (95%Cl) | Coxph | aHR (95%Cl) | Coxph
Class | Class p-value p-value p-value
2 1

Progression time | | |

PFS < 6 months 5 20 0.317 1.87 (0.54-6.49) | 0.325 1.93 (0.49-7.61) | 0.350

PFS 6-12 months 30 56 0.005 2.08 (1.24-3.49) | 0.006 2.63 (1.46-4.75) | 0.001

PFS >12 months 124 56 0.008 1.67 (1.13-2.45) | 0.009 1.61 (1.08-2.40) | 0.019

Histological subtype |

Serous carcinoma 119 87 <0.001 2.12 (1.51-2.98) | <0.001 | 1.81(1.27-2.58) | 0.001

Non-serous carcinoma | 40 45 <0.001 2.56 (1.56-4.19) | <0.001 | 2.19(1.21-3.95) | 0.009

Abbreviation: 95%ClI, 95% confidence interval; aHR, adjusted hazard ratio; PFS, progression-free survival; uHR,
unadjusted hazard ratio.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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 .

SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES

A. Mean methylation by Study B Mean methylation by Study Normalised

n [Ie]

S - - = ScoTROC-1D-450k S - - - ScoTROC-1D-450k
= ScoTROC-1V-pyro = ScoTROC-1V-pyro
=== BriTROC-1-pyro === BriTROC-1-pyro
— OVD4-pyro — OV04-pyro

2 =

o o

= 2
o 7]
c [
@ @
) )

wn D

S S

(=] (=]

o [a=)

S S

@ | | | | | T T e T T T T | | T

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
N = 245, Bandwidth = 1.833 N = 245, Bandwidth = 1.833
C cgb5529343 ©gl12992827 ©g16172923 cobT960624 ©g25953130 ©g13691961 cgl1692018 cgl7573872

100
100
I
100
100
I
100
I
100
100
100
I

—_

:

8] | = 84 - & | g

80
&0

sn
'
"
-~
[
w
'
w
w
[H
Tl
"
5

&0
&0

1
-0
&0
B0
!
&0
-

40
40
40
40
1
40

—
i
| |
I -
- |
|
! |
I
o

40
|
| -
an
40
F

'
- I
“ ' i
i 1 i -
I T 1 1 100
. | H T '
—_ ! '
' j !
1
' | !
I . |
I ' I N 4
- ! ' - ¢
| - —_

p=0.0425* p=6.2271 x 10-* p=0.0145* p=2.3228 x 10%* p=1.4840 x 101"  p=6.4301 x 10-17* p=0.0864 p=2.3930 x 10-30*
Figure S1. Quality control and methylation analysis of blood samples from relapsed ovarian cancer patients across four
cohorts. (Note: OCTIPS study excluded due to methylation data originating from tissue biopsy, not blood.) Bandwidth:
1.833. DNA sample numbers are indicated for each cohort (ScoTROC 1-450K =54, ScoTROC 1-pyro = 87, BriTROC
1-pyro = 47, OV04 = 57). (A) ScoTROC 1 shows distinct mean methylation (%) distribution due to the different
methylation analysis techniques (450K methylation array was used in their discovery process and pyrosequencing was
used in the validation). (B) The distribution of mean DNA methylation percentages following normalisation is depicted
in the figure, with a black dashed line indicating the adjusted average through reference normalisation. Prior to
normalisation, SCOTROC 1D-450K exhibited a median of 58.88% (IQR: 54.53-62.44%) and a mean of 58.46% (Min.
44.64%, Max. 68.96%). After normalisation, SCOTROC 1D-450K showed a median of 51.47% (IQR: 46.64-55.58%)
and a mean of 51.05% (Min. 36.00%, Max. 63.01%). Other cohorts post-normalisation included ScoTROC 1V-pyro
(Median 49.85%, laQR: 46.48-50.01%, Mean 53.15%, Min. 34.18%, Max. 61.20%), BriTROC 1-pyro (Median 52.56%,
IQR: 48.93-54.19%, Mean 51.81%, Min. 35.07%, Max. 60.99%), and OV04-pyro (Median 51.98%, IQR: 48.61-
55.10%, Mean 52.02%, Min. 39.81%, Max. 61.55%). Most probes showed methylation levels between 30% and 70%
at a density level of 0.05 to 0.1, with a prominent peak mean around 52% DNA methylation. BriTROC 1 and ScoTROC
1-450K had a single peak, whereas SCOTROC 1-pyro and OV04-pyro displayed dual peaks. The normalisation process
involved centring and scaling. (C) All CpG sites were examined across 245 DNA samples from four cohorts.
Highlighted in red are the four CpG sites selected using Elastic Net: ¢g12992827, ¢g21625271, cg07960624, and
€g13691961. Hypermethylation was observed in 7 out of 8 CpG sites (Wilcoxon Test, p < 0.05, indicated by an asterisk).
Each boxplot shows % methylation (Y-axis) for the n samples from the Infinium HumanMethylation450k BeadChip
and pyrosequencer after normalisation for class 1 and class 2 samples (x-axis).
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Figure S2. Methylation levels (%) in blood DNA from relapsed and non-relapsed ovarian cancer patients, comparing
Class 1 and Class 2 of the PLAT-M8 biomarker using a pyrosequencer. (A) BriTROC 1 study (n = 16, Class 1; n = 31,
Class 2) shows significant hypermethylation in Class 2 at 4/8 CpG sites (p < 0.05, indicated by an asterisk and red),
and hypomethylation at 1/8 CpG sites (p < 0.05, indicated by an asterisk and blue). (B) OV04 study (n = 25, Class 1; n
= 32, Class 2) reveals similar patterns with 4/8 CpG sites hypermethylated (p < 0.05, indicated by an asterisk and red)
and 1/8 CpG sites hypomethylated (p < 0.05, indicated by an asterisk and blue). (C) Hammersmith Hospital cycle 3&4
study (n =52, Class 1; n = 51, Class 2) does not show significant differences in methylation (D) Hammersmith Hospital
cycle 6 study (n = 24, Class 1; n = 26, Class 2) does not show significant differences in methylation.
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HH study (cycle 3, 4, & 6, n = 100 patients)
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Figure S3. Methylation markers are not prognostic for ovarian cancer survival during first-line chemotherapy (analysis
focuses on 100 patients, excluding cycle-specific data). Blood samples were collected from the Hammersmith Hospital
cohort during the first-line chemotherapy (Carboplatin + Paclitaxel) treatment course. For this analysis, we selected only
the initial sample from each patient to avoid duplications in calculating endpoints for the 100 patients. This analysis
differs from the prior figure, which included 153 samples. Analysing 100 patients, overall survival (OS) after relapse
did not show significant differences between Class 1 (n = 33) and Class 2 (n = 67) of PLAT-M8. However, there is a
tendency that Class 1 might have worse survival. All adjustments were made for the covariates of age at diagnosis,
cancer stage, histology, and progression-free survival (PFS).
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Figure S4. Assessing the prognostic performance of PLAT-M8 class 1 vs. class 2 (reference) in blood DNA samples to
predict mortality and time-dependent survival among relapsed cases (n = 245). (A) Using a univariate logistic regression
model to predict mortality, PLAT-M8 alone has a sensitivity of 52.2%, specificity of 69.8%, a positive predictive value
(PPV) of 66.4%, a negative predictive value (NPV) of 16.7%, and an accuracy of 60.4% with an AUC of 0.61. (B)
Using a multivariate logistic regression model involving age at relapse, FIGO stage, histological type of tumour, and
PFS time, PLAT-M8 may predict mortality with an improved AUC of 0.69. (C) Using a univariate Cox-regression
model to assess time-dependent overall survival (OS) prediction, the performance of PLAT-MS8 in predicting the
cumulative incidence (events) risk illustrates its superior discriminative capability over 3 years. It excels particularly in
the first year, boasting an AUC of 0.700, and experiences a slight increase to 0.707 by the third year. (D) After
adjustment, PLAT-M8 maintains a consistent discriminative value, with an AUC of 0.766 persisting from the first year
to the third year.
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Figure S5. Time-dependent ROC curves for survival prediction models using blood and tissue biopsy DNA samples (n
= 291) and blood DNA samples only (n = 245). (A) The univariate Cox-regression model for time-dependent overall
survival (OS) prediction using PLAT-M8 demonstrates sufficient discriminative value, with an initial AUC of 0.599 in
the first year and a slight decrease to 0.585 by the third year for predicting hazards at the 3-year mark. (B) After
adjustment involving age at relapse, FIGO stage, histological type of tumour, and PFS time, PLAT-M8 improves its
discriminative value in the first year with an AUC of 0.668, decreasing over time to 0.604 in the third year. (C) The
univariate Cox-regression model for time-dependent OS prediction using PLAT-M8 demonstrates sufficient
discriminative value, with an initial AUC of 0.615 in the first year and a slight decrease to 0.568 by the third year for
predicting hazards at the 3-year mark. (D) After adjustment involving age at relapse, FIGO stage, histological type of
tumour, and PFS time, PLAT-M8 improves its discriminative value in the first year with an AUC of 0.670, decreasing
over time to 0.631 in the third year.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.18.24312711,; this version posted September 19, 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 .

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

Table S1. Distribution of PLAT-MB8 classification in different datasets of cohorts, according to clustering analysis
consensus (n = 391 patients, 444 samples).

Biomarker status? Total p-value
Cohorts Class 2 Class 1
n % n % n %
ScoTROC 1D 25 46.3 29 53.7 54 12.2 0.0132
ScoTROC 1V 43 494 44 50.6 87 19.6
OCTIPS 28 60.9 18 39.1 46 10.4
BriTROC 1 31 66.0 16 34.0 47 10.6
ovo4 32 56.1 25 43.9 57 12.8
HH sample on cycles 3&4° | 69 67.0 34 33.0 103 23.2
HH sample on cycle 6° 20 40.0 30 60.0 50 11.3
Total relapse cases 159 54.6 132 454 291
Total non-relapse samples | 89 58.2 64 41.8 153
Total overall 248 55.9 196 44.1 444

The percentage ‘%’ values in the biomarker status column represent row percentages, meanwhile in total column represent
column percentages. 2Chi-square test. "\When the analysis focuses on 100 patients, excluding cycle-specific data, the number of
patients in each biomarker status is Class 1 (n = 33) and Class 2 (n = 67)

Table S2. Clinicopathological features in five cohorts with relapsed ovarian cancer cases (n = 291) and at
Hammersmith Hospital with non-relapsed cases (n = 100) in relation to biomarker status (negative and positive).

Five cohorts Hammersmith Hospital cohort
Clinicopathological Biomarker status Total p- Biomarker status Total p-value
features Class 2 Class 1 value Class 2 Class 1
n % n % n % n | % n | % n | %
Age at diagnosis (years)
21-30 3 75.0 |1 250 | 4 14 |0.0442 |0 |0 1 |100 |1 1.0 | 0.6242
31-40 5 833 |1 16.7 | 6 2.1 3 |600|2 |400(|5 |50
41-50 26 [59.1|18 409 |44 |151 9 16924 |308|13]130
51-60 52 | 59.8 |35 |40.2|87 |299 17 | 70.8 | 13 | 29.2 | 24 | 24.0
60-70 50 |48.1 |54 |51.9 104|357 21 | 61.8 |13 |38.2 |34 | 34.0
>70 23 [ 50.0|23 |50.0|46 |15.8 17 | 739 | 13 | 26.1 | 23 | 23.0
Age at relapse (years)
21-30 2 66.7 | 1 333 |3 1.0 | 0.146°
31-40 3 750 |1 250 | 4 1.4
41-50 22 629 |13 | 371 |35 |120
51-60 51 |58.0 |37 |420 |88 |302
60-70 50 | 485 |53 |515 |103 | 354
>70 31 | 534 |27 |46.6 |58 |199
Age at diagnosis (years)
Younger (<75) 152 | 56.7 | 116 | 43.3 | 268 | 92.1 | 0.015° |59 | 66.3 | 30 | 33.7 | 89 | 89.0 | >0.999°
Elder (>75) 7 304 |16 | 696 |23 |79 8 | 727|3 |273|11|11.0
Age at relapse (years)
Younger (<75) 143 | 55.6 | 114 | 44.4 | 257 | 88.3 | 0.345P
Elder (>75) 16 | 471 |18 | 529 |34 |11.7
FIGO stage
| 9 643 | 5 357 |14 |48 |0129° |7 |875|1 |125|8 |8.1 | 0.3007
I 14 | 778 |4 222 |18 |6.2 8 | 727 |3 |273|11|11.0
1| 108 | 54.0 | 92 | 46.0 | 200 | 68.7 38 | 644 |21 | 356 |59 590
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v 28 | 475 |31 | 525 |59 |20.3 14 1 636 | 8 | 36.4 |22 | 220

FIGO stage degree

Early (1-11) 23 | 719 |9 28.1 |32 |11.0 | 0.038° |15|789 |4 |21.1|19|19.0|0.218°
Advanced (l11-1V) 136 | 52.5 | 123 | 47.5 | 259 | 89.0 52 | 64.2 |29 | 358 |81|810
Histological subtypes

Serous carcinoma 119 | 57.8 | 93 | 42.2 | 206 | 70.8 | 0.166* |52 | 67.5| 25| 75.8 | 77 | 77.0 | 0.9252
Adenocarcinoma NOS 6 240 |19 | 760 |25 | 8.6 1 (100 [0 |O 1 |10

Papillary adenocarcinoma | 16 | 76.2 | 5 238 |21 |72 0|0 0 |0 0 |0

Mucinous 1 250 | 3 750 | 4 1.4 0 |0 0 |0 0 |0
adenocarcinoma

Endometrioid carcinoma | 9 50.0 | 9 50.0 | 18 | 6.2 2 |667]1 |333|3 |30

Clear cell carcinoma 1 20.0 | 4 80.0 | 5 1.7 2 | 3334 |66.7|6 |6.0
Carcinocarcoma 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 |100 |0 (O 2 120

MCOA histological type | 2 66.7 | 1 333 |3 1.0 4 |66.7(|2 |333|6 |6.0

Other ovarian 5 556 | 4 444 19 3.1 4 |800(1 [200|5 |50
malignancies

Histological group

Serous carcinoma 119 | 57.8 | 87 | 422 | 206 | 70.8 | 0.095° |52 | 675 |25|325 |77 | 77.0 | 0.836°
Non-serous carcinoma 40 | 471 |45 | 529 |85 | 29.2 15652 |8 | 348 |23]| 230
Tumour grade

Well-differentiated (G1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.681* |4 | 100 |0 |O 4 |42 |0.0632
Moderately differentiated | 6 545 | 5 455 |11 |74 12 180.0 |3 |200]| 15| 15.6

(G2)

Poorly/undifferentiated 79 |60.9 |54 |39.1 | 138 | 92.6 48 | 62.3 | 29 | 37.7 | 77 | 80.2

(G3-4)

Missing data 142 4

First-line chemotherapy

Plat monotherapy 31 | 646 |17 | 354 |48 |21.0 |0.118 |19 |76.0 |6 |24.0| 25| 250 0.1212
Plat + taxane 91 |51.7 |85 |483 | 176 | 76.9 45 | 66.2 | 23 | 33.8 | 68 | 68.0

Plat + Topll inhibitor 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1100 (0 |O 1 |10

Plat + ACs 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1100 (0 |O 1 |10

Plat + alkylating agents 1 100 | O 0 1 0.4 0 |0 0 |0 0 |0

Plat + taxane + STKi 0 0 2 100 |2 0.9 0 |0 0 |0 0 |0

Plat + taxane + EGFR- 2 100 |0 0 2 0.9 0 |0 0 |0 0 |0

TKi

Plat + taxane + anti- 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 13332 |667]|3 |30

VEGF

Plat + taxane + Topl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |0 1 100 (1 |10

inhibitor

Plat + taxane + ACs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |0 1 100 (1 |10

Missing data 62

First-line chemotherapy

Cp monotherapy 31 | 646 |17 |354 |48 |210 |0.118° |19 |76.0|6 |24.0 |25 | 25.0 |0.269°
Cp with combination 94 | 519 |87 |48.1 | 181 | 79.0 48 | 64.0 | 27 | 36.0 | 75 | 75.0

Missing data 62

Platinum sensitivity

Sensitive 29 | 725 |11 | 275 |40 85.1 | 0.036°

Resistant 2 28.6 | 5 714 | 7 14.9

Missing data 244

ECOG performance

0 29 | 547 |24 |453 |53 |37.6 |0.407°

1 33 | 458 |39 [54.2 |72 51.1

2 6 375 |10 | 625 |16 | 11.3

Missing data 150

Surgical type

Interval debulking 28 | 538 |24 |46.2 |52 |91.2 | 0.372°
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Primary debulking 4 80.0 |1 20.0 | 5 8.8
Missing data 234
Residual disease
No residual disease 57 | 626 |34 |37.4 |91 |39.9 |0.024°
Any residual disease 65 |47.4 |72 |526 | 137 | 60.1
Missing data 63
RECIST response
Complete response 39 [59.1 |27 |40.9 |66 |50.0 |0.0042 |33|70.2]|14|29.8 |47 |49.0|0.797°
Partial response 16 | 457 |19 | 543 |35 | 265 1516259 |375|24|250
Stable response 9 375 |15 | 625 |24 | 182 10 | 625 |6 | 37516 | 16.7
Progressive disease 0 0 7 100 |7 5.3 5 |556 |4 |444|9 |94
Missing data 159
CA-125 response
Response (decrease) 48 | 333 |46 |66.7 |94 | 77.7 | 0.104°
No response 9 51.1 | 18 | 48.9 | 27 22.3
(stable/increase)
Missing data 170
Second-line
chemotherapy
Plat monotherapy 17 | 68.0 | 8 32.0 | 25 17.9 | 0.0862
Taxanes monotherapy 1 16.7 | 5 833 | 6 4.3
Topl inhibitor 0 0 4 100 |4 2.9
monotherapy
ACs monotherapy 1 50.0 |1 50.0 | 2 1.4
Plat + taxanes 32 | 653 |17 |347 |49 |350
Plat + antimetabolites 10 |50.0 |10 |50.0 |20 14.3
Plat + Topl inhibitor 2 66.7 | 1 333 | 3 21
Plat + ACs 14 1609 |9 39.1 |23 | 164
Taxane + ACs 1 100 | O 0 1 0.7
Plat + taxanes + anti- 3 100 | O 0 3 2.1
VEGF
Plat + taxanes + ACs 2 100 | O 0 2 14
Plat + antimetabolites + 1 500 |1 50.0 | 2 14
anti-VEGF
Missing data 151
Second-line
chemotherapy class
Cp monotherapy 17 | 68.0 |8 32.0 | 25 17.9 | 0.368°
Other regiments +/- Cp 67 |583 |48 |41.7 | 115 | 821
Missing data 151
PFS time for first
relapse (days)
>327 139 | 67.1 | 68 | 329 | 207 | 71.1 | <0.001
b

<327 20 | 238 |64 |76.2 |84 | 289

aMann-Whitney; PChi-Square; ‘Fisher’s Exact test. The percentage ‘%’ values represent column percentages.

Abbreviation: ACs, anthracyclines; CA-125, Cancer antigen 125; Cp, carboplatin; ECOG, Eastern cooperative oncology group;
EGFR-TKi, epidermal growth factor receptor tyrosine kinase inhibitor; FIGO; International federation of gynecology and
obstetrics; MCOA, Mixed cell ovarian adenocarcinoma; NOS, non-specific; PFS, Progression-free survival; Plat, platinum;
RECIST, Response evaluation criteria in solid tumors; STKi, serine-threonine kinase inhibitors; Topl, topoisomerase I; Topll,
topoisomerase Il; VEGF, Vascular endothelial growth factor. Notes: +/- Cp’ means with or without carboplatin since some
patients did not receive Carboplatin as their primary therapy, and ‘other’ means other regimens of chemotherapy beside
carboplatin. Taxane (e.g., paclitaxel and docetaxel), Topll inhibitor (e.g., etoposide), ACs (e.g., liposomal doxorubicin and
epirubicin), Alkylating agents (e.g., cyclophosphamide), STKi (e.g., enzastaurin), EGFR-TKi (e.g., erlotinib and sorafenib), anti-
VEGF (e.g., bevacizumab), Topl inhibitor (e.g., topotecan), Antimetabolites (e.g., gemcitabine)
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Table S3. Multivariate logistic regression analysis of factors associated with Class-1 biomarker (negative epigenetic
changes and poor outcome) using available data in cohorts (combined total n = 180 patients).

Clinicopathological features UOR (95%Cl) p-value | aHR (95%Cl) p-value
Age at relapse category (n = 291, years)

Elder (>75) vs younger (<75) [Ref] 1.41(0.69-2.89) | 0.345 1.14 (0.29-4.54) | 0.851
FIGO stage degree (n = 291)

Advanced (111-1V) vs early (I-11) [Ref] 2.31(1.03-5.19) | 0.038 1.43 (0.49-4.20) | 0.512
Histological group (n = 291)

Non-serous carcinoma vs serous carcinoma [Ref] | 1.54 (0.93-2.56) | 0.095 1.10 (0.54-2.22) | 0.799
First-line chemotherapy class (n = 229)

Cp with combination vs Cp monotherapy [Ref] 1.69 (0.87-3.26) 0.118 o0 N/A
Residual tumour after surgery (n = 228)

Any residual tumour vs no residual tumour [Ref] | 1.86 (1.08-3.19) | 0.024 0.80 (0.40-1.62) | 0.540
PFES time, first-relapse period (n = 291, days)

<327 vs. >327 [Ref] 6.54 (3.66-11.68) | <0.001 | 6.33(3.12-12.84) | <0.001

The symbol '’ denotes an infinite value resulting from the presence of a zero value in a 2x2 column when variables
are adjusted together.

Abbreviation: 95% CI, 95% Confidence interval; aOR, Adjusted odds ratio; FIGO, International federation of
gynecology and obstetrics; PFS, Progression-free survival; uOR, Unadjusted odd ratio.

Table S4. Survival rate differences of patients between two classes of PLAT-M8 in the six included cohorts (n = 391).

Survival rate? and median of follow up (95%CI) across different class of biomarker
Relapse (ScoTROC 1D & -1V, OCTIPS, Non-relapse (HH cohort)®
Survival BriTROC 1, OV04)
characteristics Class 2 Class 1 Overal | p-value | Class2 | Class1l | Overall | p-value
N =159 N =132 | cases N=67 | N=33 |cases
(54.6%) (45.4%) (67.0%) | (33.0%)
2-year OS rate, n = 45% 15% 32% <0.001% | 44% 33% 40% 0.311¢
391
Median follow up® 77.46 91.13 80.71 | 0.208° 60.53 63.29 63.29 0.667¢
(51.25- (69.01- (62.23- (46.27- | (38.09- | (52.95-
103.67) 113.26) 99.19) 74.78) 74.78) 73.62)

aThe survival rate was calculated based on life tables, following the cumulative proportion surviving at the end of the interval.

bSelected only the first sample from each patient (if there is more than 1 sample given) to avoid duplications in calculating endpoints
for the 100 patients as individuals;
°Median follow-up was calculated using reverse Kaplan Meier;

dLog-rank test

Abbreviations: BriTROC 1, British translational research ovarian cancer collaborative 1; HH, Hammersmith Hospital; OCTIPS,
Ovarian cancer therapy innovative models prolong survival; OS, Overall survival after relapse; OV04, Ovarian cancer clinical
trial study 4" edition; PFS, progression-free survival; ScoTROC 1, Scottish randomised trial in ovarian cancer (D, discovery and
V, validation).
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Table S5. Median progression-free time, time to death, and overall survival time, with a Kaplan-meier survival

comparison for relapsed ovarian cancer across various variables.

Median survival (95%CI), in months

Clinicopathological features

PFS p-value | OS after relapse p-value
Biomarker status (at relapse, n = 291) in 5 cohorts
Class 2 22.59 (19.50-25.67) | <0.001 | 30.44 (22.71-38.17) | <0.001
Class 1 11.77 (11.00-12.54) 11.64 (9.58-13.69)
Biomarker status (during chemo, n = 100) in HH cohort
Class 2 23.37(15.82-30.93) | 0.127 28.96 (17.60-40.33) | 0.428
Class 1 17.75 (12.45-23.06) 23.01 (11.04-34.99)
Age at relapse category (n = 291)
Younger (<75 years) 16.54 (13.86-19.21) | 0.287 20.55 (15.47-25.63) | 0.256
Elder (>75 years) 18.58 (13.55-23.60) 16.57 (8.90-24.24)
FIGO stage degree (n = 291)
Early (1-11) 27.26 (0-55.18) 0.004 46.06 (28.82-63.30) | 0.026
Advance (111-1V) 15.81 (13.67-17.96) 17.79 (14.17-21.40)
Histological group (n = 291)
Serous carcinoma 20.71 (17.23-24.20) | <0.001 | 25.31(20.28-30.35) | <0.001
Non-serous carcinoma 11.21 (10.20-12.22) 10.88 (8.33-13.43)
First-line chemo (n = 229)
Cp monotherapy 27.81 (0-57.33) 0.003 21.17 (12.07-30.27) | 0.354
Cp +/- other regiments 24.79 (21.59-27.99) 16.11 (10.50-21.72)
Platinum sensitivity (n = 47)
Sensitive 28.54 (22.62-34.45) | <0.001 | 25.74(16.50-34.98) | <0.001
Resistant 9.73 (8.89-10.58) 11.14 (2.12-20.17)
Surgical type (n =57)
Interval debulking 22.03 (14.69-29.36) | 0.817 21.90 (16.93-26.86) | 0.728
Primary debulking 20.09 (0.96-39.22) 17.49 (0-44.62)
Residual disease (n = 228)
No residual disease 22.03(17.74-26.31) | <0.001 | 32.61(24.61-40.62) | <0.001
Any residual disease 12.00 (11.21-12.79) 13.51 (11.54-15.49)
CA-125 response (n = 121)
Response (decrease) 11.93 (11.23-12.64) | 0.004 12.62 (9.75-15.49) | 0.697
No response (stable/increase) 7.60 (1.41-13.678) 8.25 (3.51-12.99)
Second-line chemo (n = 104)
Cp monotherapy 26.83 (0-82.35) 0.064 38.00 (16.31-59.70) | 0.238
Other regiments +/- Cp 22.13 (16.76-27.49) 18.48 (14.14-22.82)
Biomarker, second-line chemo (n = 104)
Class 2, Cp only 99.55 (0-205.19) <0.001 | 38.07(37.91-38.23) | <0.001
Class 2, others +/- Cp 24.85 (20.81-28.90) 25.74 (20.44-31.04)
Class 1, Cp only 14.79 (8.84-20.75) 11.14 (0.96-12.70)
Class 1, others +/- Cp 13.38 (11.35-15.41) 16.57 (13.91-19.22)
Biomarker, second-line chemo — Cp only (n = 19)
Class 2, Cp only 99.55 (0-205.19) 0.001 38.07 (37.91-38.23) | <0.001
Class 1, Cp only 14.79 (8.84-20.75) 11.14 (0.96-12.70)

Abbreviation: CA-125, Cancer antigen 125; Cp, carboplatin; FIGO; International federation of gynecology and obstetrics; PFS,

Progression-free survival.
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Table S6. The distribution of second-line chemotherapy regimens based on their grouping by chemotherapy class and
biomarker status.

Chemotherapy class and biomarker status Total
Chemotherapy regiments Class 2, Cp Class 2, Other +/- | Class 1, Cp Class 1, Other +/-

Only Cp Only Cp

n % n % n % n % n | %
Carboplatin 13 | 100% 0 0 6 100 0 0 19 | 183
Paclitaxel 0 0 2.0 0 0 5 14.3 6 |58
Liposomal doxorubicin 0 0 2.0 0 0 1 2.9 2 |19
Carboplatin + paclitaxel 0 0 29 58.0 0 0 15 42.9 44 | 42.3
Carboplatin + gemcitabine 0 0 2 4.0 0 0 5 14.3 7 | 6.7
Carboplatin + liposomal 0 0 10 20.0 0 0 8 22.9 18 | 17.3
doxorubicin
Paclitaxel + liposomal 0 0 1 2.0 0 0 0 0 1 110
doxorubicin
Carboplatin + paclitaxel + 0 0 3 6.0 0 0 0 0 3 29
cediranib
Carboplatin + paclitaxel + 0 0 2 4.0 0 0 0 0 2 19
epirubicin
Carboplatin + gemcitabine + 0 0 1 2.0 0 0 1 29 2 119
bevacizumab

+/- Cp’ means with or without carboplatin since some patients did not receive Carboplatin as their primary therapy,
and ‘other’ means other regimens of chemotherapy beside carboplatin.
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